





must have impressed Joseph was that these people, from a
distant land, knew something about their baby and what He
was going to be und do. Their keen interest, long journey.
worship of the child, and the presents they gave must have
overwhelmed Joseph and Mary. Centuries before, God had
instructed the Israelites that all baby boys had to be circum-
sized on the eighth day after birth. Jesus, who would fulfill
the law. also had to submit to it. On this day He was also
named Jesus. That name for Him had a special meaning
beeause He would be and do what the name means, ‘*save
His people from their sins.’’ On the forty-first day Joseph
and Mary took Him to the temple to be redeemed from the
law of service in the temple. Jerusalem was only four or five
miles from Bethlehem.

As poor people Joseph and Mary bought two turtle doves
as their offering. As the father of the child, Joseph likely
took Him into the sacrificial section of the temple. The
presentation ceremony was really a buying back of a son.
The first-born son under the Jewish law was reserved for
God, for service in the temple. But through this presenta-
tion and ceremony he was redeemed from this work and the
Levites would take his place. At this presenlation suddenty
an ofd man came to them out of the crowd. By a special
revelation he was told that this baby was the One promised
to Israel. Again Joseph must have been impressed. This
strange man knew about ‘‘their”’ son and spoke prophetically
about Him as he took Him into his arms. There also appeared
another person, an old widow named Anna, to acknowledge
and speak of this child.

The history that followed was an indication of the kind
of life the baby Jesus was to live. In a dream God told Joseph
as the head of the home to rise quickly and flee into far away
Egypt; and to remain there until the Lord would tell them
to come back. Regardless of questions about and the
difficulties of such a journey Joseph in faith obeyed. To Egypt
they went. Did they **finance’" this trip perhaps with the gifts
received from the wise-men? Nothing more is told us about
their slay in Egypt. They stayed and waited in obedient faith.
So too, they did return, this time to Nazareth. Joseph returned
to his former trade, that of a carpenier. Thus Jesus was
known as the son of Joseph the carpenter.

What a unique experience it must have been for Joseph
and Mary to raise this wonder child. The Bible tells us almost
nothing about this long period of Jesus life, from infancy
until He was thirty years old and began His public ministry.
Obviously this is not important for us to know. Actually we
read of only one thing, that he grew in wisdom and stature
{physical growth) and in favor with God and men. What an
unusual student He must have been, astounding teachers
(Luke 2:46, 47). In body and soul, untouched by sin,
unchecked and unretarded by any results of sin, His mind
and soul must have absorbed the riches of God’s Word.

Later Joseph disappeared from the scene. We do not read
of him when Jesus was in His aetive ministry. Perhaps he
died before this time. One thing he surely learned from his
cxperiences with the birth and life of Jesus, He and Mary
were among the first to learn something of the great truth:
““‘Great is this mystery of godliness.”” Christmas celebrates
the birth of our Savior, and as believers we celebrate it
because it means that our salvation through Him is all a
wonder of His grace.
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JOHN KNOX’'S TRUMPET

"Blast” Against Wor

Peter De Jong

Confusion About Leadership

The most recent Christian Reformed study committee to
deal with the troublesome questions about women'’s eligibility
to serve in church offices had to study the Bible's teaching
about the ‘“‘headship’” to which God had called men.
Although the questions about this matter had arisen in
connection with church offices, the committee also had to
study the bearing of men’s Biblical headship on women’s
proper role in other areas of society. The majority of the
committee found that man’s headship “*is a creational norm
recognized in both Old and New Testaments’” and that *“God
gave woman o be man’s fitting helper for the whole of
human life, and that she should render her service and exer-
cise her gifts in a way which acknowledges the headship of
the man.”*

The synod first declared that this Biblical headship
principle ‘“‘means that the man should exercise primary
leadership and direction-setting in the home and in the
church.” This was violently opposed by 2 strong minority
and the next day they succeeded in defeating a motion to
declare that this headship of the man implied that women
should not be admitted to the offices of minister, elder or
evangelist. Subsequently the synod also declared that **there
is insufficient scripiural evidence to warrant the conclusion
that a headship principle holding man’s rulership/primary
leadership and direction-setting over woman is a creation
norm extending over the whole of human life.”” The synod
first enunciated a Biblical principle and then proceeded by
contradictory decisions to virizally nullify it in chorch and
home as well as more broadly in society in general!
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John Knox’s Biblical Conviction

Discussion of these matters is by no means as ‘‘new’’ as
the promoters of the recent change and confusion routinely
assume. Dr. Louis Praamsma, our outstanding church
historian, writing in the September 3 Christian Renewal, on
““Calvin on Women'' calls attention to discussions and a
difference which developed between Calvin and the famous
Scotch Reformer, John Knox, regarding the practical ques-
tions of how they should deal with the cases of the existing
rule of women in society. Knox, who as Reformer was
followed by ‘‘almost the entire population of Scotland”” and
led it to become ‘‘a Presbyterian couniry,”’ was opposed
especially by Queen Mary Stuart who sought opportunity to
persecute the Reformed church. He early found himself faced
with the question whether God’s ordinances permit a woman
to rule over a country and be its legislator. As one of Calvin’s
“‘most faithful adherents’” he in 1554 visited him in Geneva
and then the Reformer Bullinger in Zurich to obtain their
advice. Dr. Praamsma pointed out that both of them advised
him that although government by women was ‘' certainly not
the original rule,”” when God in His providence permitted
such an anomaly to arise Christians should submit to this
established order. Calvin, although in principle in agreement
with Knox's objection to women’s rule, was inclined to
moderation. He also hoped that Queen Elizabeth in England
might be won io support the Reformation and he dedicated
his cornmentary on Isaiah to her.

Knox, the Reformation leader of his country, confronted
by the intolerable efforts of queens to prevent the people from
believing and obeying God’s Word, could not be satisfied



with the moderation counselled by the other Reformers.
Instead he had his First Blast Against the Monstrous Regi-
ment of Women secretly printed in Geneva m 1558. The
irritated Queen Elizabeth declined Calvin’s dedication of his
commentary to her and the death penalty was pronounced
on anyone in England who owned Knox’s Blast. Knox’s book
was even forbidden in Geneva! Dr. Praamsma finds it
regretable that Knox lost his temper and did not follow the
requested advice of the other Reformers.

Knox's explosive little 63-page book makes interesting
reading.

‘I am assured,” he wrote in quaimt Old English spelling,
““that God hath reveled to some in this our age, that it is more
than a monstre in nature that a Woman shall reigne and have
empire above Man. And yet with us all there is suche silence,
as if God therewith were nothing offended. The naturall man,
ennemy to God, shall fynd, I knowe, many causes why no
snche doctrine oght to be published in those our danperous
dayes. First, that it may seme o tend to sedition. Secon-
daritie, it shall be dangerous, not onlic to the writer or
publisher, but also to all such as shall reade the writinges,
or favor this truth spoken: And last, It shall not amend the
chief offenders, partilie because it shall never come to their
eares, and partlie they will not be admonished in such cases.™
Knox could not find real prophets or aposiles who permitied
their course to be governed by such pragmatic excuses and
self-serving arguments. ““Yf any think that the empire of
Women is not of such importance, that for the suppressing
of the same any man is bounde to hasarde his life; [ answer,
that to supresse it is in the hand of God alone. But to utter
the impietie and abomination of the same, 1 say, it is the dutie
of everie true messager of God to whome the truth is reveled
in that behalf.”’ “*1 say, that of necessitie it is that this
monstriferouse empire of Women. . . be openlie reveled and
plainlie declared to the world, to the end that some may
repent and be saved.”’

