


THE MESSIAH

BEFORE THE SANHEDRIN

The high priest said to him, “T
charge you under oath by the living
God, tell us if you are the Christ, the
Son of God.” “Yes, it is as you say,”
replied Jesus. “But I say fo all of you:
in the future you will see the Son of
Man sitting at the right hand of the
Mighty One, and coming on the
clouds of heaven.” Then the high
priest tore his clothes and said.” He
has spoken blasphemy.”

Matt. 26:63-65

The trial of Jesus before Annas
and Caiaphas was very slow. Little
progress was made at first. They
searched the crowd for witnesses,
they considered the testimony of two
men regarding the temple, and they
asked Jesus several questions which
He did not answer. But He Aad to be
put to death. Concerning that they
were determined. The high priest
therefore resorts to a final method of
procedure. He will place Jesus
under oath regarding His identity
and claims,

Placing Jesus under oath implied
that up to this time they were not
completely sure about the truth of
His statement. With an oath one is
placed as it were in the very pres-
ence of God, and then surely is ex-
pected to tell the truth, For Jesus
this was very painful. Didn’t He al-
ways live in the presence of God, His
Father? He was always very con-
scious of telling the truth. All His
words were oaths as it were. All the
scorn that He later had to endure
was no worse than this, “I charge
you under oath....”

Jesus submits to the authority of
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the high priest. He recognizes the of-
fice of the high priest as of the Lord.
“Yes, it is as you say” was the reply.
These Jews as leaders of course
claimed to believe in the Old Testa-
ment. The implications of His
answer are that He is the Shiloh of
Jacob, the Son of David, the
Promised One.

These words of Jesus bring Him to
the very climax of His revelation to
Israel, the Church of that day. This
oath, with the subsequent payment
on the cross as the Son of God will
bring about the last meeting of the
Sanhedrin. Soon the veil of the
temple will be rent and before God
the Sanhedrin will be dismissed,

But following this dark night will
come the break of a new day, the
most important and momentous of
all earthly days, Good Friday, And
Good Friday will be followed by the
resurrection and then the ascension
and Pentecost. And He will be Lord _
of heaven and earth but also judge of
all people.

The clock strikes twelve. The judg-
ment of the world has come, They
will condemn Him exactly because
He confessed to be the Son of God.

This is the confession Jesus had
made in all of His ministry. Again
and again He taught and proved
with miracles that He was Divine,
God’s own son. But in the mind and
hearts of these godless rulers of Is-
rael and the church this is blas-
phemy. Neither heaven or earth can
tolerate such spiritual profanity. He
must die,

And Caiaphas rends his clothes,
Such acts were considered to be sym-
bols of gricf. According to Law this
was forbidden to the high priest. He
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was not supposed to have his eyes
bent to the earth, but raised towards
heaven. Aaron, for example, was not
allowed to mourn when his two sons
died, struck down by the Lord on ac-
count of their sins. The high priest al-
ways had to hold the dignity of his
office. But at Jesus trial laws are dis-
regarded; Caiaphas rends his
clothes, pretending to be intensely
grieved by such blasphemy in the
body of God’s people. What a sham!

Jesus “came unto His own, and
His own received Him not” (John
1:11). Not only the “people of God,”
but God Himself (behind the official
declaration of the high-priest) sen-
tenced Jesus to death. According to
Caiaphas He was guilty, because He
had blasphemed, but according to
God, because He had taken the blas-
phemy of others upon Himself.
When Jesus made the greatest of all
confessions, the “church” openly
rejected and condemned Him. This
was before the world. A father will
punish his children in his own home.
But this is different from doing it in
public before the world. Here Israel
disowned the Promised Messiah
before the whole world. This sen-
tence of the high priest no doubt
weighed more heavily on Jesus than
the death sentence of Pilate. Pilate
saw this man's death as a way out of
a difficult situation, Caiaphas de-
clared it an act of justice before the
holy Judge of heaven and earth. For
Pilate, the peace of Caesar might not
be disturbed, for Caiaphas the peace
of God would be taken away if He
were not killcd.

