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women may not have authority over men.’” Now we
need to immediately point out that such persons have
already taken the Arminian approach to the Bible, an
approach which emphasizes not what the words say,
but how they are to he interpreted. That is the only
way the Arminian can also say concerning predestina-
tion that the texts of the Bible say exactly the opposite
of what their words and sentences mean. Isaiah of
course gives us the antidote to that position when he
declares, *“To the law and to the testimony, if they
speak not according to this word, it is because there
is no light in them.”” We are in the striciest sense not
to interpret the Bible, but to listen to it. Far from man’s
interpretation of the Bible being valid, it is the Bible
that is the only valid interpretation of man himself
and his universe to man. Without the words of God
spoken to man, also before the fail, man would have
no idea of his owu origin and purpose, much less of
the God who made him in His image. With this in
mind, we should not be surprised that Arminians and
liberals often get along so well; they have the same
hermeneutic.

It is what happens to the Bible when we consciously
or unconsciously take the Arminian hermeneutic that
is the issue before us. Historically, Reformed theo-
logians have held not only to the inspired character
of the Bible as God’s words, but also to four ‘‘perfec-
tions”’ of Scripture, namely, its Necessity, Authority,
Perspicuity and Sufficiency. It is in terms of the doc-
trine of inspiration and of these perfections of Scrip-
ture that we may see the devastating effect of the
Church taking positions contrary to what the words
of Scripture say.

Hermeneutic and Authority

As we turn to the effects of the Arminian
hermeneutic, T would point out the importance of hav-
ing a consistently Reformed hermeneutic. Observe
that the words of the Bible teach the subordination
of women in Church government in the SAME WAY
that the words of the Bible teach, for example, the
resurrection of Christ. We do not accept any theory
of the resurrection of Christ that does not confess that
Jesus literally and bodily rose from the dead. Why?
Because no other idea can be made to fit the words
by which Scripture declares and applies this doctrine.
We rightly condemn those who by verbal gymnastics
or ouiright denial rob the Church of this precious and
essential teaching.

However, the only REAL. AUTHORITY we have to
proclaim the resurrection of Christ is the written word
of God. No scientific or social theory supports the
resurrection, [ndeed, all such theories cast doubt upon
it, but we do not hesitate for a second to proclaim it
because we KNOW that it is true, true because the
words of the Bible are true. Now the teaching of dif-
ferent functions for male and female in the Church
rests on the words of the same Bible, understood in
the same way as we understand the literal resurrec-
tion of Christ from the dead. We have no more
authority to proclaim, ‘‘He is risen!"’ than we do to
say, ‘‘Let your women keep silence in the churches.”

When we give up the authority to say, ‘‘Let your
women keep silence m the churches,” we throw away
the authority to say, ‘‘He is risen.”” It is an interesting
and sad fact that this is exactly what has happened
to Churches which in the past have tried to give
women the function of equal authority with men in
the church. Go to a liberal Methodist or Preshyterian
Church, count the number in attendance compared
with the number on the rolls and then count the
number of women in attendance in comparison with
the number of men. The reason for this atrophy in at-
tendance, especially on the part of men, is very sim-
ple: the Church no longer has authority to say
anything! If that is what you want, full speed ahead
and forget the torpedoes of warning from God’s word.
When man is a law unto himself, he soon ends up by
himself.

Hermeneutic and Inspiration

As Reformed Christians, if that is anything more
than a name, we believe in the inspiration and
authority of the Bible. Furthermore, we believe in in-
spired words, not in inspired men, for while the Holy
Spirit indeed inspired the men, He inspired the men
specifically to write or speak, not to paint or drive race
cars. They did not live inspired lives; they wrote in-
spired Scriptures, and at that, not all that they wrote
is Scripture. We believe this too because it is accord-
ing to the words of the Bible itself. (In this connec-
tion note particularly what is said not about men but
about the words of Scripture in II Samuel 23:2; II
Timothy 3:16; I Peter 1:25 fwhere ““word’’ is ““rema’’
in Greek meaning ONLY spokeu and written word];
and II Peter 1:21). That is why we call Scripture the
“gelf-authenticating word of God.”” As HIS word it
does not need outside help to establish its nature and
authority.

What happens to this Reformed teaching of the in-
spiration of Scripture when we hold teachings con-
trary to what the words of Scripture say? Either we
change our doctrine of inspiration, or we begin to pick
and choose which parts of Scripture are inspired and
which are not. This is one of those cases in which NO
ONE can have his cake and eat it too. There is no third
way out of this dilemma and Church history is littered
with the carcasses of those who have been impaled
on either of its horns, not surprisingly, very often by
deciding to open offices of authority in the Church
to women.

Hermeneutic and Necessity

It should be quite easy to see that when we *‘inter-
pret’”’ the Bible to say the opposite of what its words
mean, we are saying a great deal about *‘Necessity’’
as an attribute of Scripture. In this case what really
becormes necessary to determine truth is not Scripture,
but man’s experience. Indeed, we do not have to
travel far to hear the advocates of women’s }iberation
deriding the Scriptures and declaring that the only
way to interpret the Bible is “*in light of the feminist
experience.”’

