











Wouldn’t we expect that these bandages when
taken off had been laid or thrown on a pile
somewhere in a corner, or on the place where the
body had lain? But apparently they weren't lying
that way. Only by a miracle can one be raised
from the tomb with the bandages in that particular
shape or form. That, too, the women and a few of
the disciples saw. The empty tomb announced
that Jesus was not there; He had risen. There
stood the women with spices in their hands,
wanting to annoint the dead body of Jesus, their
beloved Master.

Consider these women standing with their
spices before the tomb of the mighty risen Christ.
Here are struggling, stumbling, children of God,
in utter despair. They had expected so much from
Him, they loved Him so dearly, but this was the
end. What a disappointment! In deep sorrow and
grief they stand at the dawn of the eternal day.
But they don’t know it.

We see all kinds of sadness at this empty tomb.
Mary Magdalene is there sobbing and crying
because someone has taken away the dead body of
her Savior. Of the disciples, Judas Iscariot was no
more. But what about the rest? Thomas was not
even with the rest for a while. What’s the use? It
was all over; for what reason should the disciples
continue together? We get a glimpse of the
followers from the town of Emmaus. We know the
histroy. One thing that troubled these men was
that there were rumors that Jesus had risen from
the grave. The two things that don’'t make sense
to them are the crucifixion of Christ and now the
rumors that He was alive. It was like a jig-saw
puzzle where one big piece just didn’t fit. That
was Jesus’ death on the cross and the rumors of
Him being alive.

Why did all these people fail so badly on this
great day?

The answer is given very plainly. -
They were not living with or according to the
Scriptures. That always causes problems, and lack

of peace and comfort.

Hadn't Jesus told them repeatedly, and in great
detail exactly what would happen to Him in these
last days, that He would be captured, flogged,
crucified, but also that after three days He would
arise from the grave? He couldn’t have made it
any plainer.

But they apparently forgot all of this.

How the Lord chided and rebuked them for this
unbelief. He even spoke of the disciples’ hardness
of heart.

Only by the Word can we, too, come to the
knowledge and joy of the resurrection. Unbelief
never comes to the resurrection. And man by
himself doesn't either. The resurrection is not
something that happens in this world, as
something natural, or that can be secn or done by
any man. It is a miracle of the Spirit. a work of
Cod. The resurrection is something which no eye
has seen. nor ear heard, nor has ever arisen in the

heart of any man. Our God is the God of wonders.

God’s Word reveals the things of the Spirit.
Believing this Word, living by it, we come to
know what it teaches, including the glorious
resurrection from the dead and victory over the
grave.

That Word gives us many accounis of Christ's
appearances to prove that He arose. It gives us
testimonies of witnesses that they saw Him, and
even heard Him speak.

Luke tells us in Acts 1 that the Lord gave many
infallible proofs of His resurrection. Paul tells us
that Christ revealed Himself to over 500 people at
one time. These people testified that they had
actually seen Him. All this took place in our
world. It is a part of history. I heard it said that
the resurrection of Christ is better attested to than
the life of George Washington in American
history.

Clatk H. Pinnock finds proof for the resurrection
in the time when some of the New Testament
books were written. He says: Paul’s letters are
firmly dated in the first decades after the death of
Christ, and he refers to witnesses that he knew
and talked with. Mark wrote his gospel a mere
thirty years after Christ died; he designed it for
Christians in Rome who were suffering under
Nero’s persecution. Thirty years is not a very long
time. Imagine a person writing something today
about the Second World War and dreaming up all
kinds of events that never happened. He wouldn’t
get away with it, because there are too many
around who can still remember those days as if
they were yesterday. It is the same short period
we are talking about in the case of Mark’s and
Paul's writings.

Because the Word tells us that He arose, and
gives accounts of those who saw the risen Lord,
we believe the testimony of the Word. “‘Faith
comes from hearing and hearing comes from the
Word of God,” says Paul. If we fail to live by the
Word, as the disciples did, we, too, will-
encounter all kinds of problems resulting in fear
and insecurity.

In a certain hymn we sing: “‘You ask me how I
know He lives.”’ Then the answer in the hymn is:
“‘He lives within my heart.”’ Tt is true, of course,
that the living Christ lives within the hearts of
believers. But we do not know first of all that
Jesus lives, because we feel that within our hearts.
We know it first of all, because the Word tells us
about it.
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God calls us to believe His Word, in simple,
child-like trust. Father, forgive cur unbelief. And
increase our faith through hearing that infallible
Word that tells us again and again that Jesus lives
today.

And make us by the Spirit new ¢reatures, living
children of God, who know that because He lives
we, too, shall live.

Hallelujah, what a Savior!
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this latier point, it becomes perfectly obvious why
the official deacons, whose office is next to and in
parinership with that of the elders, would require
qualifications which parallel those for the
eldership. If these were not mentioned, it would
be taken for granted that this is an office open to
every Christian as a simple exercise of whatever
gifts he or she possesses. However, since the
official deacons DO exercise authority in the
Church, they are required to be men in
accordance with the principle of adult male
headship discussed below,

If ever there was a time when it might be said
{from the viewpoint of typical modern “‘wisdom™)
that female deacons had a place in the Church, it
would have been in Acts 6. The problem was one
of distribution to widows. Who could better
oversee this with sensitivity and love than a group
of women, or at least a group with women in it?
But NO, the word is, ‘“‘Brothers, chose from
among yourselves seven MEN of honest report,
full of the Holy Spirit. . .” The language is
indisputably clear, “‘Brothers, chose. .. men.
Why men? Because they are going to be appointed
to be ‘over this business.”” They are going to be
ruling officials in Christ’s Church, at least over
this business, and therefaore they are to be men in
order to carry out the Biblical order of authority.