In this hour of darkness the
“church” condemned the Son of
God.







THE DECLINE

OF EVANGELICALISM IN

NINETEENTH-CENTURY

ENGLAND

The winds of rationalism swept
through Europe in the cighteenth
century”s “age of enlightenment”
chilling the souls of men and giving
birth to atheism, scepticism and
Deism. But in England and Wales,
through the mercy of God, light and
warmth returned to the hearts of
many in the Spirit-empowered
“Methodist” revivals, and faith
seemed again to be “on the march.”

The prospects for religious growth
and progress as the nineteenth cen-
tury dawned seemed very encourag-
ing. The revivals of the eighteenth
century had given evangelicals a
sense of the reality and power of
God. Most of the denominations
were dominated by evangelicals.
These evangelicals were largely, al-
though oot entirely, inclined away
from hyper-Calvinism and desirous
of making preat advances in mission-
ary work overseas and gospel minis-
try at home. Evangelicalism seemed

strong and its future looked glorious.

Whatever divisions there were
among the evangelicals over Cal-
vinism, baptism, eschatology, etc.,
the evangelicals were easily distin-
guished by their common religious
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experience and their view of Scrip-
ture. “Bound up irextricably with
every phase of the religious exper-
ience of evangelicals, an experience
that touched their lives at every sig-
nificant point, was the Bible - a Bible
that was not merely a source book
for the early history of their religion,
but a Bible that was the authoritative
and infallible Word of God. Faith in
the Bible was to the early evangeli-
cals as fundamental as faith in God,
and they made little distinction be-
tween the two. The inerrancy of the
Bible was so intimate a part of their
religious thought and life that a
denial of it seemed to threaten the
destruction of the faith itself.”!

At the beginning of the nineteenth
century, therefore, English evan-
gelicalism looked to be an inevitable
encmy for the theological rational-
ism of the Higher Critical movement
that was beginning to sweep through
the German universities and chur-
ches. It did not seem possible that
the rationalistic view of the Scrip-
tures as an ordinary beok that could
be questioned, contradicted and
reconstructed could ever find accep-
tance with those who identified

R. J Sheehan

Scripture as the infallible, inerrant,
inspired Word of the living God. Yet
by the mid-18%}"s, “all of the major
non-conformist bodies had survived
the shock of higher criticism without
schism. The new approach to the
Bible had been accepted by the over-
whelming majority of non-conform-
ist leaders.”

Not only had the non-conformist
leaders capitulated but virtually all
the theological institutions. By 1891,
“a close if unofficial surveillance was
imposed upon potential candidates
for positions in the Old Testament
field in British Universities, and only
those who displayed proper respect
for the canons of critical orthodoxy
were appointed to academic posts.”3

Qutside the universities, “the new
approach to the Bible . . . was taught
in all the leading non-conformist cal-
leges. Any Old Testament teacher
who repudiated the new criticism
was nothing more than an anachro-
nism by 1895.”* This process con-
tinued in the twentieth century, so
that by 1932 a modernist “gloried in
the fact that there were no colleges
left adhering to the position of the
old evangelical confessions”
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STEWARDSHIP

RIGHTS

Any acceptable method of giving
should preserve and promote the
stewardship rights of the individual
believer and member of the Church.
Read II Corinthians 8 and 9 and ask
yourself if the Quota System as it is
understood and practiced in the
Christian Reformed Church
acknowledges or violates the
stewardship rights of the bcliever
outlined there.