In the body of his work Knox pointed out that ‘“To promote
a Woman to beare rule, superioritie, dominion, or empire
above any Realme, Nation, Citie, is repugnant to Nature;
contumelie to God, a thing most contrarious to his revealed
will and approved ordinance; and finallie, it is the subver-
sion of good Order, of all equitie and justice.”” Alluding to
the by now familiar scripture passages dealing with the
subject, Knox cited especially I Tim. 2 and 1 Cor. 14,
concluding, “‘These two testimonies of the Holy Ghost be
sufficient to prove what soever we have affinmed before, and
to represse the inordinate pride of women, as also to correct
the foolishness of those that have studied to exalt women in
authoritie above men, against God and against his sentence
pronounced.”’ (Although Knox did not promote an insurrec-
tion against all queens, he would not silence the Scriptures
for political expediency.)

Our Need for Bible-Believing Leaders

It is evident, as one follows Knox’s argument, that he
shared with others some erroneous notions about the inferior
abilities of women, but the thrust of his argument is not based
on that but on the clear and unchanging teachings of God's
Word. That makes Knox's argument, despite some immod-
erate language, as relevant to the confusion agitating our
churches as contemporary wrifings are, more — relevant,
in fact, than the wavering and often unbiblical reports of some
of our misguided committees.

In the May Reformed Journal Professor Nicholas

Wolterstorff ridiculed the majority report of the synod’s
recent study committee on man’s headship by exaggerating
and caricaturing it and highly praised the 35- page minority
report of Dr. Willis DeBoer which tried to explain why the
biblical passages dealing with the matter do not mean what
they say and are so self-contradictory that no one should be
bound by them. In the August issue Wolterstorff notes the
synod’s erratic decisions, but reports that it ai least was
making ‘‘progress,’” ‘‘falling forward,’” as he called it, in
opening church offices to women. In the same Aupust issue
Gordon H. Pols, a member of the committee majority,
attempted to defend the position of the commitiee,
highlighting Wolterstorff’s distortions and misrepresentations
of the committee report. The headship assigned to the man
while logically and theologically defensible, is in our time
and society ‘‘culturatly and socially unacceptable’” and
therefore **practically impossible.”” The writer found himself
‘‘unable to read the Bible differently’” than as teaching the
principle of man’s headship for the whole of life. But since
“*socially and culiurally we are living in a situation so far
removed from the teaching of the Bible’” on this ‘‘matter
that we just can’t go that way any more,’’ rather than main-
tam the synod’s contradictions, he advised opening all of the
church offices to women! Thus the teaching of the Word of
God is first defended as in principle right and then rejected
because it brings conflict with today’s culture!

Could anything reveal more plainly than this does how
some of our church leaders consciously set aside God's
Word, and thus, by our own Confession (Belgic Article
XXIX) are changing us from a *‘true Church’’ to a “*false
Church’’ which ‘“*ascribes more power and authority to itself
and its ordinances than to the Word of God, and will not
submit itself to the yoke of Christ?”

lain Murray in writing on John Knox’s principles of
Reform (OUTLOOK Sept., 1979) once showed how Knox's
first principle for which he stood and which he maintained
although others might waver, was the exact opposite of the
disastrous policy which we increasingly encounter. It was
the principle of ‘‘entire, universal obedience to the Word
of God, no matter what the cost, no matter what the conse-
quences.” ““Thus whether Knox preached to Mary of Guise,
or to Mary Queen of Scots, or whether he wrote to the Queen
of England, it was always in the same terms. They were
accountable to God; they were not given leave, as he told
Mary Queen of Scots, to offend God’s majesty. .. .On one
occasion the Queen’s secretary stopped Knox, 'when he was
standing before the Queen. . . . ‘Stop!’ he said. ‘you forget
yourself, you are not now in your pulpit.” ‘T am in the place,’
replied Knox, ‘where duty requires me to speak the truth,
deny it who will.” ”" **. . _He wrote to Queen Elizabeth of
England: ‘If T should flatter your Grace, 1 were no friend
but a deceitful traitor, and therefore, of conscience I am
compelled to say that neither the conseut of the people, the
process of time, nor multinde of men can establish a faw
which God shall approve; but whatsoever He approves by
His eternal Word, that shall be approved, and whatsoever
He condemns shall be condemned, though all men in the earth
should hazard a justification of the same.” *’

This was the kind of leadership through which the Lord
gave Reformation to both the church and the society of
Scotland. In our increasingly demoralized churches and
society let us pray for and seek the same kind of leadership,
not “‘culmrally condiiioned’” but adamantly committed to
God's Word. e
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Phillip the Evangelist, or Pheabe, but the primary passages
which specifically address this issue are the ones above,

We find in these passages some fairly clear directives as
to the administration of the church. In the opening verses
of I Timothy 3 we find the qualifications listed for bishops
{or overseers) and deacons. These qualifications are pre-
faced, as was noted, by seven verses dealing with the role
of women (I Tim. 2:8-16). They are not to teach or have
authority over men, ““for Adam was formed first, then Eve;
and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived
and became a transgressor”” (I Tim. 2:12-14). In this passage
addressed to Timothy at Ephesus, the apostle reiterates almost
exactly (he same message that he had sent to the church at
Corinth—women are to *‘keep silent’” in the church. This
was not only 1o apply to the churches of Corinth and Ephesus
but was a rule to be generally applied, ““As in alf the churches
of the saints, the women should keep silence’’ (f Cor. 14:
33 & 34).

It should alse be noted that when the Apostle Paul gives
us instruction regarding the roies of men and particularly
women in the church, he appeals not only to the Creation-
Fall account, but also to four other authoritative sources. The
first is tradition (I Cor. 11:2 *'I commend you because
you. . .mainiain the traditions even as I have delivered them
to you."") The second is rature (I Cor. 11:14 & 15 **Does
not nature itself teach you?""). The third is the law (I Cor.
14:34 “*women should be subordinate—even as the law
says’") and finally he appeals to his Ged-ordained authority
as an inspired writer of Scripture (I Cor. 14:37 **what I am
writing you is a command of the Lord™’).

It is not my intent to do a delailed exegetical study. These
passages have been well mined. However, a few observa-
tions are in order. 1} A woman’s role in the church is clearly
tied to the Creation-Fall account in the Scriptures; 2) By
appealing to these various sources the Apostle is adamant
that the Church take his instructions with utmost seriousness,
as the very Word of God Himself; and 3) the role of women
is to be one of godly submissiveness (as is also the role of
men, but) subordinate to the role of men in the church.
Whatever exegetical games one may wish to play, these con-
clusions are clear and inescapable. When the Synod refused
to declare “‘that the headship of the man implies that women
not be admitted to the office of elder, minister, or
evangelist,” it was refusing to affirm the obvious conclusion
of what scripture affirms. (It takes no great biblical scholar
to recognize the utter incongruity of a women standing before
a congregation preaching on I Cor. 14:35 & 36.)

Who Is Disobedient?