I Timothy 3, at least as clearly, requires the
same thing. Paul says, ‘‘Let the deacons be the
husbands of one wife,”’ (Vs. 12). One could not
ask for a more simple and straightforward
statemnent. Futhermore, the reason for this
requirement is not long in coming. It is because
those who rule well in their own families, where
the husband is the head of the wife {or is that up
for grabs too?), indicate thereby that they have
one of the basic gifts for the office. That women
deacons are simply precluded by this qualification
is most clear. Those who would argue that this
applies “‘only to male deacons and speaks not of
female deacons’’ nat only subtly slip into the ~
camp of Bible interpreters who hold that anything
not forbidden is allowed; they establish an office
for which the Bible gives NO qualifications
whatsoever while its qualifications for male
deacons are very strict. It is not without reason
that those who admit women to the deaconate
soon find it inconvenient to bar them from the
eldership.

Some would like to interject the possibility for
‘“‘deaconesses’” into this list by finding possible
reference to them in the previous verse (see for
example the footnote in the NIV). This is a rather
sievelike conjecture. First of all, it would simply
contradict the direct statement of verse 12.
Secondly, in this one context where the word
“‘diakonos’’ is obviously being used in a technical
sense, the apostle avoids using it in reference to
the women mentioned. The word used is
“‘gunaikas’ (meaning “"women’' or “‘wives’'). It is
the same word used for wife in the phrase
“husband of one wife'’ in both verses 2 and 12
here in [ Timothy 3. It is completely without
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warrant to suggest, without the slightest hint from
the apostle, that it might refer to anything but
wives in verse 11, much less to female deacons.

The Principle of Male Headship

Of course, behind this requirement for male
deacons stands the creation principle of the
headship of the man. The New Testament is
abundantly clear that this creation order is the
basis and continuing standard for male and female
roles in the human economy. Paul specifically
applies this principle not only to the relationship
of husbands and wives in marriage but also to the
roles of men and women in general in the Church
(I Corinthians 11:4-12; I Corinthians 14:34; I
Timothy 2:11-13). The principle is simply that in
every human situation of authority, the man is the
head of the woman (I Corinthians 11:3). Why?
‘““Because the man was not crcated for the woman,
but the woman for the man’ (I Corinthians 11:9,
which is an obvious reference to Genesis 2:18}.
Therefore in situations of teaching {! Timothy
2:12, 1 Corinthians 14:34), worship {I Corinthians
11:4,5), office (I Timothy 3;2,12), marriage
(Ephesians 5:24} and even in cases of a Christian
women married to an unbeliever (I Peter 3:1),
women are to be subject to men because in these
situations autharity is expressed. (See note
below.)

We need to further understand that this is
hasically a positive requirement that women be in
subjection and not just a negative requirement that
they not rule over men. While the latter is-
certainly implied, it is the former that is the
Biblical principle. This is seen already in Genesis
not only in the creation of the woman as the
“helper fitting’’ to the man but also in the curse
upon Eve and her daughters concerning their
relationship to their husbands. As Meredith Kline
has pointed out, the best understanding of Genesis
3:16b would be, “‘and your desire will be to rule
your husband, but he ought to rule over you.”
Eve wilifully led her husband into sin, rather than
actively submit herself to him (Cf, also [ Timothy
2:14), therefare God declares that part of her
corruption will be to chafe under the proper
relationship to her husband. This same principle
of active submission, rather than just the absence
of assertion of authority over men, is at the heart
of Paul’s requirement of a covering, either of hair
or headgear, for women praying or prophesying,
while he forbids the same for men.

Of course, many modern Americans think of
these teachings as fit perhaps for the Middle Ages
at best und Neanderthal at worst. Nevertheless, 1
am convinced that light for the world comes from
Scripture and not vice-versa. Indeed, at the heart

The Kalamazoo chapter of the Concerned CRC
Members announce a public meeting April 2 at
8:00 P.M. at the Millwocd C.R. Church with
Rev. Henry Vander Kam speaking on the subject,
“"Why Be Concerned?”’
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of ALL Christianity is submission. The willing
submission of Christ to the Father so beautifully
described by the apostle Paul in Philippians 2 is
neither foolish nor sinful, but is indeed the
necessary work of the second Adam left undone
by the first one. Christ is a man “UNDER
authority’” according to the man whose faith He
commends the most highly while on earth. It is
enough for the servant that he be AS his master;
for us to chafe under the authority of state, church
or home which God has placed over us is direct
infidelity to our Savior Himself. Paul wants
womeu to honor their husbands, “*that the word
of God be not blasphemed.”” Human authority is
properly seen as the expression of God’s own
authority (Romans 13); thus we have the
responsibility to be subject to that authority AND
to operate it in accordance with HIS words. The
sad thing today is that sincere Christians do not
realize that God's requirements are FAR better
than man's ideas. Real liberation for women [and
men) is to be what God made them to be and to
live out the roles GOD designed for them. Eve,
seeking liberation for herself and her husband
from God's rule, fell willing victim to the devil's
lie, ‘'Indeed has God said?’’ Man fell, not by
telling a lie, but by believing one. God, who
cannot lie, has said that women “‘must be in
submission”” (I Corinthians 11:34); do we REALLY
believe that?

