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Women Deacons

CHURCH POLITY AND HERMENEUTICS®

Frederika Pronk

iV. The Nature of Office
in the Reformed Tradition

That Reformed churches have stressed the unity
and equality of offices is reflected in its Church
Orders. Article 1 of the CRC Church Order reads that
“‘the offices of the minister of the Word, elder, deacon,
and evangelist. . . differ from each other only in man-
date and task, not in dignity and honor.’’?s Moreover,
“no office-bearer shall lord it over another office
bearer.”’7¢ The churches of the Reformation wanted
no part of the hierarchical clergy system of the Roman
Catholic church and the history of the diaconate in
the Reformed churches reflects this struggle to main-
tain unity and equality of office. Even though a diver-
sity of functions was recognized, the fact that deacons
were considered part of the general consistory reflects
the struggle for unity.

A high view of the diaconate together with a con-
cern for the unity of offices led to a theology which
saw Christ's offices of prophet. priest and king
reflected in the offices whereby Christ ruled His
church. Prof. Heyns wrote: “‘The Reformed churches
have distinguished themselves favorably in this
respect, since they were the only ones that have
restored this office [diaconate] in its original biblical
sense. But even in these Churches the diaconate of-
fice has not been valued as it should be, nor have they
brought it to its rightful development.”’#? The think-
ing was that the three offices of minister, elder and
deacon “‘root in the triple office of Christ Himself,
Who is our prophet, priest and king."'7¢ This view was
championed by Van Dellen and Monsma who became
responsible for embedding it as an accepted princi-
ple of Reformed church polity.7e

This principle was further refined by the Dutch
theologian, Dr. K. Dijk, who pleaded for unity of of-
fices because office bearers are servants of Christ, car-
ing for His sheep in His name. Dr. Dijk argues for a
Church Order which should conform to the Belgic
Confession which shows the unity of the offices. He
believes that the Confession {Articles 30-32) is nor-
mative for Reformed church polity in that it puts the
unity of office in the council of the church as a gover-
ning hody.5? He claims that it is impossible to separate
the work of deacans from the pastoral and ruling func-
tions of elders and ministers of the Word, because this
unity of function has its roots in the apostolic office.
The diaconate as a separate office arose as an exten-
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sion of Christ’s work performed through the apostolic
office. *‘Deacons are servants of Christ who in His
Name and upon His command exercise
care. . .through the service of the church.’ss “A
duality has arisen,’” which in his opinion, ‘*has not
been solved in any diaconal manual,’’$2 and which
has constantly caused problems in the ecclesiastical
life of Reformed churches.

Applying Dijk’s theory, he would no doubt view
the synodical decision of 1984 to ordain women
deacons, provided their work “‘be distinguished from
that of elders’” as such an example of duality of of-
fice. Also the repeated rejection of CRC synods to have
deacons delegated to major assemblies®? would fall
into this category. It is significant that in the discus-
sion to have deacons delegated to major assemblies,
the following grounds have been proposed: ‘(1)
biblical recognition of the authority of all ec-
clesiastical office, (2) the importance of the priestly
aspect of the church’s ministry, (3) the large number
of matters at major assemblies that concern deacons,
and (4) the recognized principle of the equality and
unity of office.’’#4 As has been pointed out by a study
report on the offices, the work of office bearers
overlap, so that ministers and elders have part in pro-
moting the work of mercy, and deacons engage in
pastoral, teaching and governing functions.ss

More recent studies on the offices have focused on
the service character of the offices, so that one study
committee concluded: ‘“The special ministries are
primarily characterized by service, rather than by
status, dominance or privilege.'’*® Good order dictates
the function of special ministries, For there is “‘na
essential distinction but only a functional one be-
tween minisiers, elders, deacons, and all other
members of the church. . . . All are commissioned to
serve.”’®” The advisory committee fried to maintain
a balance between authority and service, and among
other recommendations proposed the statement
which was adopted: ‘‘Nowhere in the New Testament
is there a conflict between authority and service. or
between ruling and love. Christian authority involves
service in the name of the authoritative Christ. 88