Right #1 - Generosity

Our first right is to be generous. In
IT Corinthians 8:1-7 the Apostle Paul
uses the Macedonian churches as
THE model for alt churches. Their
joy, despite their extreme poverty,
prompted a generous response to
the needs of the gospel ministry and
the kingdom,

Apparently, no prescribed or dol-
lar amount was necessary. They
generously and voluntarily gave
beyond their ability, pleading for an
opportunity to share in the ministry
of the gospel!
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Does the quota method, as com-
monly understood and employed, en-
courage generosity? Absolutely not!
In practice, it stifles generosity for
many and creates a hardship for
many others. Institutions and agen-
cies should applaud the day that
quotas are abolished. Not only would
it bring our giving practices as Chur-
ches and denomination closer to the
Scriptural pattern, but gifts would un-
doubtedly increase. As long as
quotas are perceived as a bill, or as-
sessment, people will naturally ab-
solve themselves of their duty by
paying the minimum. After all, when
was the last time you sent the gas
company an extra 35 just because
they were doing such a great job?
Bills are bills and gifts are gifts. The
idea of a free-will (Spirit con-
strained) gift encourages the be-
liever’s right to give to the work of
the Lord generously.

Would the Aposile Paul have
given the Macedonians and Corin-
thians a dollar amount per family

Stephen M. Arrick

without first and foremost informing
them of their rights and respon-
sibilities as believers? Of course not.
First of all, it is doubtful that the
Apostle would ever have employed a
quota method. Secondly, it is un-
thinkable that he would have them
give blindly towards a dollar figure.
Every gift should be for a published
cause along with information con-
cerning the purpose, activities, and
particular needs of that cause. In II
Corinthians 8 and 9 Paul is describ-
ing such a particular cause.

Far from compelling to give, no
matter how lacking the Corinthians
were in giving, the Apostle Paul him-
self would not command them to
give, “T am not commanding you (to
give), but I want to test the sincerity
of your love” (II Cor. 8:8). Com-
pelled, coerced, required giving was
not in the Apostle’s vocabulary.
Bclievers cannot be Scripturally com-
pelled to give to any cause. That is
our right in spite of the decisions of
popes, councils, and synods. It is our







believer’s scriptural rights, or of leav-
ing the denomination. It is wholly un-
conscionable that a denomination
would place it’s members in the posi-
tion of having to leave because it’s
method of collecting funds violates
the believer’s rights at every point.
Oftcn when the believer exercises
his and her office responsibly, they
are accused of breaking faith and
unity. They are, however, duty-
bound to give only from Scriptural
principles, never out of loyalty, cus-
tom, or ignorance. The truth of the
matter is that the only guilty parties
are those who gratefully receive the
support of a confessional body and
then use that position and privilege
to promote their own practical and
doctrinal agenda. Punishing the
believer who cannot give because of
scruples of conscience is like spank-
ing the child who is trying to pick up
the pieces of a broken vase and al-
lowing the culprit to get off scot free.

Right # 4 - Willingness
Our fourth right of stewardship is
to give willingly, Paul says that “if the
willingness is there, the gift is accept-
able according to what one has, not

according to what one does not
have” (II Cor. 8:12).

Calvinists don’t like the word
“free-will.” When applied to salva-
tion it means one thing. When ap-
plied to giving it means quite
another. Call it “Spirit compelled” if
you wish, The idea is the same.
Believers have a scriptural right to
resist compelled giving and an
obligation to willingly give.

Does the quota system as present-
ly understood and employed pro-
mote and preserve even this most
basic of stewardship rights? No.
Quotas are understood as a bill, an
obligation, in many cases taking
priority even over the health and wel-
fare of the local Church. A local
Church may need a new building, a
computer, a part-time secretary, an
additional staff member, a youth
worker, or an expensive Dew pro-
gram, but quotas come first and so
inflate the bottom line of the Church
budget that the local Church cannot
objectively consider its needs. “We
can get along. But, you know, they
need another secretary in the fund-
raising department of the Board of
such and such.”
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When the denominational ma-
chinery gets virtually everything it
asks and, as a result, the local
Church is demoralized and para-
lyzed, something is badly out of
whack, There must be ancther, bet-
ter way. Even if a person does wish
to give above the local and denomi-
national quota, the local Church
takes the excess and pays the quota
of someone who isn’t giving, Ironical-
ly, the only way for the conscience-
bound believers to get around
quotas, since quota causes are not
presently designated in second en-
velopes or offerings, is to give only to
designated offerings and to forward
separate gifts to agencies and institu-
tions of their choice. That is the only
way to reduce the total of the
general fund so significantly that, in
the end, the local Church will have
to pay its bills first and the
denomination will get the rest,