Hermeneutic Dishonesty

A great and common dishonesty in present day
hermeneutics is the setting of one Scripture over
another, coming up with an interpretation by
which one contradicts the other, and then
choosing which we will follow. Such is the
methodology of those who look at those Scriptures
quoted above and shrug the whole matter of
submission off by saying, ‘“Ah yes, but none of
that can be true since the Scriptures also clearly
say that there is neither male nor female in
Christ.”” The fact is that there is absolutely no
contradiction between Galatians 3:28 and any of
the verses quoted above. First of all, Galatians
3:28 declares the “'unity’’ of various kinds of
Christians, not their “equality.” Paul could very
well have used the Greek word for equality here,
but he simply doesn’t. Second, equality of person
in creation and of participation in salvation,
which men and women do have, simply does
NOT mean identity of role or calling — not
within the Trinity and not among humans made
in the image of the Trinity. There is no more
contradiction between the woman being equal to
the man in salvation and her being in submission
to him than there is in waman being made
equally in God’s image with the man and yet
being made as a helper fitting to him. Apples are
not oranges, though both are equally fruit, and
men cannot bear babies no matter how equal they
are to women in the image of God and in
salvation in Christ. Men and women have
different offices in God’s instructions for the
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economy of this creation. To pretend otherwise is
to fail to read either the Scriptures OR nature
aright (cf [ Corinthians 11:14,15). At the same
time it is to be noted that the God-given authority
structures of this world’s economy do NOT hold
in the new heaven and earth where “‘they neither
marry nor are given in marriage.”’

Christians are called to be the salt of the earth
and are ta be careful not to allow the leaven of
unrighteousness to penetrate the Church. The idea
that there is something demeaning or unfair to
women in the Biblical teaching of the headship of
men is itself unrighteous and demeaning to both
man and woman made in the image of God. Just
as abortion does NOT give liberty to a woman but
only makes her slave to another sin, so the idea of
freeing the woman from the God-given authority
order of this world demeans rather than liberates
her. ALL humans ought to be servants of God,
happy in the office HE has given them. The rise
of this issue offers a tremendous opportunity for
the Church to salt the earth with a “'better way.”
“But if the salt has lost its flavor. . .,”” what do
we have to offer? The fact that this issue of
ordination is brought into the Church in imitation
of the practices of the unbelieving world around
us should itself alert us to be skeptical about it,
for ‘‘that which is highly esteemed among men, is
abomiuation in the sight of God.”

NOTE: The REAL dignity and worth of the
woman [as of the man) is that she is created in
the image of God, not in some supposed
governmental authority equal with that of men.
The Bible’s requirement for submission on the
part of women is LIMITED specifically to the
exercise of governmental authority. For example,
a woman teaching in church is wrong, not
because it is a sin for a man to learn something
from a woman, but because in church teaching is
to be done with authority under God. Other
systems of thought, from Playboy to Islam, subtly
or openly treat women as something less than
equal to man in all truly essential respects. Thus
it was in Israel, compared to the surrounding
nations, that woman’s dignity and worth was
upheld and it is in BIBLICAL Christianity that the
same is true in comparison to the competing
philosophies and religions of today. If anyone is
of the misconception that **women’s liberation
has improved the dignity of women in our
society, let them not forget WHO really suffers
from easy divorce and the idea that home-making
is not ‘“‘fulfilling.”” This is to say nothing of the
license for promiscuous sex and abortion that
have come right along with it {yes. these are
problems also WITHIN the church). Much of what
we have seen since WW Il in “"women's rights’’
has NOT been progress. It is filting that **You've come
a long way baby!’’ appears on a cigarette ad.

Rev. Aobert Grossman is a professor at Mid-Americo Neformed
Seminery at Orange Citv, Iowa, am! o minister in the Eureko
Classis. Reformed Church in the LIS









church assemblies as “‘both necessary and
advisable.”” Yet, instead of asking the synod to
forthrightly approve this principle, it only
recommends that the synod experiment with the
practice of delegating deacons to classes to see
how it works (pp.13)!

The Minority: Biblical and Confessional
Correction

A minority report is presented by Rev. Nelson
D. Kloosterman and endorsed (in its
recommendation against deacon delegation to
assemblies) by Mr. Henry Lane.

The author prefaces (and concludes) his
discussion by stating his ‘‘conviction that the
1984 decision permitting women’s ordination to
ecclesiastical office is contrary to Scripture.”

He notes that inclusion of deacons with elders in
“the peneral povernment of the church,’’ allowed
as an ‘‘exception’ in small churches before 1965,
in that year was made a ‘“‘rule.”” The committee
had split on its interpretation of the 1984 synod
“’stipulation that the work of women ‘as deacons
is to be distinguished from that of elders.’"’ The
committee majority argued that this restriction did
not properly apply to women deacons’ share in
the general government of the church as part of
the consistory, but only to their particularly
diaconal work. The minority shows that this
majority ‘‘interpretation’’ makes the synod
decision (which occasioned the appointment of
this committee and its mandate) virtually
meaningless, since deacons’ work as deacons is
already distinguished from that of elders (p.2)!
The point at issue is whether the women deacons
may share in governing the church as though they
were elders! This crucial point the committee
majority did not want to discuss, but simply to
concede.

The minority report holds that the Bible does
not approve of women deacons (How can women
deacons meet the 1 Tim. 3:12 qualification of _
being ‘‘the husband of one wife?"") If, however,
the women deacons’ work as deacons is to be
distinguished from the governing office of elders,
it suggests that this be done by removing all
deacons from the governing consistories. (This
follows the pattern of even conservative
Presbyterians who have long had deaconesses, but
did not have them or the deacons in governing
sessions.)