What are the consequences of traveling on this exegetical
road which the Synod has chosen? Some months ago Prof.
N. Wolterstorff made the observation in the May, 1984
Reformed Journal that in his opinion the practice of excluding
women frem ordination to the offices in the church was
“disobedient.”’ I disagree with that observation, but believe
that he has incisively cut to the heart of the matter. Is the
church obedient or discbedient? Does it reflect the Word of
God and the mind of Christ or not? If Woiterstorff is cor-
rect, the remedy for disobedience is repentance and change.
Then there ought to be public acknowledgment and confes-
sion of the sin of disobedience in this matter. Then the church
should immediately insist that women be ordained to all its
offices. Nowhere does the scripture make obedience optional,

The Synod of 1984 tried, in fact, to do that, to make
obedicnce optional: A number of ministers and elders
registered their negative votes when Article 3 of the Church
Order was revised. Some slated as a matter of record that
this decision was contrary to the Scriptures. What was the
synodical response to them and to others who hold similar
views? Ministers of the Word were “*given’ the freedom
of conscience not to participate in the ordination of women
deacons. Perhaps the Synod was under the illusion that this
was a ‘‘pastoral’’ decision. It was not. It was a political
decision. If it were indeed a ‘‘pastoral decision’’ the synod
as ‘‘pastor’” should havc cited the Word of God to correct
those who accused it of disobeying that Word. Disobedient
office holders are entitled to the loving correction and
discipline of the church. For the synod to patronize a sizable
portion of the clergy of its denomination by “*granting them
freedom of conscience’ is to dodge its duty. To oppose
Synod on the basis of Scripture is not something that is to
be taken lightly, particularily by ministers of the Word. But
to refuse to lovingly work with, admonish or discipline these
protestants is wrong, It reveals an attitude of either arrogance
or cowardice. Neither has a place in the church.

Church Disobédience to God’s Word

Article 32 of the Belgic Confession rejects all human
inventions and laws ‘“which man would introduce into the
worship of God, thereby to bind and compel conscience in
any matter whatever.”’ By allowing ministers to abstain as
a matter of conscience from participating in the ordination
of a woman, Synod is tacitly admitting that this is a “*law”’
of man introduced into the worship of God which has no sup-
port in the scriptures.

We have heard and are going to hear in the future many
cries for peace and harmony. We would do well to heed our
own confessions. The Belgic (Art. 32) goes on to admit in
the church, “‘only of that which tends to nourish and preserve
concord and unity, and to keep all men in obedience to God.
For this purpose, excommunication or church discipline is
requisite, with all that pertains to it, according to the Word
of God.””

In the church cone can fall into Pharisaical legafism—a dead
orthodoxy. The Pharisees knew the Scriptures, but they did
not know the power of God. On the other hand, one may
sincerely seek to be led by the Spirit and forget that the work
of the Spirit cannot be separated from the Scriptures. This,
it seems to me, is the danger that the CRC now faces. There
is an increasingly cavalier attitude towards the Bible. If we
continue to stumble aleng this ecclesiastical road, eventu-
ally we can no longer reflect the mind of Christ. A church
divorced from the Scriptures loses its authenticity as a viable
witness of that obedient mind to a disobedient world. It loses
its reason for existing. It also loses its authority to lovingly
admenish and discipline erring members. It has nothing to
say to the world and it has nothing to say ioc itself. It becomes
irrelevant and useless (Matt. 5:13). Major ecclesiastical
decisions which the church is afraid to prescribe by the
authority of the Scripturcs should not be made. Such deci-
sions will reap a bitter harvest. Ged calls us by His grace
to be neither “‘open-minded’’ or “‘closed-minded” but
humbly obedient to His Word. | @

Rev. Richard J. Blauw is the pastor of the Christian Reformed Church at
Zutphen, Michigan (address: Hudsonvitle).
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The Ethics of Nuclear War

Norman L. Jones

Introduction

Throughout Christian history some outside of the main
siream of Christian orthodoxy have opposed all forms of war
and violence. They are called “*pacifists” or “‘people of
peace.”” Often they appeal to texts in the Sermon on the
Mount in which the Lord spoke of the blessed peacemakers
and to His command to “‘turn the other cheek’™ when one
is slapped on the side of the face (Matt. 5:39). This
philosophy of non-resistance to evil has always been con-
demned as a serious error by Christian orthodoxy.

New Objections to War

Now we find a new development. We find many in “*main
streamn’” Christianity taking the position that nuclear weapons
put a new dimension into the subject of war, and that while
‘‘conventional’’ war was acceptable in the past, the nuclear
era has made the very concept of war unacceptable to the
Christian conscience. For cxampie, in 1983 the Catholic
Bishops of the U.S. produced a 150-page pastoral letter to
U.S. Roman Catholics condemning nuclear war. This letter
was subject to much national debate but was approved by
a 238 o 9 vote.

Among the Protestants, most liberals seem to be of the
opinion that nuclear war is immoral and unthinkable. Even
many cvangelicals are of the same opinion, as was indicated
at the Sweden Conference on Nuclear War held in 1983, This
was co-sponsored by Evangelicals for Social Action and the
left wing Sojourners magazine. This conference declared that
**the possession of nuclear weapons for deterence is immoral
and contradicts the will of God.™
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At a Mennonite Bible Camp which we used this summer
we saw a poster which read: “*It is a sin to make a nuclear
weapon.”’ (One of our Reformed pastors commented, ‘It
is a sin to tell a lie—as that poster does!™")

We are being subjected to a great deal of propaganda on
the subject of nuclear war, and the ‘*Nuclear Freeze’’” move-
ment is on the march trying to convince this nation that we
must cease building and deploying any more nuclear
weapons—even if we are in a position inferior to that of the
Soviet Union in our nuclear capabilities.

What are we to say about this subject? Is it toc complex
for us laymen to understand and evaluate? Must we simply
retire to our closets and pray that nuclear war will never
happen? 1t is the position of this writer that we can and must
analyze the problem in greater depth than that. We shall
consider the ethics of nuclear war biblically and factually
by conmsidering: (1) The Biblical Doctrine of War; (2) That
Nuclear War is Not a Unique Catepory of War; and (3) A
Positive Approach to Our National Defense.

.  The Biblical Doctrine of War

A.The Bible is a Book of war! From Genesis 3 to
Revelation 20 we read of war—wars that are unholy
and wars that are holy, The Lord even designaies
Himself the Lord of Hosts (armies}). The Lord
destroys His enemies and often does this by means
of humau warfare, Abraham had his own private
army and sent it out to rescue Lot (Genesis 14}. The
Lord ordered Israel to invade and smite the
Canaanites and to leave no survivors. The capiure



of the promised land was a very bloody affair. Israel
often found itself in war (cf. Judges) and David was
a distinguished general, honored for his bravery in
killing Philistines.

All of this is mentioned to illustrate that God and
war are intimatcly connected. It should be pointed
out, however, that Israel had specific revelation from
God to exterminate the Canaanites, but no modern
nation today has a list of nations that God orders to
be exterminated. The **holy war’” of Israel in her con-
quest of Canaan is carried out in the New Covenant
era by means of the Gospel. See 1I Corinthians
10:3-5.

However, this spiritual warfare is not io be
confused with and does not cancel the duty of every
nation to defend itself against aggression. The Bible
teaches clearly that it is the specific purpose of civil
government to bear the sword so as to defend the
citizens against aggression, both internal and exter-
nal. Every nation must have defensive forces for the
same reason it must have policemen: to protect life
and property from aggressors. This is the teaching
of Psalm 82, Romans 13:1-7, I Timothy 2:1,2, T Peter
2:13,14, etc.