This present practice is unfair to
the local Church, because if mem-
bers could look at their local operat-
ing budgets minus guotas, they
would be encouraged to plan more
aggressively and give more generous-
ly. It is also unfair to many agencies
and institutions. All of them now suf-
fer a shortfall because the quota sys-
tem will not allow the believer to
give “without compulsion” to causes
he deems worthy or unworthy.

Right # 5 - Personal Responsihility

Our fifth right of stewardship is to
be personally responsible for the
management and disbursement of
God's gifts. We are responsible and
we must take respoasibility for
where and how our gifts are spent.

The Apostle Paul does not tell the
Corinthians to throw all of their
money in a pot and then to let the
elders and deacons decide how
much pgoes here or what goes there,
He says, “Each man should give
what he has decided in his heart to
give, not reluctantly or under com-
pulsion, for God loves a cheerful
giver” (II Cor. 9:7).

That little phrase “each man” is ex-
tremely important. Not only did Paul
not want anyone Lo give with cven
the hint of reluctance or compulsion,
but he recognized that every heliever
is responsible for what each gives to,
and how much each gives.

Does our present understanding

of quotas and the way the system is
employed promote and preserve the
principle of personal responsibility?
Only if we allow it to. If we are giving
to a money figure, a dollar amount,
without being conscious of the cause
and the need, we are violating this
principle. If the system does not
allow us to designate our gifts to
specific causes and allow us to
“decide in our hearts,” then the sys-
tem should be immediatley changed.
ignoring of a better and more bibli-
cally faithful way, if known, con-
stitutes personal and corporate
disobedience. “To the one who
knows to do good, and does not, to
that one it is sin” (James 4:17).

1 don’t believe that those who in-
vented the quota system realized
what it one day might become. To
them it was a simple and convenient
way to solve a complicated problem,
They could not have foreseen the
dramatic escalation of denomination-
al causes and their ever increasing
“needs”! They did not anticipate the
increasing toleration of doctrinal
and practical plurality in their con-
fessionally unified Body. They did
not realize that one day the system
designed to preserve unity would be
the reason why many péople are find-
ing no option but non-payment of
quotas or leaving the denomination
for conscience sake.,

We are often reminded that our
quota system is the envy of many
other fund raising organizations.
Yet, I don’t see them lining up at the
door to adopt that method for them-
selves. Many people know that very
few Christians would tolerate such a
system for very long.

Yet in the CRC this is the only way
we koow. It is the way with which we
grew up, and that makes it right.
Wrong! It is right, not if it works, but
if it is according to the Word of God.
In II Corinthians 8 and 9 God in-
structs the believer that in giving, he
has rights and responsibilities too!
Let’s find a way that preserves our
rights to give generously, equitably,
accountably, free-willingly, and with
pcrsonal responsibility.

Rev. Stephen M. Arrick is the pastor
of the Calvary C.R. Church at Lowell,
Michigan.







around that. I find it amazing that
the majority report does not even
mention this. How could they over-
look such an important matter? It is
so abundantly clear from the Scrip-
tures and our confessions that com-
ing to the Lord’s table involves a
confession on our part. It 15 itself a
confession of our faith, as the Belgic
Confession says, How can anyone
call that into question? How can
they fail to see the difference be-
tween the two sacraments? It is all a
mystery to me.

4. Ibelieve those who advocate
admitting very young children to the
Lord’s Supper are quite unrealistic
and out of touch with real life in the
congregation and in the catechism
room. They ought to teach a relative-
Iy indifferent and rambunctious class
of 15 yr. olds for a season. I think
that would do more to change their
views in a hurry than anything else.
Most of the catechumens themselves
are wiser: they have no desire or in-
tention to make public confession of
faith (except perhaps in order to get
out of catechism). Theory is often so
far removed from practice, and that
is the case here.