Regarding the expansion of diaconal work, the
question is raised ‘‘whether Scripture prescribes
that deacons administer Christian mercy beyond
the household of faith.”” This is not a question of
whether believers should help unbelievers, but
“‘whether this belongs to the official duties of the
church.” (The often quoted Gal. :10 about
“’doing good to all’’ is not addressed to this
question, but to believers’ practice among their
neighbors, which does not require a special
church office.) “‘In summary, the office of
deacons’’ is to coordinate ‘‘the resources within
the congregation, including (but not limited to)

the exercise of Christian mercy, . . .according to
the example of Christ”’ (p.9). Special attention is
called to Belgic Confession Article 30, which,
outlining a government ‘‘according to the spiritual
order that our Lord has taught us in his word,”
assigns the work of preserving true religion,
maintaining true doctrine, and correcting and
restraining evil men (persons) among the offices
which constitute the council (p.9).

In dealing with the question of delegating
deacons to broader assemblies, the minority report
shows that the synod of 1965 introduced into our
church order "'a concept quite foreign to historic
Reformed church polity’’ (Article 27-a). The novel
concept that BROADER ASSEMBLIES EXERCISE
CHRIST’S AUTHORITY ENTRUSTED TO THE
CHURCH “‘is contradicted by both the history and
the expositions of Reformed polity...”" Van
Dellen and Monsma in the 1972 Revised Church
Order Commentary pointed out that **The local
congregation is a complete manifestation of the
body of Christ, a unit in itself, and is not to be
looked upon as a sub-division of a large
superchurch ruling with superior power’ (p.112).
The Dutch authority, Dr. H. Bouwman is quoted
to the same effect as he explains that “*All
ecclesiastical authority given by Christ to his
church resides in the local church’’ and that the
authority of larger assemblies to make decisions is
not in the office-bearers themselves but in their
being authorized to act by and for their delegating
churches. "‘In other words, the federation and its
broader assemblies serve the congregation, rather
than vice versa’ (p.13). Because churches, not
offices, are represented at broader assemblies, the
““dignity and honor” of office is not involved in
the question of delegating deacons to them (p.
15). The report points out that “’representing the
local church at broader assemblies is properly
performed by those assigned the duties of
supervision and rule’” that is, the elders, not the
deacons (p.16). It observes that ‘‘the principal
focus of the diaconate’s labors should remain the
local congregation” — which does not require
their delegation to broader assemblies (p.17).

The author restates his conviction that, although
the 1984 decision can be implemented along these
lines, its permission of women’s ordination to
church office is contrary to Scripture {p.18). The
report proposed some appropriate church order
changes to distinguish between the consistory of
minister and elders, and the deacons and
recommends that the synod ‘‘maintain the current
practice of not delegating deacons to broader
assemblies,”” since such government is not part of
their assigned “’assistance and service.”

We Have to Choose

Confronted with these two reports, the church
really must decide between opposite courses. The
committee was ordered to clarify the confusion
that arose when an earlier synod decided to
approve ordaining women as deacons, provided
that their work ‘“‘as deacons. . .be distinguished
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big it would have to organize like the PCA.
Inefficiency is a luxury only the small-time can
engage in. Those who disapprove the PCA style
warn that the church is in danger of being taken
over by a few men. In such structures the full
time denominational employees wield enormous
power. One of the issues causing polarisation
{SIC] in the Christian Reformed Church in North
America is complaints against the denominational
employees. It is complained that policy is
increasingly being set by the denominational
secretaries and their staffs rather than by the
synod.

. .in the Christian Reformed Church
it is complained that policy
is increasingly being set by the
denominational secretaries and their
staffs rather than by the synod.

Maybe we in Australia are too small to face
such problems. Nevertheless there have been calls
for the appointment of some sort of full-time
missions administrator. As we grow we will
probably have similar proposals. Let us consider
the problems ahead of time.

Part of the advantage the full-time church
executive has over the synod or assembly cornes
from the command he has over information, staff
time and his own time. [t stems also in part from
the short-sightedness of many ministers and
elders. They do not put time into wider and more
long-range issues and leave that to the full-time
church executives. Then in retrospect they
complain that policies are being forced upon them
from the top down by the administrative hierarchy
which develops to {fill the void.

Those wha are favorable to a church effectively
run by full-time executives have a counter. They
argue that since the church will put its best men
into such positions, there is no real problem-if
they set the course for the church. The simplest
answer to that is Jotham’s parable about the trees
in Judges 9. The point of the parable is that
people who are successful and blessed in their
present function are not attracted to ruling
positions. Often denominations end up with the
successful men on the mission field who would
not leave their post being frustrated by cffice
executives who set policy for a calling they
themselves could not fill. Once a church is
committed to executive leadership, it has to fill
the positions whether suitable men are available
or not.

There are several other probiems which
commonly accompany the executive approach.
One is a priority of administrative concerns over
doctrinal concerns. The old Presbyterian church
which put out the founders of the OPC presented
a paradox. It was sending out missionaries who
denied that Jesus was the only Savior for lost
mankind. It put out of the office those who would
not support such missionaries. Yet that church

probably had a majority of people who would
have regarded themselves as Evangelicals. The
solution to the paradox lies in a certain mentality,
It is the mentality which sees unity as the highest
goal. A concern for doctrinal truth threatens that
administrative unity. Hence the doctrinally
orthodox are seen by the executive leadership as a
threat.

Another problem is connected to this, If one
avoids the time-wasting pursuit of detailed
discussion one can end up with slogans. A
tendency towards somewhat superficial slogans
rather than thorough understanding flows from
the business and advertising world into general
American culture and then into the church.