B. All the Reformed Confession, where they speak about

the subject of war, teach the necessity of just war,
that is, defensive war against aggression: See, for
example, the Westminster Confession of Faith (23:2),
the Belgic Confession (Art. 36), and the Heidelberg
Catechism (105,106) teach the sword power of the
Civil Magistrate,

C. We may summarize the Biblical Doctrine of the duty

of defcnsive war by stating the following Biblical

propositions:

1. Nations are legitimate entities in this world and
have the right to national independence (Genesis
17:4-6; Isa. 60:3; Act 17:26; Rev, 21:24 ff.).

2. Preserving national independence sometimes
requires the violence of defensive war. Violence
is not in itself sinful (Psa. 82; Prov. 20:18; 24:5.6;
Eccl. 3:8; Lk. 3:14, 14:31; Matt. 8:9,10).

3. The justice of defensive war is determined not by
the righteousness of the nation attacked, but by
the unrighteousness of the act of aggression
(Ezekiel 38:10-13).

4. Just war must be waged according to God’s laws
for warfare (cf. Deut. 20:1-20; Num. 1:2,3, etc.).

5. Defensive war does not justify the extermination
of non-combatants, nor the amalgamation of the
conquered nation (Deut. 20:14; Rev, 21:24, 22:2),

Nuclear War is Not a Unique Category of
War

Since the Word of God is our only rule for faith and
practice, and since the Bible does not envision nuclear
war as an exception to its feachings on war, we conclude
that the use of nuclear weapons in warfare, however
frightening they may be, does not make war ‘“unthink-
able™ or in itself immoral. Nor is it a sin to build a
nuclear weapon. The erroneous charge that it is a sin
could have been made against producing gun powder,
the submarine and thc airplane.

The morality of defending national sovereignty
remains the same in the so-called “‘nuclear age’™—

despite contrary assertions of pacifists and appeasement
politicians. The greater threat posed by foes armed with
nuclear weapons simply requires greater preparedncss
to meet that threat.

The doomsday argument that a war fought with nuclear
weapons means a nuclear holocaust and the destruction
of all life on this planet is fallacious. It is refuted by both
Biblical eschatology (the doctrine of the end of the
world) and by conservative scientific thought. With
respect to biblical eschatology, the Lord declares that
the nations will be present for judgment when He returns
{Matt. 25:31, 32), and that they will be talking about
*‘peace and safety,’” not nuclear annihilation (I Thess.
4:15-17; 5:1-4; 1I Pet. 3:7; Rev. 21:24),

As for conservative scientific and military thinking, it
questions or denies many of the ideas that are now
popularly repeated as true! For example, consider the
following:

The claim is made that: “*any usc of nuclear weapons
would rapidly escalate into a strategic exchange that
would leave both countries in ashes."’

This commonly believed assumption rests on no factual
foundation. The escalation theory assumes that if one
side fires a missile at a ship or port or missile base that
the other side would retaliate with two missiles. Then
the first side would fire four more, the second side 10
and so on. It assumes that the men running the coun-
tries are petulent children who would launch missiles
as a grotesque game of personal revenge. This could
possibly happen, but it is far more likely that a missile
exchange would be tactical and limited to specific
targets.

Again, the claim is made that ‘‘a nuclear war would
produce a ‘nuclear winter’ for the planet Earth for at
least 10 years.’” This theory, promoted by astronomer

for
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Prayer

Henry Vander Kam

UNIQUE ANSWERS TO PRAYER

Although we are aysured of the fact that our prayers will
be answered by the God to Whom we pray, the answers He
gives are not always those we expect. While the answers are
at times exactly what we had expected, at other times His
anwers are quite different. These things may not be over-
{ocked because, when doing so, many have suffered grave
spiritual injury. One may easily conclude that our prayers
have not been answered even though God has answered them
clearly.

David’'s Requested Deliverance

Psaim 3 does not belong to the list of the well-known
Psalms. But, the whole Bible speaks to us and we are often
able to learn a great deal from those parts which are not
familiar to us. Psalm 3 was written when David was fleeing
before his own son, Absalom. This was one of the most
difficult times in the life of this saint of God. His own son
rose up against him! He began to complain in this Psalm that
the adversaries were many. This is surprising because David
was very popular and ‘‘had stolen the heart of all Israel.”’
But, it again revealed to him that we could not depend on
man. These adversaries taunted him by saying that there was
no help for him in God. It seemecd as though they might be
right. Had God forsaken him? His faith was indeed put to
the test. He also knew that his own sins had made him deserve
all the punishment which came.

Despite the taunts of his adversaries, David still had con-
fidence in his God. God was a shield about him. He was
safe. God was his glory. He cried to Jehovah in the midst
of all his troubles. Of course! Where else could he turn? The
Lord would answer him. He was so confident of the Lord’s
protection that he said he would lie down to sleep and rest.
Surely, he didn’t have to be afraid. Faith had no fear. What
a wonderful peace of heart and soul was his when he again
placed his full confidence in his God.

The request he made to his God according to the need of
the hour. He cried out: Save me, oh God. The dangers were
real. He asked that God would do the same to his present
enemies as He had done to former ones. “*Smite them, Lord.
Hurt them, slay them. Make them helpless.’” If God did these
things for him, his throne would again be secure and he
would be able fo lead God’s people as in the past.

God heard his prayer and did according to all that David
had asked of Him. That was the difficulty! If all his enemies
were to be shain, if they were to be hurt and made helpless,
Absalom would be among them! That was not David's wish!
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Lesson 7

Psalm 3, Acts 12:5 & 12, Il Cor. 12:8-10

No, he had commanded his generals to deal kindly and gently
with his own boy because he loved him. Now he had prayed
for deliverance, and that meant the death of his own son.
His prayer was answered but David had not counted the cost
of this prayer.

Everywhere the Scriptures teach us that prayer is not
cheap. When our Lord instructs His people to pray: Thy
Kingdom come, it means that their own little kingdom will
have no place and that they will have to sacrifice everything
for the coming of His Kingdom! Men must reckon with the
effects of their prayers — and then pray eamestly. David
had not thought of the answer to his prayer bringing him the
greatest sorrow in his life. Yet, he prayed properly! This
son was a rebel. He had not only defied his father but also
the God of Israel.

Incidents of unique answers to prayer are many. However,
I will limit myself to the naming of only two more.

Peter’'s Release

In Acts 12 we read of the great difficulties which began
to come on the church of the New Testament. There was
an attempt by secular leaders to put a stop to the spread of
Christianity. Herod, a grandson of Herod the great, had
seized the Apostle James, the brother of John, and had killed
him. He had to be somewhat careful because the populace
was fickle and it was difficult to say whether this kind of
action would win approval. In line with all the Herods, he
wished to have approval of the people above all. When he
saw that this action against the Apostle James met with the
approval of the majority of the people, he went to the top
and arrested the leader of the Apostles, Peter. The time was
not convenient, but later he would bring him out to the peo-
ple and pass sentence on him.

When Peter was arrested the church had come together
to pray. It was not necessary to state the purpose of their
prayers because obviously they had come together to pray
for Peter’s telease. There was a real danger that if Peter
should also be put to death, the church would be wasted.

Peter was guarded as though he were a hardened criminal.
There were irons on his arms tying him to the arms of the
soldiers on each side of him. There were two more guards
at the gate and then a heavy iron gate. This prisoner must
not escape. He endangered the rule of Herod and his ac-
complices, the Pharisees. Despite the fact that he was so
heavily guarded and that he would be sentenced the next day,



Peter fell sound asleep! Here we find a man so at peace with
his God that his imprisonment did not keep him awake (Psalm
4:8).