What is more, the view advocated
would, in the words of a Dutch
theologian, place a “time-bomb”
under the practice of making public

confession of faith. After all, they al-
ready have the main thing: access to
the Lord’s table. Why worry about
the rest? And pity the poor consis-
tory who has allowed young children
to come for years to the table, but
are now faced with rebellious and
delinquent teenagers who couldn’t
care less about the Lord’s service
(I’m not now speaking about the
majority, thank God). How would a
consistory go about reversing that
which they have first allowed? And
how would they justify allowing the
children of some parents to come,
but denying others? Can you im-
agine the hassle —with no objective
standard (confession of faith} as is
now the case? We are “opening a
can of worms” indeed.

5. The members of the majority
report fall into the trap of biblicism.
Scripture says nothing about the
practice of young people making
profession of their faith, they say.
Are they looking for a text which
says that? Where is a text which
spells out the procedure of an adult
becoming a member of the church?
Acts simply says the Lord added to
the church those who were being
saved. How did that happen? Where
is a text which says that infants must
be baptized, and where do you read
of such a particular instance? But

does that mean it didn’t happen?
Let’s not get ridiculous. The Bible is
not a church order, and we should
oot be looking for that either. Never-
theless, passages like Deut. 6:1-9,
Joshua 4:1-7, 20-24, Ps, 78:1-8 and
Eph. 6:1-4 make clear that there was
a training process whereby parents
and the larger believing community
mstructed the younger members so
that in due time they too might take
up their responsibility among God’s
people. Just precisely what form that
“graduation” took is immaterial, To
say that the Bible doesn’t spell out
the necessity and legitimacy of such
a practice (and so we need a commit-
tee to study the natter) is quite ab-
surd. Pretty soon we'll need
committees to study every aspect of
our ecclesiastical practice. In doing
so we are pressing the Bible into a
mold which is foreign to its own pur-
pose.

1 sincerely hope that synod will not
adopt the recommendations of this
majority report. Not only does it con-
tain a lot of sloppy exegesis and
work, but it would be very detrinen-
tal for the church and its well-being.
We ought to go in the direction of
the minority report and then leave
the matter as it is. Our present prac-
tice is Biblical and adequate to deal
with any exceptions that might arise.

SHOULD COVENANT
CHILDREN TAKE PART
IN THE LORD’S SUPPER?

This controversial question raised
in 1984 faces the coming June CRC
synod. A study committee presents
two reports, each of 31 pages, onc
representing a majority of 6, the
other a minority of 3. The conclusion
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of the majority and the introduction
of the minority reports show that the
first was made a “majority” only by
trying to combine contradictory
views on the point under discussion,
since 3 of the 6 members express

some dissent from their report, The
committee was really divided into 3
minoritics, each vicw being sup-
ported by 3 of the 9 members! The
majority report favors opening the
Lord’s Supper to children, bot haif







ey

their inclusion in the Covenant of
Grace, (2) since this is an act of
faith, admitting those who show they
can and desire to remember and
proclaim the Lord’s death, (3) to
make necessary change in the
Church Order, {4) have a committee
study the Biblical warrant for and
meaning of public profession of
faith, and (5) not put this change
into effect until reaffirmed in 1990,