Is there a solution? Do we have to choose for
inefficiency rather than be controlled by
bureaucrats? There are at least two N.T. passages
which seem to bear on the question. Acts 6:1-6,
the story of the choosing of seven to administer
food distribution, shows a clear set of priorities.
The ministry of the Word and prayer is the most
important. That is confirmed by the order of the
gifts in 1 Cor. 12:28. Teaching and exhorting gifts
head the list and ‘““administrations’’ is further
down the list. These two passages show also
another side of the question. ‘‘Administrations’" is
a gift of the Holy Spirit. The apostles selected out,
according to Acts 6:3, men “‘full of the Spirit and
of wisdom."

Part of the problern American churches are
having with this question seems connected to a
failure to relate the denominational executive to
the Biblical structures. Is he an administrator
chosen to relieve the ministry of the Word? If that
is the case he still has to be full of the Spirit of
God. How often do churches, just on a
congregational level, have a problem of placing
unspiritual but domineering men on boards of
management? The damage is multiplied if it is
done on a denominational level. Or is his ministry
part of that ministry of the Word itself? To whom
then does he minister? He becomes an effective
bishop with all the problems that result. Thus we
find tensions in Presbyterian and Reformed
churches because they have full-time executives
who play a role quite contrary to the theory of
their church government,

. .we will be under pressure to
become a church on the model of
the American corporation with
denominational executives running
the board room.

Can we avoid such problems as we grow? There
seem to be two essential steps we need to take.
One is to define clearly the role of any
denominational employee as administrative
assistance to the ministry of teaching and prayer.
Another is for congregations and sessions to
realize the need to encourage their ministers and
elders to have wider interests and concerns than
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the local congregation. Unless they do that and
grant them the time to do it, we will be under
pressure to become a church on the model of the
American corporation with denominational
executives running the board room.

Dr. Noe] Weeks is a prafessor at the University of Sydney,
Australia. He recently spent e half year in the UJ.S., where he
was a fraternal delegate of the Reformed Churches of Australia
at the Orthodox Presbylerian 50th anniversary General
Assembly. His report is reprinted from the October, 1986
{Australian) Trowel and Sword, with which we have «
reciprocal agreement,

“Creation’’

Aaldert Mennega

Recently there seems to be a resurgence of
interest in matters relating to the confroversy over
creation and evolution. In past discussions and
publications it has been evident that the term
“‘creation’’ has not always been used with the
same meaning, At times ‘‘creation’’ referred to the
things we see around us, and at other times to
their initial appearance. Sometimes an author or
speaker would even switch meanings
inadvertently within a journal article or speech.

To avoid such a mix-up of concepts, some
authors would capitalize one term and not the
other. But others would disagree on which term
should be capitalized.

One guest speaker at Dordt College was aware
of this confusion and of the problems it can cause
in an exchange of ideas. He therefore used the
two terms ‘‘creatio’’ and ‘‘creatura’ to distinguish
between these two meanings of “‘creation.”

In further discussions today we would do well
to remember the distinction between these two
concepts, which I wish to enlarge on at this time.

*Creatio”’

First we will consider the term *'creatio.”” When
we talk about the ‘‘creation’’ of various things.
such as the sun, or plants, or of man. for
example, we are dealing with their initial
appearance. This concept of “‘creation’ refers 1o
God’s creative acts, through which He called into
being that which did not exist before. God created
by the Word of His Power. This is God's Word in
creation.

When God created He made things and
organisms to appear abruptly and supernaturally.
Some He created ex nihilo (they simply appeared
instantly, from nowhere), and others He created
by an unprecedented, non-natural way from pre-
existing matter.

It may be helpful to remind ourselves that this
“‘creatio’’ is not subject to scientific investigation.
God’s creative acts are supernatural and do not
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lend themselves to human experimentation or
investigation, or to repitition. What we know
about ‘‘creatio’” we know only because God has
revealed it to us in His inscripturated Word.

We must also understand that things which
were created from pre-existing matter did not
come about by natural ways but, again,
supernaturally. Had they come about by natural
law, then this would no longer fall within the
realm of God’s creating activity, but be in the
realm of God’s providence, of His upholding
activity.

If God’s creative acts were not supernatural,
then the origin of things would be “‘natural” or
mechanistic, totally dependent on the laws of
nature. Were we to hold to this position we
would have to call ourselves deists, because then
God would at best enter only incidentally into the
origin of the cosmos.

‘‘Creatura’’

Secondly, iet us think about the “‘creatura.”” We
often talk about “‘studying God’s creation,” and
our intent then is to deal with the creatures which
God initially called into being. Then we look
intently at the products of God’s creative acts.

These creaturely things, of course, are not
“God’s Word in creation.”” The ‘“‘creatura’ is not
an infallible “*book,'* as some have claimed, and
it is not on par with Scripture. Although it is
indeed a most elegant *“‘book,’’ it gives only a
crenturely testimony. It testifies of God’s eternal
power and godhead, of His majesty and
providence, and leaves man ‘‘without excuse”
(Rom. 1:20). God’s Word in Scripture speaks to us
authoritatively, but the creatures can not do so
because they have been affected by the Curse. The
““creatura’’ speaks creaturely, testimonially, and is
in principle different from Scripture which, says
Calvin, ‘‘comes from the very mouth of God.”