A 1972 study committee was of the opinion that the
Reformers ‘‘regarded special office as being ‘func-
tional” or ‘instrumental’ in character,’’'s® that Calvin’s
“functionalism allowed him to be somewhat
pragmatic and flexible, sensitive to the immediate
situation, to the exigencies of the times.’'*® The report
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29; cf. Acts 2:17-21) is seen as an example that “‘there
may be fulfillments of these words reaching beyond
the New Testament period itself into the history of the
Christian church.’’111 Not only must the historical and
cultural situation of the Bible be considered, but also
the ‘“‘present historical cultural situation must be
understood to make sound contemporary applica-
tions.’’112

The same relevant Bible passages of the previous
report are examined and it is concluded that because
Paul’s statement concerning the woman’s role in the
church are made within the context of specific
historical situations, it ‘‘raises the question whether
Paul’s teaching on this matter is complete.”” The con-
clusions are more carefully formulated than that of the
1973 report and it is stated that the principle of head-
ship “involves an element of authority, .. .men and
women have equality of worth since both are image-
bearers of God.’"1? Nevertheless, some new
hermeneutical questions were raised in regard to the
relevant Scripture passage regarding wormen in office.

The 1981 report, ‘‘Synodical Studies on Women in
QOffice and Decisions Pertaining to the Office of
Deacon,’’ reviewed the 1978 report and added some
new viewpoints on the Scriptural grounds for the of-
fice of deacon. It downplays the importance of Acts
6 in establishing the office of deacon. It lists all the
discrepancies that exist between deacons as we know
them today and declares that “'the link between Acts
6 and the office of deacon as we know it is, to say the
least, based on very superficial ‘ground’.’’11¢ The
same is said about I Timothy 3. ““Our conclusion is
that [it] does not bring us very close at all to a defini-
tion of the office and tasks of the deacon.™’ 115

It is evident that there are new elements of
hermeneutics involved in the conclusions reached by
the various study reports. The most specific Scripture
passage pertaining to women’s position, I Timothy
2:11, where Paul states, ‘T do not permit a woman
to teach or to have authority over a man’’ (NIV transla-
tion) is questioned. No unanimity could be reached
by the 1978 study committee as to whether ““Paul’s
injunction is binding for all times and places.”’*% So
synod 1984 concluded that “‘no study committee
(1973, 1975, 1978, 1981, 1984) found biblical reasons
to keep the office of deacon closed to qualified
women.''11? This means that ‘‘no biblical message
speaks directly to the quesfion of women in ec-
clesiastical office as presently understood. . .[and]
there is a question whether Paul’s teaching on this
matter is complete.’’ 118

After reading the reams of study reports dealing
with women in office, the ordinary Bible student who
supposedly is able to interpret Scripture for him or
herself, is left bewildered. What then do the relevant
Bible passages pertaining to women’s position mean
for today?

V1. Changing the Church Order

In its mandate to define how to implement ‘“‘the
decision of Synod 1984"’ the study committee faces
a difficult task. This task involves defining ‘‘the work
of elders and deacons in such fashion that the local
churches will be assisted in carrying out the decision
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of Synod 1984, that ‘the work of women as
deacons. . .be distinguished from that of elders’
(Church Order Supplement, Art. 3).”"119 Reference is
made to Report 32, Acts of Synod 1984, which gave
some suggestions. The options consisted of the
following:

{1) Women as deacons and as members of the
consistory.

(2) Women as deacons but not as members of the
consistory.

(3) Women in an ordained office of their own but not
as members of the consistory.

(4} Woman not in ordained office but commissioned
to assist in the work of all the offices.1z¢

In the light of the fifteen-year-old history of women
deacons, questions as to the nature of office and
Biblical hermeneutics will arise again. Church Order
changes will have to be made, depending on which
of the above positions are adopted. Although it may
be so that ‘‘a vital part of the Reformed heritage is
found in the principle that the polity of the church
must always respond to the times in which the church
serves ifs generation,’’12! too many and too rapid
changes usually tend to confusion and conflict. Tt is
significant that whereas ‘‘between the years 1912 and
1965 only two significant changes were made in the
Church Order, from 1965 to 1978 twenty-three articles
have been revised!’':22