The Minority Report

The Minority in its mtroduction
points out that the other report for
admitting children tried unsuccess-
fully to bridge a crucial difference
among its members. Half favored
admitting them regardless of age
simply because they were included
in God’s covenant. The other half
believed that they must show
evidence of faith before being ad-
mitted. The result is unavoidable
contradictions in their report. Al-
though the minority was reluctant to
follow a separate course, it believed
that the church is better served by
unified advice to follow “the biblical
principle that covenant children are
brought to the Lord's Supper when
they confess their faith.” The
minority agrees with the rest that
“Ounly those who ‘belong to Christ
and thus are Abraham’s seed, heirs
according to the promise’ (Gal. 3:29)
should be admitted to the Lord’s
Supper” (p. 3), but it must strongly
disagree with the half of the majority
who say that this is the ondy biblical
requirement, The Bible requires
faith for admission. Participants
must “discern the body of the Lord”
(1 Cor, 11:25, 26) and “remember”
and “proclaim” His death. In ob-
vious reference to the other report,
it observes that “although help-
ful...indirect reference from other
biblical passages and argumentation
from theological assumptions ought
never to be permitted to obscure this
rather clear scriptural instruction
regarding the faith required to join
the Lord’s Supper with blessing”

(p. 5). The report cites the Heidel-
berg Catechism’s Belgic
Confessions’ echoing of the biblical
requircment.

It notes the obvious difference be-
tween Baptism and the Lord’s Sup-
per, their “different purposes and
different applications within the
believer’s life.” While baptism is “a
mark of the new birth,” the Lord’s
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Supper “is a nourishing event”

(p. 6). Taught that “the church bap-
tizes infants on the basis of the
covenant which includes children,”
“sometimes Reformed Christians
forget that the church baptizes
children of believers because of
specific biblical commands to do so
(Acts 2:39; 16:31).” “There is no
parallel biblical command to bring
children and whole households to
the Lord’s table,” but the contrary
requirements “to discern, remem-
ber, and proclaim Jesus Christ” in it.

The report observes that this is far
from a “new” issue in church history.
Calvin on this point was not merely
following tradition, but opposed
Augustine with whom he usually
agreed. “It is unfortunate that the
majority report overlooks the one
era in church history when a sig-
nificant segment of the Reformed
churches did separate profession of
faith from access to the sacraments,”
the disastrous experience of the New
England Puritan churches with the
“Half-way Covenant.” They too were
going to view the sacraments as “con-
verting ordinances,” designed to
create faith rather than only confirm
it, Despite good intentions, this con-
tributed to the decline of those chur-
ches which were soon “filled with
nominal Christians.”

The report expresses its distress
that the majority relies “on indirect
evidence and theological concep-
tualization because the Bible does,
in fact, give direct teaching regard-
ing the role of the Lord’s Supper in
the covenant.” It goes on to direct at-
tention to Exodus 24 as an over-
looked and “key passage for
understanding the Lord’s Supper,”
since this was cited by our Lord in in-
stituting it, “This is my blood of the
covenant.” “Any simplistic notion
that somehow the Lord’s Supper is
just a new version of the Passover
..really ignores.. Jesus’ own tes-
timony when he instituted” it. It is
the “new covenant in Christ’s blood”
(pp. 9, 11). The majority (in trying to
identify the Lord’s Supper with thc
Passover) “has not done justice to
the discontinuities between Old Tes-
tatment practice and New Testa-
ment fulfillment.” “The Bible never
calls the Passover an atonement.”
“When Jesus Christ came, he estab-
lished a ‘new’ (Heb. 12:24) and
‘better’ (Heb. 7:22) covenant which