When we study the “‘creatura’” we are observing
its structure and behavior, and we discover some
of the laws which God has laid down for it. These
laws prescribe how the "‘creatura’” must and will
behave and they are part of its essence. The
evidence we discover of these prescriptive laws
we recognize as of God’s daily upholding power,
of His providence. Some of this evidence we are
able to verbalize and make into statements about
that behavior. Such statemenis, when accurate
and time-tested. may become our ‘‘scientific
laws.”

In maintaining a clear distinction between these
two meanings of the word *‘creation.” i.e.. of
“creatio”” and of “'creatura.’” we are more likely to
keep communications clear. and we are less likely
to ascribe divine gualities to the creaturely things
on the one hand, or, on the other hand to bring
God's supernatural acts down to our twentieth-
centurv understanding of how the universe
operates.

Dr. Aaldert ‘lennega 15 o professor of Biology at Dordt College.
Siouxs Center. Towa.















that Adam and Eve ‘‘hid themselves from the
presence of the Lord God amongst the trees of the
garden'’ (Gen. 3:8).

B. It is an Irrational Conception of Reality.

Belief in the ultimacy of what men call
“‘chance’” is essentially irrational. It stands
opposed to the view that the universe is rational
because it is based on mind — the infinite,
absolute mind of God. Evolutionistic science
regards the term ieleclogy as a sort of scientific
blasphemy. A recent writer on the philosophy of
science, Ernest Nagel, rejects traditional ideas of
teleology and cooly informs us that any
apparently teleological functions in nature can be
re-formulated in terms of non-teleological
explanations (The Structure of Science, pp.
402-3).

To hold that nature or the universe embodies a
plan and manifests design or purpose implies, of
course, that there must be a Planner, Designer or
Purposer, and this can be no other than God. But
this is regarded as a very objectionable concept
from the scientific point of view, so teleclogy is
dismissed as a pre-scientific concept, or re-defined
in non-teleological terms. Any apparent design in
nature is regarded as merely the fortunate result of
chance. Martin Gardner in The Ambidextrous
Universe says:

“Given a billion years of time, a chemical
mixture as large as the earth’s seas and
atmosphere, and various energy sources more
intense than today, and who can say that no self-
replicating molecules can have formed
fortuitously? For all we know they may have
formed by the billions. . .In a few thousand
miillion years (all of this is sheer guesswork) the
primordial soup may have swarmed with these
primitive, half-living organisms. The great epic of
evolution waould then have been under way’ (pp.
152-3).1

This same author says: ““Evolution is simply-the
process by which chance (the random mutations)
co-operates with natural law to create living forms
better and better adapted to survive’ (The
Ambidextrous Universe, p. 145).

This author who frankly admits that what he is
setting forth is ‘‘sheer guesswork,”’ nevertheless
lampoons the Biblical doctrine of direct creation
by referring to it as “‘a series of stupendous magic
tricks"’ (ibid., p. 144).

One evolutionist has said that the chances were
two billion to one against the original primal cells
ever evolving to mankind, but the human race
was amazingly lucky, so here we are!

The evolutionary world view holds that chance,
not mind, is the ultimate basic principle of
explanation. Belief in chance, I would repeat, is
essentially irrational, To say that something is
caused by chance is to say that it has no cause.
Chance is the denial of a cause, it is the negation
of all causation. It is the opposite of law, it is the
enthronement of utter chaos. So nature becomes a
book without an Author, a composition without 2

Composer, a building without an Architect. It was
not planned — it just happened.

Billions and billions of years of time, plus
oceans and oceans of chance, are supposed to
account adequately for the existence of such
unfathomable examples of complexity as the
human brain. Time plus chance equals organism,
is the equation involved. A popular newspaper
commentator recently dismissed some of the
nonsense with the terse comment: ““Go make a
seed!”’

C. It is an Immoral Conception of Reality.

It is no wonder that we face unprecedented
moral evil today. The only real basis for any
morality worthy of the name is belief in God.
When God is removed from people’s
understanding of themselves and their world, they
will inevitably lose their sense of moral
responsibility, with the result that selfish,
criminal and anti-social tendencies will reign
unchecked.

Adolf Hitler was an enthusiastic evolutionist,
and the horribly evil practices of German National
Socialism under the Third Reich were
theoretically grounded in evolutionary ideology
which had, supposedly, cut the ground out from
under the Biblical view of a moral law and
Lawgiver. Let the fittest survive; let the
defenseless and weak perish in concentration
camps and gas chambers.

Here in America our public educational system,
from kindergarten to university, is deliberately
being made more and more rigidly secular. At the
same time our sages and experts stand aghast at
the boldness and increase of evil. These men
pontifically tell us that mankind’s moral or ethical
sense has not kept pace in development with his
technological achievements. Of course they never
suggest a return to the God of the Bible and the
moral absolutes of the Decalogue. Rather, the new
religion of scientific research is supposed, by
emphasis on the need for ethical development, to
come up with the answers. Alas, it is a vain hope,
and doomed to disillusionment and failure. When
men have cut themselves off from the Source of
all righteousness, they are certain to live in
violence, selfishness and hatred.

Just because evolutionism is more than a
biological theory — just because it is a
comprehensive world view — its general and
uncritical acceptance by the public, and the utter
pervasiveness of its penetration through our
educational system, from the university level
down to the elementary grades, is bound to bring
an increasing harvest of crime, lawlessness and
moral evil of all kinds. There is nothing in this
world view which can provide a corrective.

QOur public educational system is in an
intolerable predicament. Supposed ta turn out a
product which will be honest, law-abiding,
mutually helpful citizens, the educational system
is on the one hand rigidly prevented from
inculcating the Biblical world view which is the
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only real ground for morality, and on the other
hand it is given over almost universally to the
anti-theistic, idolairous, man-centered false world
view of evolutionism.