An angel came and awakened Peter without disturbing the
guards. He led him out of the prison and now, fmally, Peter
began to realize that he was not dreaming but that he was
actually free. He at once went to the home of the mother
of John Mark because he knew this was the place where the
people of God would be gathered.

Now followed a strange scene. They were still in prayer
{vs. 12). There was a knock at the pate. The slave girl,
Rhoda, recognized Peter’s voice, but didn’t apeu the gate!
She went to the rest and interrupted their prayers to tell them
that Pcte was standing at the pate, and they didn’t believe
it! What they had prayed for so long and so earnestly had
come to pass — but, surely, it couldn’t be true! They
suggested that Rhoda was cut of her mind. They speculated
whether it might be his angel(!} Finally they went to the gate
and admitted the Apostle!

How could people be so unbelieving? Did they have no
confidence in their God when they prayed to Him? Often
they didn’t. Then why pray? Even the hearing of Peter’s
voice did not convince them. He had to come into the house
s0 that they could really see him befare they would believe.
They were no better than Thomas: ‘“Unless [ place my fingers
in the nail wounds and unless I lay my hand in the wound
in His side, I will not believe!”* We are to pray confidently
because God is not only able and willing to hear us, but He
will do even far more than we could ever ask or think (Eph.
3:20). Let His people never think lightly of the power of
prayer! By this episode, no doubt, the people were
strengthened in their faith and could now return to their place
of meeting and give thanks for all that God had done.

When the Answer is ““No!”’

In II Corinthians 12 the Apostle Paul gives us an insight
into some of the difficultics under which he labored. He had
been given a tremendous task to do. He had to bring the
gospel of Jesus Christ to the heathen nations. This would
demand all of his strength. But, He was handicapped by what
he called *‘a thorn in the flesh.”” Many have speculated about
the nature of this ‘‘thorn’’, but, that’s what it remains—
speculation. He did not tell us whar it was, However, it was
a very troublesome thing which madc his life far more dif-
ficult. He even called it a *"buffeting of Satan.”” How could
he carry out the assignment his Lord has given him with this
thorn in his side? He prayed, “‘Lord take it away.”’

His prayers had often been dramatically answered. Open-
ing was given him for the preaching of the word where none
seemed to exist. He lived by prayer. He counseled others
to “‘pray without ceasing’” and, no doubt, followed this
maxim himself.

However, even though he prayed three times that this thorn
might be removed, it was not. God was not unable to remove
it. This thorn was left to safeguard him from pride. He must
never come to the conclusion that he had been able to do
all this work in his own strength. God must have the pre-
eminent place! Therefore, he must not talk about the removal
of this thorn apain.

Instead of removing the thorn the Lord assured him that
His grace would be sufficient for htim. What an answer! He
meant grace in the very broadest sense of the word as the
reception of that which was not merited. That grace of God
would overcome ali the difficulties caused by this thorn in

the flesh. His strength would be made perfect in weakness!
The instrument which He would use for the conversion of
the heathen, Paul, must never get in the way. The instru-
ment must have a secondary place so that the power of God
would be praised (2 Cor. 4:7),

Many would have concluded that, under the circumstances
under which Paul labored, they would rather have had the
thorn taken away than receive a sufficiency of grace! Paul
did not come to this conclusion. First he thought that that
thorn had to be removed for him to do the work to which
he was called, but now, when he received the fulness of grace
he was satisfied. He did not mention that thorn again. God
had provided a better answer for him than the direct answer
to his prayer would have been. He needed that sufficiency
of grace much more than the riddance of this thorn. And,
indeed, God’s grace was sufficient! Paul hereby learned to
evaluate life in a different way than he did before.

When it became evident to him that this was the final
answer of God he said that he was able to glory in his infir-
mities! What a staternent! Glory in one’s own weaknesses?
Christ’s power would cover him as a tent and he would be
able and willing to spend himself completely for that Savior!

How rich is the grace of God! Although we may be con-
vinced that certain things must be givenr us or removed from
us, what more is necesssary than the prace of God? These
are unique answers — but they teach us a great deal.

Questions for discussion:

1. Psalm 3 is not well known. What does the study of this
Psalm reveal to you about the riches of Ged's word?
Is it a pood practice to read the familiar passages of
Scripture again and again and neglect the other?

2. Do you think shat God’s prace was also sufficient for
David when he prayed for the defeat of his enemies and
as a result lost his son?

3. Why are we surprised when our prayers are heard and
answered? May we pray for the seemingly impossible?
Did the early church do this?

4 . How could Peter sleep when his circumstances were so
desperate? Did he know he would be released?
Cf. Daniel 3:17-18.

5. Paul certainly needed all his strength to carry out his
task. Did Paul ever convert anyone? Do the evangelists
today convert anyone? Who converts?

6. Do you think the promise of sufficient grace would be
interprerted by many as a disappointing answer to a
specific prayer?

UNIQUE PRAYERS

Lesson 8 Exodus 32:32, 33:12-16

I Kings 19:4, Jeremiah 12:1-4

There are unique and unexpected answers to the prayers
of God’s people and there are also ‘‘unique’’ or strange
prayers uttered by the people of God. This is an important
topic because all our prayers are not well structured and ofien
coutain strange requests. It is well for us to note that the Bible
writers struggled with the same problems as we do. They

december 1984/fificen



often prayed in a way that amazes us. How could God pay
attention to such a prayer? He did and He does. We give
only a sampling of the many strange prayers which former
saints have uttered. There are many more and someone else
might have made a different choice, but these will show, we
trust, the difficulties we often encounter when we pray. Don’t
we sometimes pray for things for which we should not pray?

A Prayer to Be Lost for Others

In the first Bible passage noted above we receive a glimpse
into the heanl of the mediator of the Old Testament, Moses.
He was a preat leader and a safe guide to the Israelites dur-
ing all the years of wandering from Egyptian bondage to their
rest in the promiscd land. His was a tremendously difficult
task. He was placed over and had to lead an unappreciative
and rebellious people. Not surprisingly, he, at times, lost
patience with them, as at the time when he struck the rock
instead of speaking to it. Israel had sinned deeply. Moses
had gone to the top of Sinai to receive one of the most
important revelations contained in the Bible, the law of God.
While he was on the mountain the people encouraged Aaron
to make a golden caif! They wanted a god which they would
be able fo sce. Moses must immediately return to the people
to correct them. What a vast disappointment! These people
had seen great wonders done by their God, but thcy rebelled.
They were now threatened by severe punishment.

Moses now revealed his deep love for these people. The
men of Levi had been commissioned to go through the camp
of Israel and kill those who were guilty, and three thousand
people were slain. Now Moses addressed God and pleaded
for His forgiveness. And, if He would not forgive them —
““then blot my name out of Thy book,” said Moses. He
would sacrifice his own salvation for the salvation of the
people of God. So dear they were to him. This is, of course,
an impossible request. God notified him at once that the one
who sinned would pay for his sins. Neither Moses nor any
other man can pay for the sins of others. Only One could
do that—Jesus Christ.