It is this error which flows freely throughout the
whole theological movement toward a view of Scrip-
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ture as ‘‘culturally conditioned.”” The idea is that Paul
was speaking some kind of hidden, “dynamic’’ and
relative truth out of his cultural perspective, and we
must understand that “‘truth’’ in the light of our own
cultural perspective. It is amusing, but not edifying,
to observe proponents of cultural conditioning deride
the “*static correspondence theory” of truth as they
handspring their way to discovering in Scripture a
““dynamic truth’’ which has no correspondence at all
with what the words of the Bible say. If anyone is
tempted to replace the ‘‘correspondence theory’ of
truth with the ‘‘non-correspondence theory” of the
same, please be warned that such is rooted in the
weed of Existentialism, which to this day has borne
little but bitter fruit.

It needs very much to be understood that the
“Necessity”’ of Scripture is an attribute of its CON-
TENT and not only of its usage. Indeed, the two can-
not properly be separated. Scripture is necessary to
tell man the truth about his spiritual relationship to
God and the creation, even before the fall, because
those covenant relationships are NOT discoverable in
the physical makeup of things. To operate with the
assumption, as do some, that the Scriptures are
necessary only as a tool of the Holy Spirit in regenera-
tion and that ALL truth is subsequently discoverable
in creation itself by the regenerate mind, is in actuality
to deny the necessity of Scripture in toto. This is the
error of Neo-Orthodoxy, which openly declares that
we “‘encounter’’ God in the Scriptures, though in
themselves they may and do contain many errors of
fact and doctrine,

It is exactly this hermeneutic of error which is in
operation among those who today are so glibly tell-
ing us that the Bible means exactly the opposite of
what its words say with respect to the exercise of
authority in home and church. Those who hold to the
historic Reformed doctrine of the Necessity of Scrip-
ture should never be intimidated by such misuse of
Holy Writ. A brief reflection on the fact that it is the
Scripture that is necessary to determine iruth and not
man’s experience, should serve to stabilize our think-
ing of God’s thoughts after Him and keep us from fall-
ing prey to every wind of theological and social
novelty, no matter how attractive those novelties are
to the world around us. Let us not forget that this
“liberation’” of women within the Church came only
after the pagan society around us became married to
the “‘equality means identity’’ principle. The Church
for almost 2000 years studied the New Testament
without “*discovering’’ that God did not mean what
He says in it. With the apostle Paul, our principle
must be, ‘‘Indeed, let God be true, but every man a
liar.”’ If NO man on earth believes the Bibie, the Bi-
ble is still true!

Hermeneutic and Perspicuity

When Reformed teachers say that the Scriptures are
“‘perspicuous,”’ they are making an interesting claim,
one that needs a little explanation. Webster's defini-
tion of ‘‘perspicuous’’ reads: ‘‘Plain to the
understanding: not obscure or ambiguous.’” This is
indeed exactly what is meant; the Scriptures are plain
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to the understanding and are neither obscure nor am-
biguous. On the other hand, there are two things that
some might falsely think are implied by this idea, but
which are not. By saying that the Scriptures are
perspicuous we do not mean that the illumination of
the Holy Spirit is unnecessary to true faith. Just
because the Bible is plain and unambiguous does not
mean that everyone will believe it. Indeed, many men
who think of themselves as Christians do not believe
the Bible at all. They spend their time trying to ex-
plain away the plain teaching of the Bible about the
supernatural while telling us that they are searching
out the true and divine “‘kernel”’ of meaning within
what they take to be only the words of men, full of
error and falsity. In our day we call snch teaching
“liberalism’’ or ‘‘modernism,” and rightly so,
because such teaching simply uses the Bible as a false
prop for man-centered and man-invented ideas.

The second thing which might mistakenly be ex-
pected from the perspicuity of Scripture is the idea
that every part of Scripture must be equally plain,
There are indeed, as the apostle Peter observes, some
things in Scripture which are ‘"hard to understand,
which those who are untaught and unstable twist to
their own destruction, as they do also the rest of the
Scriptures’’ (Il Peter 3:16). What this clearly means,
however, is NOT that the Bible as a whole is hard to
understand, but that there are places in the Bible
which are difficult to understand. Thus the Bible’s
teachings are clear, even while there are passages in
it that need other Scripture to make them clear. That
is why Christian interpreters of the Bible have always
operated on the principle that the difficult places are
to be interpreted in the light of the clearer places.
What has been happening in the present debate on
women in office is that the passages which are clear
on this subject are being called ‘‘culturally condi-
tioned.’’ At the same time, other passages, for whose
interpretation we ought to depend on the help of the
clearer passages, are being used o claim that Scrip-
ture as a whole is unclear on the subject. This is true
for example in the cases of Deborah and of Philip’s
daughters, who exercise judgment and prophesy but
who do not in any way violate the principle of sub-
mission to men. Indeed, simply because Barak insists
on Deborah’s accompanying the army (note, she is not
asked to lead it), she proclaims shame upon him for
not acting properly as a man.

The perspicuity of Scripture on the issue of the
reservation of offices of authority to men is obvious
both in the Scriptures themselves and in the lack of
controversy about this matter in the history of the
Church. The former is, of course, foundational; even
if there were a great deal of controversy, as there has
been on a number of theological issues, the Scriptures
are clear, and the Church is bound to obey them, no
matter what other men and even other Christians
believe. Such controversy, of course, has simply not
happened within the Church that takes the Bible
seriously, that is, not until recent times when our
heathen society has made a humanistic notion of
equality its god. Thus the history of Christian doctrine
itself witnesses very powerfully to the perspicuity of
Scripture on this issue.