Public and private morality will never thrive
again until the Biblical world view once again
becomes dominant and the evolutionary world
view is rejected for what it really is — a mere
hypothesis, resting on unproved assumptions,
which all too effectively removes God from a
relevant place in people's thinking about the
world and human society.

The evolutionary world view is no mere
harmless technicality of academic biclogical
theory. It is a comprehensive philosophy of life
which is at the crucial points antithetic to the
Biblical and Christian world view.

With God all things are possible, but it seems
unlikely that the Christian believers of the world,
divided and confused as they are, can in the
forseeable future reverse this all-but-universal
trend of human thinking. Martin Gardner says:
““Today it is hard to find a single biochemist or
geologist, even among the most devoutly
religious, wha has the slightest doubt about the
essential soundness of the theory of evolution™
(The Ambidextrous Universe, pp. 144-5). In this
state of affairs, it becomes our solemn duty to
witness for the truth and against the dominant lie.
And especially it becomes our duty to guard
earnestly and jealously all Christian educational
institutions lest the tares be planted while men
sleep, and Christian education become hospitable
to, and tolerant of, this anti-biblical system.

What is the Relation of Theistic Evolution
to the Evolutionary World View?

Theistic evolution, as a matter of fact, is held
by only a very small minority of evolutionistic
scientists. It is a view held and promoted chiefly
by religious scholars. Scientists and philosophers
who accept evolution and at the same time profess
belief in God are frequently found, upon closer
examination of their positions, to hold a non-
theistic view of God — either a Deistic or a
Pantheistic view.

Theistic evolution is essentially a compromise
view. It did not originate with the scientists, most
of whom have little use for it. Classic evolutionary
science came first, then afterwards came the
attempt to adjust Christian belief to the
evolutionary scheme of things. Religious scholars
who have been impressed. not to say frightened,
by the confident assertions of scientists about
evolution being not a theory but “‘proved fact™
have reacted to their embarrassment by the
attempt to adjust their interpretation of Scripture
to the evolutionary scheme.

Theistic evolutionism has been and is
embarrassed by attempting adjustment of Christian
belief to a scientific variable. Evolutionary
thought has been and is fluid. It has moved from
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phase to phase. Darwin, Lamarck, DeVries,
Spencer — they have all had their day and been
passed by. Christianity can be adjusted to such a
scheme only with serious sacrifice and loss.

The common disjunction between the Who and
why? and the When and how? of origins, as set
forth by theistic evolutionists, is false and
illusory. We are told that evolutionary science can
tell us the “when'* and the “how”’ of creation, or
of origins, while only Scripture can reveal to us
the “Who’’ and the “Why.”" This disjunctive
formula is often presented in a very plausible
manner. Yet it is basically misleading and false.

When we begin to speak of God’s ““method” or
“how’’ in His work of creation, we have already
assumed that it was not really a work of creation
at all. When we say ‘“‘method’ or “how’’ we say
process. By any sound definition of creation it is
not a process but an act and does not involve the
use of methods or means. **By faith we
understand the worlds were framed by the word
of God, so that things which are seen were not
made of things which do appear’’ (Hebrews 11:3).
Like miracle, creation is an act of God’s direct
supernatural power. It is an act of omnipotence. It
is an event with no cause except the will of God.
“For he spake, and it was done; he commanded,
and it stood fast”’ (Psalm 33:9). Shall we interpret
this last text as really meaning, ‘‘For he spake,
and a chain reaction began which ultimately
produced what we see in nature today”...?

The tendency to speak of God’s method of
creation betrays an unconscious but real denial of
the reality of creation — it reduces all creation to
the category of a providential process. Creation
means God’s act of producing the truly new —
new as to matter. new as to form, or new as to
both form and matter. God used dust to create
Adam’s body. bui the creative act did not involve
process. [t was an act of the divine will, a “‘fiat."”
Some philosopher once said, “What is mind? No
matter. What is matter? Never mind."" In like vein
we may truly say, “What is creation? No process.
What is process? Never creation.”

{To be concluded next month)
This and the fellowing guotations are used by permission

frem The Ambidextrous Universe. by Martin Gardner, Basic
Books. Inc.. Publishers. New York. 1864.
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This material is reprinied from the December 1966 issue of
Torch and Trumpet {as our periodical was then called),
ofter it had been presented of the previous annual meeting
of the Reformed Fellowship. Rev. Johannes G. Vos uwas a
veteran missionery and minister in the Reformed
Presbyvterian Church. Professor at Geneva College in Beaver
Falls. PA. editor of Blue Banner Faith and Life and editor
of the works of his father, Princeton Professar of Biblical
Thealogy. Gerhardus Vos. Johannes Vos' address to the
Reformed Fellowship meeting of the previcus vear entitled.
“Surrender to Evolution: Inevitable or Inexcusable,”” hod
apprared in the February, 1966 issue of this mogazine and
several thousand reprints had been distributed. His writings
on the subject are as timely todayv, when evolation is still
oggressively promoted in spife of the collapse of evidence
for it. as they were hventy vears ngo,
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4855 Starr 5t., S.E.
GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

RES and the Pope’s Vigil

At the invitation of the Rev. Peter De
Jong, editar of The Qutiook, [ am
submitting this statement. The following
is my answer to the article entitled **The
RES and the Pope's Vigil." which
appeared in the February issue of The
Outiook.