We find almost a repeat of this sentiment of Moses in
Romans 9:3. Paul is there speaking about the Jews, his
kinsmen. These have first received the revelation of God but
they have not followed Jesus Christ. If they do not repent,
they wiil be lost. He says that he could wish himself ioc be
accursed of Christ rather than to see all of his people lost.
Again, this is impossible. Paul cannot give his life for others,
any more than Moses could. But, what love he showed for
his people! What a pastoral heart he had! It is almost
impossible to imagine someone offering this kind of prayer!
— to be eternally lost for the sake of others!

Prayer for God’s Presence

In the second passage noted at the head of this lesson we
still deal with the aftermath of that which was contained in
the first passage. The Israelites could not remain in this place.
They must go on toward the Promised Land. God had said,
in answer to the prayer of Moses, that he would send His
angel to lead them (32:34). This was aiready a great benefit
for both Israel and Moses. This angel, whom God would
send, would not lead them astray but would guide them on
the road they had never travelled before. But, even though
it was a preat benefit, it was not the same as the eatlier
guidance when God Himself led them.

It is not enough for Moses to know that the angel of God
will go beforc them. “*No,’" he says, ‘‘if Thou Lord dost
not go with us then let us stay right here.”” *'I don’t care
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to take one step toward the Promised Land if God does not
go with us and before us. It is also the only way I know,”’
says Moses, ‘‘that | have found favor in Thy sight.’” Better
to stay here in the wilderness of Sinai with God, then to enter
the promised land with only ap angel as guide. If God will
go before them, the promises which He has made to His
people will be kept. Moses is bold in his request. Too bold?
No, God hears him in this also. God Himself will go before
the people. Thus they will come to the land which had been
promised them. It is a sign that the people have been forgiven.
Moases does not give up easily. He must have the assurance
of Jehovah’s presence in all the wilderness wanderings.

Praying to Die

In the third passage noted is a different kind of prayer,
Elijah, the hero of Carmel, is now asking for death. Why
this sudden change? At the top of Carmel he stood fear-
lessly against all the prophets and priests of Baal and called
Israel back to the living God. However, the death of the
Baal’s servants so displeased queen Jezebel that she sent word
to Elijah that his life would be taken soon.

It is a strange episode! Elijah flees for his life and then
asks God to fake his life away! Is it his desire that God take
his life rather than the wicked queen of Israel? No, he is
plainly weary of life. He is filled with self-pity. *‘The
children of Israel have forsaken Thy covenant, broken down
thine altars, and I am the only one wheo is left that fears the
Lord and now they are seeking to take away my life too.”
It is sad when an individual comes to the conclusion that he
is the only one left who really serves the Lord. The Lord
therefore also makes it clear to him a little later that the
number of those who are stili serving the Lord, though not
many, still nins into thousands!

But, Elijah wishes to die. Not by his own hand — perish
the thought, but also not at the band of Jezebel. Let the Lord
1ake his life. He then adds a very peculiar reason for it. He
says, 1 am no better than my fathers. There is indeed
difference of opmion as to the exact meaning of these words.
It seems to me that he is here simply appealing o the fact
that even his fathers would not have been able to stand all
the abuse which has been heaped on him. He is not made
of steel! There is a limit as to what a man is able to endure!
Lord, it is enough. I have done my best. Nothing works!
Everything is lost! Take away my life!

Elijah was a hero of faith but he does not show his heroic
character in this prayer. The prayer reveals to us the
weakness of even the strongest. At the top of Carmel he
feared nothing and nobody. Now he is afraid of everything.
How are the mighty fallen.

Besides, Elijah may not pray this kind of a prayer. The
time of his departure from this life will be determined by
his God, and it is in poed hands. Elijah feels: what's the use.
God gives him another huge assignment in the same chapter
in which he had prayed that his life might be taken away.
Elijah’s work is not finished.

An Impatient Prayer

The last passage noted gives us another praycr of a true
child of God which is quite different from those already
treated. Jeremiah lived during the closing days of the
kingdom of Judah’s freedom. It was his task 10 bring the news
to the kings and the other leaders that Judah would surely
go into captivity. He was not well-suited for the bringing
of this kind of message. He was very sensitive—easily hurt.






control and avert mass starvation. He says these countries
will have to increase the abortion rate to 500 for cvery 1000
live births, and claims that 16 nations already have abortion
ratcs higher than that. The U.S. rate is 426 abortions per
1000 live births, he says.

TV EVANGELISTS IN FINANCIAL TROUBLE. Chris-
tignity Today (9/21/84) reports that The Canadian Better
Business Bureau has warned against the solicitation tactics
of Rex Humbard. They do not accuse him of fraud, but of
using such ‘‘high pressure’” methods in playing on people’s
emotions that especially many elderly folk are giving far
beyond their means. On television the evangelist has warned
of the impending financial collapse of his ministry, but in
one of his letters he claims that “‘God is blessing everything
I touch lately.””

Another well-known TV evangelist, Oral Roberts, has had
problems with his medical complex known as the City of
Faith. Recently he claimed to have had a visit from Jesus
who told him to open the hospital to the poor. Roberts needs
an increased patient load to obtain accreditation from the state
for his medical school at Oral Roberts University.

“POLITICS, POWER, AND THE KINGDOM OF GOD'' is
the title of an article in Moody Monthily for October, 1984,
by Charles Colson. Drawing on his experience in the White
House before his conversion, Colson warns that
“Evangelicals face the danger of being captivated and
absorbed by the very political processes they seek to
influence.’* He points out that politicians often use religious
groups to further their own ends.. He says, “*Of all the
groups visiting the White House, I found religious leaders
to be the most naive about politics — and easily manip-
ulated. . .”* He writes that the claim that problems can be
solved by political and government action is an illusion and
in that connection mentions three dangers: When political
programs fail people are disillusioned and become cynical
about all government. Second, when government takes over
private efforts decline and people feel no responsibility.
“Third, and perhaps the most dangerous, the political illusion
suggests we must accumulate worldly power to advance the
cause of Christ. But because that power can neither achieve
utopia nor establish the ends of the pospel, another goal is
soon substituted — power for its own sake.”

COURT REVIVES COUNSELING SUIT. The well-known
radio preacher, John F. MacArthur, Jr., and his church in
Panorama City, California, werce sued five yecars ago by the
father of a young man who committed suicide after having
been counselled by the pastor. A lower court dismissed the
case two years ago, but the appeals court overturned the
decision. MacArthur claims that the suit is based on
misunderstanding of the church’s teaching, and the church
1s considering appealing to the state supreme court. Their
lawyer said, “‘Clergymen are going to be reluctant to carry
out what they see as their task if they have the courts coming
in and testing their religious tenets or examining their
interpretation of the Bible.™

OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS. Christian News (10/1/84)
reproduced an article in the New York Post about the serious
problem raised by the rapid increase in the number of
out-of-wedlock births in that city. In many sections of the
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city the out-of-wedlock birth rate was well over 50%, with
central Harlem hitting 79.9%. Fully 25% of mothers in this
group are younger than 19, The main point made in the article
is that this is not only the result of changing iife styles, but
more especially the result of welfare policies begun in the
1960s. Instead of encouraging fathers to assume responsi-
bility, the law specifically discourages that by making welfare
benefits available only when the father has deserted the home.
Three million people received ADC payments in 1960, but
in 1984 11.1 million do so. Virtually all of these are female-
headed households and such households tend to be below the
poverty level. *‘Thus, the very programs designed to
cradicate poverty has all but institutionalized it.”’