The history of Reformed churches shows that
church polity has often led to deep conflicts and even
schism, witness the Secession movement in which the
CRC had its roots. Although the conflict regarding
church polity focused on the role of the government
in church affairs, church polity nevertheless played
a big part in the Secession movement. Doctrine and
church polity were intimately related. ‘“To the leaders
of the Secession (Afscheiding) these two matters were
inextricably intertwined and could not be separated.
When efforts to restore the church to loyalty to its
heritage were rebuffed at every turn, secession and
re-formation of the church appeared to be the only
viable alternative.’’'23 Complaints with respect to
departure from the Church Order of Dort were among
the grounds cited by those who seceded in 1857 from
the Reformed Church in America to form the CRC.»24
Other schisms which centered in the application of
church polity occurred in 1924 in the CRC and in 1944
in the Netherlands.

Another factor will be the Belgic Confession which
specifies a particular kind of church government.
Although the synod of 1985 adopted “‘persons’” rather
than *‘men’’ as the best translation to describe office
bearer,25 it still has to deal with the fact that it states
““such persons” are ‘‘chosen according to the rule that
Paul gave to Timothy.'*1?¢ The fact is that at the time
the Church Order was adopted (1618-19) this was in-
terpreted to mean that men were to occupy the office
of deacons as part of the church council. By chang-
ing the Church Order to permit women to function
as deacons, the historic understanding of the Confes-
sion of the Church is affected. Since Reformed chur-
ches are confessional churches, which require the
signing of the Form of Subscription for all office
bearers, this may cause further problems and pain. 12’







No ‘“‘Denominational Differences’’?

“‘Coffee Break’’ is one of the evangelistic programs
of the CRC being used in several congregations. It is
a Bible study program designed for ladies of the
church, but geared toward outreach. Ladies of the
church are encouraged to invite non-church friends
and neighbors to come along to this Bible study (at
which baby-sitting is provided) and thus introduce
them to the Scriptures and (hopefully) to the church,
in a ‘‘non-confrontational’’ setting.

The intent of the program is good: to reach out to
ladies of the community with the gospel of Christ.
Such efforts are laudable.

Having seen and listened to the brief slide program
intended to acquaint churches with this program,
however, {produced by the Home Mission Board) I
have some questions. As already said, the program
wants to be '‘non-confrontational’” in character. So
far so good. But the program goes on to say that
‘‘denominational differences are not discussed.” That
strikes my Reformed feelers in a wrong way. What is
meant by that? Does that mean that Reformed distinc-
tives like infant baptism (the teaching of the cove-
nant), the nature of the kingdom of God, the teaching
about total depravity and about God’s electing love,
etc. are not discussed? Are these merely ‘‘denomina-
tional differences’’ which can conveniently be forgot-
ten or overlooked? Or are they fundamental teachings
of the Bible which cannot possibly be avoided? How
e.g. could one study Ephesians 1 & 2 and not possibly
deal with election and man’s total depravity? How
could one study Rom. 4 or Gal. 3 and not get into the
whole matter of the covenant and infant baptism?

Granted, when introducing newcomers to the Bible,
one does not need to go into the fine points of
theology and all the differences between the various
Reformed churches. But a statement such as that refer-
red to above surely makes one wonder, and leaves
something to be desired. It almost sounds as if doc-
trinal differences are merely a matter of ‘‘pet
(denominational) peeves.”” If that is the case, we had
better repent quickly and get together with Roman
Catholics and others. But that is hardly the case! Are
we going to hide our distinctives during the Coffee
Break discussion, but then later, if some of these
ladies express an interest in the church, face them
“with all the goods?’’ Or are we only interested in
leading them to Christ and not to His church? (if that
were possible), Imagine a Jehovah’s Witness coming
to one of these Bible studies and not being willing to
discuss the triune nature of God, because we don’t
want to discuss ‘‘denominational differences!”’ Is
there, after all, such a thing as a ‘‘non-
denominational’”” church? What kind of a church
would that be — a kind of an “‘invisible’’ church
which floats above all the variations of the church on
earth?