When my husband received an
invitation to parlicipate in the World
Day of Prayer in October. he determined
that the RES should not be represented
in Assisi. He would not be able to
attend. but neither did he want me ta
represent the RES there. In fact. he
wrote a letter to that effect to Dr. Pierre
Dnprey of the Secrstariat for Promoting
Christian Unity at the Vatican, stating
that I would like to attend but ‘“in
propria persona.”’

Quite unexpectedly in November a
representative from the Grand Rapids
Press called and asked me for an
interview concerning the World Day of
Prayer. He wanted it immediately and on
the telephone because he had a deadline
to meet. The Press representative,
uninteationally. I am sure. misquoted
me and put words in my mouth that [
did not express in that fashion. For
example. I quoted Shakespeare as
saying. “'Moare things are wrought by
prayer than this world dreams of." I did
not mention St. Paul or say that more
things are wrought by praver than
anything else.

The article in The Outlook stated
“'sordidly syncretistic affair.”” The Pope
and his commitiees (including
evangelical Protestants) emphasized that
there was {0 be no svncretism in the
services. Let me quote from the
introductory speech of Cardinal Roger
Etchegaray. President of the Pontifical
Commission for Justice aud Peace.
delivered on the Dav of Praver. ""We are
here together without anv trace of
svncretism.”” Near the close of the
program the Pope gave a speech in
which he made it very clear that the
only way to God is through our Saviour.
Jesus Christ. He gave a distinctly
Christian message to all who were
present.

Of course [ believe that the only
prayer that is acceptable to God is
through Jesus. I. personally. would not
have invited all the non-Christian
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religions to participate. 1 was merely
explaining in the telephone conversation
why the Pope invited them. I did not
join in prayer with adherents of other
faiths. I did join in prayer, Scripture
reading. and singing dnring the long
service thal the Christians held by
themselves.

As far as finances are concerned,
although 1 have represented Panl in four
different foreign countries, the RES has
never paid a dollar for my transportation
costs. [ pay for those myself. No money
of the RES was spent on my trip to
Assisi.

The idea of preaching is farthest from
my mind. What the Rev. Knodel
suggests might have been “preaching on
her hnsbhand’s behalf” at the meeting of
the Secretaries of the Christian World
Communions consisted of reading a
report, written by my husband. about the
activities of the RES during the previous
vear. | also explained some of our
publications and answered gnestions
about the RES.

What is regrettable is that the Rev.
knodel and those who took it over in
The Qutlook give no indication of being
cognizant of the deadly danger facing
the world in this nuclear age. It was the
awareness of this threat of a global
catastrophe that moved the Vatican to
call for praver.

1 am amazed that not one of all the
Christian business men. ministers,
lawvers or whatever who comprise the
Board of Trustees of The Outiook
displaved the conrtesy of calling me
before thev voted to publish this arlicle,_
wriften by a minister who seems 1o have
taken for unquestioned truth every word
writtein in an article appearing in a
daily newspaper. I hope I have allaved
the fears and removed the iusinuating
suspicions that were expressed in the
article by the Rev. Konodel.

Sincerelv.
Bernice Schrotenhoer

P.5. If the readers of vour magazine
wish to learn what myv husband’'s views
on uon-Christian religions are. thev
should read the RES Mission Bulletiu ou
“Inter-religinus Dialngue.” And if they
are concerned about his atiitude toward
Rowan Cathoelics. they should ask for a
copy of the pamphlet. A Contempnrary
Evangelical Perspective nn Raman
Catholicism.”" Both are availahle from
the RES Secretariat. 1677 Gentian Dr..
SE. Grand Rapids. Ml 49508,
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Dear Pefer,

I would like fo respond, however
briefly, to Mrs. Bernice Schrotenboer,
along the following lines. I don’t agree
that either the Grand Rapids Press or we
erred in our essential characterization of
her involvement. 1 have no doubt that
Mrs. Schrotenboer wishes our exror. But
if anything, her response confirms our
charges.

After dispensing with all the
incidentals of the case, her dual defense
is that this prayer convocation was not
syncretistic, and was certainly jnstified
fhere by the threat of nuclear war). Your
readers must evaluate just these issnes.

What is her evidence that association
at a prayer convocation with Dali Lamas,
archbishops and popes (of varions kinds)
is not syncretistic? Well, as yon can
plainly see, she qnotes the Roman Pope.
It's not syncretistic because the pontiff's
party early on. said it wasn't. This is the
baldest kind of hypocrisy. In order for
its acceptance, one must give up the
simplest farms of honesty and truth. On
the face of il. it's preposterous.

Then she justifies everyone’s Assisi
convocation invelvement with the threat
of nnclear war. Nuclear war, in this
case. sanitizes syncretism {which in this
case was really raw polytheism) of its
sin. It looms over us with such awful
heaviness that we all ought to get
together and pray.

Now think of this. If the threat of
nuclear war justifies such things, what
about the threat of Divine Judgment?
This latter dwarfs the former by
comparison! On this line of reasoning.
svncretism should have been orthodoxy's
main agenda ever since the beginning.
But the apostle. along with all the
previuus faithful declared. ~*\Vhat has
Christ to do with Belial?"

Yet this is the kind of reasoning
emanating from the household of the
secretary of the RES! And we are
suppaosed to feel sorry for holding il up
to the light of day.

I just can’t buy it. In au earlier era. if
Luther were faced with such events and
their justifications. he would have
referenced their practitioners by some
lower part of the animal kingdom. and
writteu them off as being hopelessly
deluded. Calvin would have banned
them from Geneva. And the Reformers
company. however haltingly. Journer
would like to represent today.

In the Lamb.
E.E. Knodel (Editor)