A LIBERAL PROFESSOR. The same issue of Christian
News has an article and editorial about Dr. Theodore M.
Ludwig, a professor at the Valparaiso University School of
Theology. This is a Missouri Synod Lutheran Church institu-
tion. According to these articles he teaches evolution and
also claims that Christianity is not the only true religion. The
cditorial reviews efforts made by Christian News and other
conservatives in the LCMS to do something about this situa-
tion. ... It is an enlightening study of how hard it is to get
action in such cases.

NO CHURCH WEDDINGS. The Roman Catholic Bishop
of St. Paul, Minnesota, has issued a pastoral letter giving
instructions regarding weddings of people who have been
living topether before marriage. The Bishop said that in the
letter he wanted to affirm the church’s position that “‘living
topether outside of marriage is immoral, and is a scandal
to the community.”’ The letter concludes by stating: *‘Sex-
ual intercourse cannot be a testing, an experimenting. It must
be the expression of an unconditional self-giving love bet-
ween a man and a woman, whose love has been eternally
given through the sacred covenant of marriage entered into
before society and the church so that it is no longer subject
to whims and caprices.’’ The letter does not forbid marriages
of those having lived together, but the weddings must be
private affairs and parish facilities will be available to the
wedding party and the immediate family only. (Christian
News 10/1/84)

HARRY BOER’S BATTLE AGAINST REPROBATION:
A REVIEW ARTICLE is an article by Dr. Fred H. Klooster
also found in the April, 1984, Calvin Theological Journal,
It is a review of Boer’s book The Doctrine of Reprobation
in the Christian Reformed Church, in which he reacts to the
decision of Synod 1980 on his gravamen concerning reproba-
tion in the Canons of Dort. Klooster also covered much the
same ground in a briefer review article in the June issue of
The Reformed Journal. Incidentally, Dr. Boer has a very
interesting reaction to that review in the August Journal,
which clearly illustrates that any attempt to harmonize his
view of election with that of our Refermed Confessions is
hopeless. Klooster poes into great detail to show that Boer
misinterprets the Canons and accuses them of teaching what
they do not teach. He does not make some of the concessions
to Boer's understanding of Scripture proof for_reprobation
that the Synodical report of 1980 makes. More than being
just a good review of Boer's book, the article is an excellent
explanation of what the Canons of Dort teach on election
and reprobation.






deliverance with **feasting and joy’” evidently corrects
that misunderstanding.

The Character of Gift Giving.

The directions given in the text for God’s people’s
celebration indicate that this should be deliberately
planned: ‘“That they should make them days of feasting
and joy.’’ Let us consciously, deliberately set out to
make our celebration Christian in character. There is
no need for us to thoughtlessly copy the world. We
don’t have to sing its tunes. Why should any Chris-
tian want to substitute a fictitious Santa Claus for the
real Christ? Let our celebration be consciously Chris-
tian. Let us celebrate Christ’s coming in order that we
might live!

The text speaks of **feasting””—that is enjoying good
food and fellowship.

It goes on to speak of sending ‘‘portions to one
another and gifts to the poor.”” While giving to one
another, we need to remember especially those who
are less abundantly blessed than we ourselves, the
physically or spiritually poor, and the newcomer and
stranger among us. (Let’s not forget that our Lord said,
“Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the feast of
these my brethren, ye have done it unto me,”" Matt.
25:40).

I1V. A Word of Caution About Gift Giving.

Both Christians and non-Christians may engage in
gift-giving, but do so for different or even opposite
reasons. Revelation 11:10 speaks of wicked people
sending gifts to one another to express their joy because
God’s prophets had been killed. Although Christians
may give gifis, gift giving is not always Christian.
History tells of Christmas celebrations in England
which became so characterized by drunkeness and
rioting that Parliament in 1644 forbade the celebrating
of that holiday. Christmas celebrating can become
debased when Christ is excluded from it.

Let us not forbid celebrating because others misdirect
and abuse it. Let us celebrate as Christians. Let Christ
be at the heart also of our customs of giving. Let our
gift-giving, as everything else that we do, be done *‘in
the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to Ged the
Father through him’’ (Col. 3:17). Let Him be the
reason why we give—not because someone gave us
something last year, but because He gave Himself for
us. For us as Christians, ‘‘Jesus Christ is the reason
why we live and why we give.”’ Is He the reason why
you live? Is He the reason why you give? L

Rev. Warren H. Lammers is the pastor of the Christian Reformed Church
at Dusion, MI. This was the substance of a 1983 Christmas sermon.

Join World Missions and World Relief?

The CRC Synod of 1984 moved in the direction of joining
World Mission Board (WMB) and the Christian Reformed
World Relief Committee (CRWRC). The main motive is to
have united word and deed ministry in the mission of the
church.

Although the syncds’ and the synodical committees’
motives are good and their principles are sound, the proposed
solution needs radical revisions in order to bring out the best
of both of the agencies under discussion.

WMB is a church planting and development agency. WMB
missionaries are church workers and have high view of the
church. Church planting and development should not be
minimized or compromised in missions, WMB should be en-
couraged in developing the church and its office: the offices
of minister, elder and deacon.

CRWRC is part of the deaconal arm of the church but in
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praciice operates as a social work agency which is involved
in relief projects and has as its emphasis long term
developmental projects. CRWRC perscnnel are not usually
ordained as deacons and do not neccssarily join the national
CRC church to work through the deaconate. CRWRC per-
sonnel are Christian social workers, who operate on social
work principles and use ecumentical jagencies and|communi-
ty organizations as their base. Often when CRWRC works
with the CRC churches it finds difficulties in operating froin
the natienal church deaconal base. This has been the case
in the Dominican Republic, for example. Although the
kingdom can use Christian social workers, para-church agen-
cies, ecumenical agencies and community social organiza-
tions, they just don’t make the deaconate into these!
There is a great difference between the church deaconate
and social work agencies. The deaconate is an office of grace,
where gifts (with no repayment attached) and mercy (to the









pastor of the Seventh Reformed Church of Grand Rapids,
on the subject, ‘““The Bible and its Place among Us."” He
called attention to the common issues that confront us as
members of Reformed and Christian Reformed churches as
the spirit of opposition to God and His Word seems to be
abroad in our time. We must pray to God to restrain that
spirit and to revive His Church, Without the Word of God,
the Bible, we have nothing on which to stand but old positions
and traditions. Only the “*“Word of God endureth for ever™.
Our Lord said, **Think not that I am come to destroy the
law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to
fulfill. . . Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shail
in no wise pass froin the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matt. 5: 17,
18). He insisted too that *‘the scripture cannot be broken®’
(John 10:35). The speaker referred especially to Luke
16:191f., the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, calling
attention particularly to verse 29, ‘*Abraham saith unto
him. They have Moses and the prophets; let them hear them.”’
He saw this as illuminating the question of the Bible and its
place among us, noting that this is (1) an eternal question,
and (2) an important one. This question about the Bible is
not a mere academic matter on which there is room for
difference of opinion. It is not like the secondary questions
about the relative merits of various Bible translations, or those
about unfulfilled prophecies, or those about the comparative
inerits of Reformed or Presbyterian creeds, however signifi-
cant some of these matters may be. This question about the
place of the Bible is one of eternal importance, for it concems
the eternal welfare of our souls and those of others. If we
let go of the Bible we are compietely adrift.