I have some real questions here. I don't believe for
a moment that we have to apologize for our distinc-
tive Reformed teachings. After all, we confess that
“they do fully agree with the Word of God”’ (Form
of Subscription). Or are we not so sure of that
anymore, particularly when it comes to our
evangelism programs? ®

J. Tuininga, Lethbridge, Alta.

An Open Letter to the Editor of The Banner

Dear Brother A K,

No doubt most of the readers of The Banner have
long since forgotten your Editorial in the October 21,
1985 issue, on the work of the committee to translate
the Canons of Dort. So you may be asking me why
I don't just let that sleeping dog lie. The reason I am
calling attention to it in this public fashion is that we
as committee have learned that at least some people
have taken you seriously when you accuse us of, “'In-
stead of changing the confession to fit the Scriptures,
the committee used an old and discredited Bible ver-
sion to shore up the confession.” Although vou cite
only one instance where this may have been done,
you give the impression that it is rather generally the
case. This is a serious charge, not only against the
committee, but also against the father of Dort who for-
mulated the Canons. You generalize the accusation
to an indefinite ‘‘we,”” by whom you presumably
mean all the members of the Christian Reformed
Church when vou conclude by saying: ‘*“We lack the
courage to ask whether the content of the confession
is in harmony with the Scriptures. But we have the
audacity to make the Bible text fit the confession.
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We'd rather do that than be called Arminian.”

The evidence for these charges you find first of all
in the statement of the committee that translation of
Scripture texts quoted in the Canons constituted a
special problem because the fathers of Dort do not
always quote the Bible as found in modern versions.
So the cornmittee, rather than substitute a current ver-
sion, e.g. the RSV or NIV, chose to translate the Latin
as literally as possible. In this connection it must be
remembered that in 1618 there was as yet no Duich
“*Authorized Version," the Staten Vertaling dates
from 1637. The King James Version had just been
completed in 1611. No doubt the learned members of
the Synod often made their own translations from the
Hebrew and the Greek. That there are a few instances
where these can be called into question in the light
of later textual and exegetical progress is not surpris-
ing, but in reality the instances where this is the case
are much fewer than the statement of the committee
might lead one to expect.

The example you zero in on is the quotation of Acts
15:18 in Article 6 of Chapter I. The Canons quote this













3. Can you imagine how Peter can be sound asleep
the night before the king’s judgment will fall on
him? Can we have that kind of faith?

4. Why don’t people often expect an answer to their
prayers?

5. Was it fair that these (innocent) soldiers had to lose
their lives?

6. How must we use our talents? May we make a liv-
ing with them?

7. Why does the gospel advance so greatly at that
time? Are there still such advances?

BEGINNING THE FIRST MISSIONARY
JOURNEY

Lesson 16 Acts 13

Sent From the Antioch Church

The beginning of Chapter 13 shows a definite break
with the former activity. Jerusalem had still been the
center from which the work of the early church pro-
ceeded. Now, however, Antioch of Syria becomes the
center. Its church will send out the missionaries to
the gentile world. In Antioch were prophets and
teachers. These New Testament prophets have also
been mentioned in chapter 11. In Antioch we again
meet with Barnabas and Saul but also with a Symeon,
Lucius and Manaen. Nothing is known concerning
these men. There has been much speculation, but,
that is all it is — speculation. To the church together
with its leaders the Holy Spirit makes it clear that Bar-
nabas and Saul are io be separated to the work to
which He has called them. The fasting in which the
church engages is still part of the Old Testament wor-
ship but, of course, they do not offer sacrifices any
more, because that would now be an abomination
since Christ has come and has given His life as a
sacrifice. With prayer and the laying on of hands, the
church sends them out into the gentile world with the
gospel of Jesus Christ.

We would also be able to say that the Holy Spirit
sent them, as well as the church. He only uses the
church as His tool to send out these missionaries.
Does the Spirit also tell them where to go? Although
we do not read of this specifically, it is evident that
the Spirit is in charge of all the works of these heralds
of the cross. Later He twice forbids Paul to go to the
place to which he had intended to go. First they go
to Seleucia, which is the seaport for Antioch. Then
they set sail for the island, Cyprus. This is the home
country of Barnabas — not totally unfamiliar territory.

Mission to Cyprus

The first place they come to is Salamis, where they
preach the gospel in the synagogue of the jews. The
Jews had scattered over the whole then-known world
and had erected synagogues wherever they went. This
is the place where the missionaries of Jesus Christ
begin their work. There is in these synagogues a cer-
tain bond between the things these men will have to
say and the things which are taught here. They come
with the message that the Old Testament, which the
Jews believed, has now been fulfilled. Almost as an
aside, it is mentioned that John Mark was with them
as their attendant.
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We do not hear of any results of their work in
Salamis. They go on to the other side of the Island,
to the capital city, Paphos. This is the place where
the pro-consul has his residence. This dignitary,
Sergius Paulus, is a Roman officer, but he is a man
of understanding. He does not seem to be satisfied
with the religion of the day and the mode of life dic-
tated by the worship in this place of Venus or
Aphrodite. He calls for Barnabas and Saul because he
wants to hear what they have to say. But, missions
will not be easy. Will the ruler of the first place they
come to turn to the Lord and be instrumental in turn-
ing many others too? Opposition arises immediately.
A certain sorcerer, Bar-Jesus or Elymas, opposes them
and seeks to influence the pro-consul against the word
of God. Saul, now called Paul, attacks him at once
and does so in no gentle manner. He calls him a man
full of guile and villainy, a son of the devil and enemy
of all righteousness. Then the Apostle smites him
with blindness so that he has to be led about by
another. Upon this word of the Apostle and the at-
tendant miracle, the Pro-consul believes. The gospel
has come to Cyprus and it will never be the same!

To the Jew First

The mission on Cyprus has been accomplished for
the time being and the Apostles go to the mainiand,
to Perga in Pamphylia which is in Asia Minor. This
will be the area in which much of the mission work
of the early church will be done. When they come
here, John Mark leaves them. Why? We can only
guess. The work apparently proved too strenuous for
him. They do not stay in Perga but go to the larger
city of Antioch of Pisidia (to be distinguished from
Antioch of Syria). Again they go to the synagogue on
the Sabbath day. Paul later gives the reasons for going
to the Jews first in Romans 9 and 11. This ancient peo-
ple of God was to hear the glad tidings first. Then the
gentiles must hear them. Jesus had given similar
orders. The missionaries sit with the worshippers.
Both the law and the prophets are read. Then the ruler
of the synagogue, seeing strangers, and perhaps
knowing something about them, asks them to speak
if they choose.

Paul does choose to speak! He has been sent to
preach the gospel of Jesus Christ to both Jew and gen-
tite. He will now use somewhat the same approach
which Stephen had also used in his defense. He
speaks to these people in the synagogue about the
history of their own people. Unlike Stephen, he
begins with the history of Israel in Egypt. God showed
His power {0 all men in the way in which He led Israel
out. He carried them through thé wilderness for the
space of forty years. This was necessary because this
wilderness was not able to support them. He then
destroyed the people who lived in Canaan so that
there would be a home for His people. All this took
about 450 years. These figures have been questioned
time and again. This is fruitless. No one knows from
which time the Apostle begins nor to what point he
extends this time. Besides, he is simply speaking in
round numbers. Then the Lord sent Judges to lead the
people. This went on until the prophet Samuel. Then
they obtained a king just like all the other people
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““mainline’’ churches, but also nominally evangelical
leaders and educators, including many of our own,
today are nnmistakably moving in this direction.

Notice how completely this ostensibly ‘*Christian’’
program contradicts that of our Lord. Although He
repeatedly fed multitudes, he rebuffed those who
wanted to make Him a political revolutionary leader
with a blunt, “‘Do not work for food that spoils, but
for food that endures to eternal life, which the Son
of Man will give you'' {John 6:27). And instead of
wiping out the difference between believer and
unbeliever He insisted that it must and will become
as great as the difference between heaven and hell!
A little familiarity with some of these popular
treatments of the believer’s or laymen's office shows
how they and the wide-spread social and political
movement which they are promoting, are a crucial
part of the antichristian apostasy which the Lord
predicted would invade His church.

The letter to the Ephesians which, as we have seen,
outlines the believer's responsible place in society,
does not develop that role in detail, but proceeds in
a quite different direction (Eph. 6:10ff). It warns, *'Put
on the full armor of God so that you can take your
stand against the devil’s schemes.”” The Christian
“calling’" is not to build in a cooperative enterprise
with those who reject Christ, but to fight against the
devil who is misleading them and against his destruc-
tive work. Our Heidelberg Catechism’s treatment of
the Christian’s duty faithfully reflects this Biblical
militancy, concluding that we are *‘to strive against
sin and the devil in this life, and afterward to reign
with Christ over all creation for all eternity.”