The central place of the Bible affects all that we do in the
church, and there is no substitute for preaching it. If *“faith
cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God™’, “*how
shall they hear without a preacher’’ (Romans 10:17, 14)7

Devices such as dialog and visual aids are no substitutes for
preaching, “*God. . . will not have his people taught by dumb
images, but by the lively preaching of His Word”
(Heideiberg Catechism 98). Such preaching is impossible
unless the preachers themselves believe the Bible. Our wor-
ship must be led by Biblical preaching if it is to be worship
“*in spirit and in truth** (John 4:24). The songs to be used
in worship also need to be tested by the Word of God. The
church needs a new emphasis on the teaching of that Word.
Central in the controversial matter of women'’s ordination
is our acceptance or rejection of the Bible. The question about
their ordination needs to be decided not on the basis of
expediency or of their ability but by the Bible’s restriction
of ordination to men. A Reformed church must acknowledge
the infallible authority of the Bible. The reformation of the
church must be on this basis and on it alone. Unless it does
proceed on this basis it will come to nought. On the basis
of the Word of God we will ultimately prevail, for that
‘‘abides for ever.”” The ‘'‘progressives’” saying that
““Reformed’” must be *‘always reforming””, may sound good,
but it is inaccurate. Reformed churches must not merely be
up-dated, but continue to be reformed by the Word of God.
Only so will they endure. May God grant us all renewed
confidence in His Word.

The large crowd who attended the meeting were reminded
by this address that important issues that confront us are not
limited by our denominational borders. We were called and
encouraged as God’s people, to renewed, uncompromising
and united commitment to His Word. The ground for
Reformed fellowship could hardly have been more
appropriately stated. ]

Tapes of the evening meeting are available through the Reformed Feffowship
office for §2.50.

Dear Rev. De Jong,

In the September Outlock you quole Rev.
¥anderKam on pape 8 (o the effect thai
“lcclesiology, has not been taught. . .in the
departinent of Dogmatics for the last 15 years!™
I do not wish to take exception to the statement
as such, but the implication seems to be that
graduates of Calvin Seminary spend no time stu-
dying Ecclesiology. The curriculum does in fact

include such study. There is an entire division call-
ed “‘Church and Ministry’" in which 1 was
required to take a course which included much
reading  and  class  discussion of Berkhol's
Systematic Theology on the church. There were
also several other courses on missiolgy, the rela-
tion between church and kingdom and study of
the organization of the church for ministry, and
more.

While your point does not stand or fall on this
concern we should not leave such an implication
hanging.

In Christ,
Rev. Thomas J. Vos
Pairie View, Kansas

WOMEN IN OFFICE

Dear Brother De Jong,

As a reader and subscriber to the Quuook for
many years. 1 want to cxpress my profound
appreciation to the Reformed Fellowship, its
publishers, for the many splendid aricics on
“women in office™ (June, 1984), an issuce which
has long created controversy in our churches. The
Outlook doesn’t have to take a back seal when
it comes lo putting Logether a well-articulated
periodical. I congratulaic Laurie ¥Yanden Heuvel
for her courageous writing on this issue.

All of the reasonings advanced by those in favor

of women in church office arise not from a
Biblical theological perspective. but from
sociclogical and psychological considerations
which lack any Scriptural basis, One is amazed
at the way in which the worldly **women's libera-
tion movement’" has captured the minds of CRC
women, and men teo. The churches, including
ours, are being infiltrated by modern “Eves.”" It
was a sad day for the denomination when past
synods succumbed to pressures and began appoint-
ing one commiltee after anotber o dise uss malters
on which the Bible™s answers are so obvious and
complete. The Christian Church is supposed to
be the repository of the Truth of Jesus Christ and
His Word. It is sometimes hard to detect thal in
our synods” actions. They don't scem to have any
clear-cut answers. How long will it be befuore
some synod appoints a committee to shudy whether
Jesus is God or enly a figment of the imagination,
or whether heaven 15 3 place, or whether there
is Teally a hefl.

For many today, to question everything in the
Word ol God is equated with relormation, and
0 they question instcad of preach and defend the
Scriptures. The signs of the **lalling away™ and
the apostate church appear in all denominations,
including the CRC. Men of God. risc up.
Sincerely,

Peter 1. Sluys
912 James St.
Kalamazoo, M1 49001

december 1984 /twenty-three
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OUT OF CONCERN FOR THE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH

The Synod of 1984 has decided with regard to women in the Office of Deacon:

That Synod allow consistories to ordain qualified women to the office of deacon.
Grounds: a. No study commitiee (1973, 1975, 1978, 1981, 1984) found biblical reasons to keep the office of
deacon closed to qualified women.

b.The Synod of 1978, albeit with concern about distinguishing the office of deacon from that of elder,
did nonetheless open the office of deacon to qualified women.

¢ . Women functioning in the office of deacon has biblical (Rom. 16:1} has historical precedent (Synod
of Wezel, 1568). (Acts of Synod 1984, Art. 78, p. 627).

This recommendation was adopted by an 82 — 75 vote. Thirty-one negative votes were recorded. In addition, thirteen
protests were recorded.

We quote from the following protests (Acts of Synod 1984, pp. 626—629):

John Gorter: I object to the action taken by Synod because it conflicts with the earlier decision that man should exercise
primary leadership and direction-setting in the church. Since the role of deacon in the CRC involves such leader-
ship and direction-setting, we have violated the biblical norm of male leadership within the church.

Harry Van Gurp: I protest this action for the following reason: Grounds B and C are insignificant or incorrect (Synod
of Wezel was not an official assembly, its decision was subsequently nullified, and Romans 16:1 does not refer
to an ordained deaconess). .

John Oudman: I protest on this ground: None of the synodical study committee reports have given compelling biblical
grounds to change the practice of excluding women from ecclesiastical office.

Robert Ritsema: I protest the decision because the ground ‘*No biblical reasons found’”’ is untrue, for there is much
scriptural evidence limiting the church offices to qualified men.

Raymond J. Sikkema: I cannot in good conscience before the Lord take responsibility for this direction-setting deci-
sion for the reason that by accepting this motion, synod has accepted and given tacit approval to a hermeneutic
that is doing violence to the church of Jesus Christ.

Richard J. Venema: I register a strong protest against this decision because Synod ignored the biblical order which
is given in Article 30 of the Belgic Confession which gives deacons a place in the council and government of -
the Church.

Related decisions on this matter are found in Art. 88 (p. 638) and Art. 101, E (p. 655).

{Acts of Synod 1984.)
ARE YOU ALSO CONCERNED?

Do you realize the consequences of the decision for a faithful interpretation of the Holy Scriptures? If so, then you
can do the following:
1) Discuss in your church, home, and school, the consequences of this decision for the spiritual well-being and
integrity of the church. ’
2 )Request your Consistory to uphold the biblical and historic position and nominate only men for the office of deacon.
3)Urge your Consistory to protest the decision and to overture Classis to overture Synod 1985 to set aside the
implementation of this decision.

If Classis does not adopt the Overture then it can legally be sent to Synod by your Consistory for publication in the
Agenda of Synod.

ACT NOW!
For assistance please contact or send the following form to: Dear Friends in Christ:
Please send to me some sarnples of an Overture to be
submitted to my Consistory, Thank you.
COMMITTEE OF CONCERNED MEMBERS OF THE
CHR. REF. CHURCH IN NORTH AMERICA Name: (Please Print)
Rev. H. J. Kwantes, Sec’y—Treas.,
3138 Birchwood S.W., Wyoming, MI 49508 Address:

(This communication was submitted to THE BANNER as a paid ad, but was refused placement. )
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