Serving God in His Way

The misunderstandings and misdirections that we
may observe of the believer’s office should not prompt
us to reject this important principle, but should prod
us into studying the Bible's teaching about it and
working to fulfill it. The Lord calls everyone who
believes in Him to faithfully serve Him, each in his

and her assigned place and way. This entails a mis-
sionary responsibility to confess Christ to people
around us and a duty to serve Him in our daily
business — a duty assigned God’s servants ever since
creation (Gen. 1:28) in what has been called the
“cultural mandate” to '‘subdue the earth.”’ Questions
often arise about how the Christian’s missionary duty
and this job responsibility are to be related. Perhaps
the best answer to those questions is that we may not
really separate these twa in the life of the individual,
for the service of Christ as Lord and Saviour includes
both. The enormous influence of the ordinary
believers’ testimony to Christ has often resulted from
the way in which their faithfulness in their work
demonstrated the reality of their confession. This is
not to say that the church should involve itself in
every kind of social and material activity — that is
a mistake that often interferes with effectively bring-
ing the gospel. But the individual believer's duties
are much wider and more diverse than the work of
the church organization. The Lord had ordered His
apostle to go to the nations ‘‘to open their eyes and
turn them from darkness to light, and from the power
of Satan to God, so that they may receive remission
of sins and a place among those who are sanctified
by faith in’’ Him (Acts 26:18}. That saving message
was not only faithfully proclaimed by him and his
fellow-missionaries. It ‘“'rang out’’ from the lives of
those wha believed as they *‘turned from idols to serve
the living and true God.'' We live in a time when the
hostile forces of secularism in every way try to crowd
the testimony to Christ out of every area of life and
society. May we, like those early believers (1
Thessalonians 1) prayerfully and earnestly seek to
acknowledge Christ, in whatever area of service is
assigned us, in everything that we do. That is our call-
ing and sacred office as believers in Him. L

*The philosopher, Dooyeweerd. and his followers tried to make
this "*sphere sovereignty™' the organizing principle to interpret ail
reality, sometimes carrying il to lengths and in a direction which
the Bible nowhere sanctions.

fdam and Evolution”

Lester De Koster

1. The Bible knows of a First Adam and a Second
Adam, Let's, with due respect for the Second Adam,
call them A-I and A-II.

The First and Second Adam together form an axis
about which both the Bible and the whale of human
history, as interpreted by the Bible, revolve.

The Second Adam is, of course, our Lord Jesus
Christ. He is a distinct and individual person.
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The First Adam is, according to the Scripture, no
less definite a person. He is so much an individual
that St, Paul speaks of A-I asa "'type” of A-II (Rom.
5:14). Because this is 50, what is revealed in the Scrip-
ture about the Christ sheds light upon A-I. There are,
indeed, theologians who believe that the Cenesis ac-
count of A-l can be rightly understood only as con-
firmed and illumined by the Gospel accounts of A-II.
The unigue individuality. then, of the Christ requires
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always fallible and human. Thus the two *‘books’’ are
not on a par; they by no means enjoy equal authority.
Therefore, one can’t get away with talking of man’s
account of divine ““revelation’’ in nature as of equal
authority with the divinely inspired Scripture. Not at
all! If the Christian is sure of anything, he is sure that
nothing of human composition can speak with the
certainty of the Holy Word.

The choice, as regards A-I and his relation to A-II,
and their place in some evolutionary scheme, is
always absolute: God's Word or man’s?

When will those who entertain, in public or in
private, on podium or in classroom, evolutionary
hypotheses, make that choice openly before us all?

It requires no particular genius to mouth the latest
evolutionary speculations, and to reel off millions or
billions of years as if anyone knew what such words
mean. The evolutionary theorist bedazzles himself
with pompous sounds to which neither he nor anyone
else can attach any content. He fills up his vacuums
with zeroes, childishly supposing that adding nothing
to nothing produces something! But what meaningful
difference is there between, say, one million or one
billion years? Adding zeroes tells us nothing — which
is what zero stands for, after all.

The parent who recklessly wants his child victim-
ized by such verbal bamboozlement has the whole
range of secular schools to choose from — if only the
time-bank numbers game were confined to these!
California has just required its public schools to pour
even more evolutionism down helpless throats, while
efforts to add creation to schoolroom diets are vic-
jously denounced as bigotry — by those who thus
betray themselves as bigots!

What the believer expects, however, is that those
to whom he entrusts the training of his children —
and the future of his denomination — dare to hear
Moses along with the Second Adam and thus, if need
be, take up the cross of academic derision to rise above
the crowd in solemn affirmation of the authority of
the Genesis account of A-I. Not, indeed, as their own
discovery, but as Truth breathed into the Scripture,
and confirmed in the Scripture by the Holy Spirit.

The believer rightly expects those who teach and
speak for him to take the Bible’s rather than the evolu-
tionist’s view of the First Adam. And mindful of
endless biblical warnings against cowardly dis-
obedience, the believer anticipates no ultimate bless-
ing upon the work of those who prefer the words of
man over those of the Scripture.

What, then, is the Bible’s view of the First Adam?

6. The Bible takes the First Adam very literally. In-
deed, the Bible establishes a parallel relationship
between A-I and A-Il in which the literal Second
Adam vindicates and confirms what is said of the
First.

The Bible views the First Adam — and Eve — as
historical, as individual and as brought into existence
by immediate acts of God in very specific ways. Just
as the Bible reveals very specifically how God brought
the Second Adam into history.
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Evolutionary theorists, on the other hand, seem to
have only the fuzziest guesses as to how the biblical
Adam and Eve can be fitted into their speculations.
And many, of course, relegate the Genesis account to
the realm of myth or saga or *‘teaching model” —
linguistic tricks for concealing the fact that the Word's
control of their speculations is minimal or
non-existent.

While a discrepancy between the vivid teaching of
Genesis and the hazy theorizing of the -ism does not
seem to bother those evolutionary theorists whom 1
have encountered, the issue is, I repeat, exceedingly
crucial and relevant, Not only because it forces a clear
choice of momentous consequences between the
Word of God and the words of man, but also because
the whole history of man, and the divine economy of
salvation, both take their point of departure from the
intimate relationship biblically established between
A-l'and A-II. The approach of the Church to the reali-
ty of sin and evil, to salvation and the life of
obedience, and to culture and the world at large
moves within fields of force drawn between the twin
poles of A-l and A-Il. The disastrous effects upon
society and upon persons and upon the Church, of
ideologies which ignore the A-I — A-II tension is
obvious. ’

Playing games with Adam is for far higher stakes
than evolutionists seem aware of.

That is why the believer has every right to ask the
evolutionary theorist — if he professes loyalty o the
Scriptures — to explain in language no less clear and
specific than that of the Word just how the events of
Genesis 1-3 are accommodated in his theorizing. If
ever you do, try to keep him from buying you off with
checks drawn upon his fanciful and limitless bank of
time. Such checks bounce. What you want is a sim-
ple explanation of how the events recorded in Genesis
1-3 harmonize with his evolutionary hypothesis, or,
lacking that, his candid admission that for him the
-ism comes first and Genesis had better make do. Then
at least we all know where we are. But, alas, don't,
as they say, hold your breath until you get a satisfy-
ing answer,

7. Let's sketchily observe how the Bible itself views
Genesis 1-3. I say sketchily because the events related
in Genesis 1-3, and what happened to man, to history,
and to the world as consequence of those events,
everywhere underlie the Word. Mystify the relation-
ship between A-1and A-Il by beclouding Genesis 1-3
in speculative vapors and for you Lhe Bible goes adrift,
anchors do not hold, and the bridge from time into
eternity loses its footing in history.

8. Let it be said at once that to authenticate Genesis
1-3 for the believer it is enough to remind ourselves
that, like the rest of the Bible, Genesis too is Spirit-
breathed. What the Word says, God says.

Unhappily, the believer is sometimes beguiled by
those who ask, with seeming innocence, '‘Yes, this
is what Genesis says. but what does it mean?”’