replaced the Mosaic.” While the Pas-
sover and other Old Testament
feasts “can illumine the meaning of
the Lord’s Supper...“the Passover
cannoft determine its practice.” “The
apostle Paul never mentions the Pas-
sover while giving instruction regard-
ing observance of the Lord’s
Supper.” “Hebrews never once com-
parts Jesus to the Passover lamb.”
“The virtual equivalence...sometimes
drawn between the Passover and the
Lord’s Supper cannot be main-
tained.” Against the motion that one
needed to merely assent to whatever
the church taught, the Reformation
had to stress the need to know in
whom and what we must believe
(Romans 10:9). An “informed faith”
and confession was necessary. Thus
our Church Order came to stress
that admission to the Supper must in-
volve public profession of faith. The
report raises a serious objection to
the majority recommendations be-
cause “they set up a separate
category for admitting church mem-
bers to the Lord’s Supper, a
category which apparently cannot be
used for admitting others.” That
must lead to real difficulties in evan-
gelism, as well as other problems
that will certainly arise in the con-
fusion about who may and who may
not participate in the Supper. Thus
the report highlights the “weakness
of separating professton of faith
from admission to the Lord’s Supper
and thus exempting children of
church members from standards for
admission to the Lord’s table which
would continue to be applied to all
other believers.” The committee
would remind us that the only chan-
ges which will be truly helpful must
be those supporied by Scripture, It
proposes 4 pastoral guidelines.
These include (1) that admission of
covenant children to the Lord’s Sup-
per be on the Lord’s own conditions
of faith that discerns, remembers
and proclaims His body. (2) Consis-
tories require a profession of faith
on the part of all who partake. (3)
Because the Bible establishes no
specific age, covenant youth be en-
couraged to make a profession faith
as soon as they show a faith that can
discern, remember and proclaim the
body of Christ. (4) This profession
for admission to the Lord’s Supper
is an expression of faith and not







(“The Naked Ape,” was one writer’s
characterization), or to becoming an
inanimate machine! (The evolution-
ary theory is this kind of
misinterpretation of the universe
and man,) Thus as the Psalm (49:12,
20) said, “Man who is in honor, yet
does not understand, Is like the
beasts that perish,”

3. What is This Image?

The Bible begins setting the
record straight by informing us of
our creation “in God’s image,” What
does this mean? We must not think
of this image as physical likeness
(like the ancient Greek imagery or
modern Mormon views), Ephesians
4:17-24 teaches us that, in contrast
with surrounding pagans, the be-
Kever in Christ is to “be renewed in
the spirit of your mind, and...put on
the new man which was created ac-
cording to God, in rightcousness and
true holiness,” Similarly, the
(“twin”) letter to the Colossians
(3:10) says that the believer in Christ
has “put on the new man who is
renewed in knowledge according to
the image of Him who created him,”
Thus the Bible teaches that the
“image of God” which is being
“renewed” in the belicver involves
“knowledge,” “rightecusness” and
“holiness” — his capacity to know,
serve and love God.

Since this “image” is “being
renewed” in the Christian, it was evi-
dently lost in man’s revolt against
God. In fact, our Lord told the Jews
who rejected him, that, although
they claimed to be children of God,
they were children of the devil,
whose actions they imitated (John
8:44)! That raised the question
whether in the life of the non-Chris-
tian that “image of God” has been to-
tally tost. Although some Christians
have believed that non-Christians
have totally lost that image, the Bible
evidently teaches that the realityis a
little more complicated. Genesis 9:6
decreed the death penalty for mur-
der, “for in the image of God He
made man.” This applied to
mankind i the violent world since
the flood. Similarly James warned
(Christians) (3:9) against cursing
“men, who have been made in the
similitude of God.” Thus man, no
matter how fallen, remains human,
“made in the image of God,” but
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misnses and misdirects his human
capacities (to know, serve and love)
to his own dcstruction. He nceds
radical restoration and renewal to be
saved.,

Christ Restores the Image,

Christ, the Divine Son of God in a
deeper sense than any other man,
“the express image of His person™
(Hebrews 1:3), camc to bring about
this restoration and renewal of man.

We recall that Psalm 8, after point-
ing us to the enormity of the created
universc, states that small and insig-
nificant man was made to “have
dominion over” it. Hebrews 2:6ff.,
commenting on that Psalm, shows us
that the inspired song about God’s
creation faces us with a riddle, for,
no matter what man’s achievements
may be or become, we certainly do
not s¢e him dominating the whole of
creation (v, 8)! In fact, he, despite,
(or through) his efforts, again and
again becomes the victim! The only

- way in which we may see the creative

destiny of man announced in Psalm
8 fulfilled, is through the work of
Jesus Christ, the Savior. He, as the
rest of Hebrews 2 explains, at the
enormous personal cost of becoming
man and dying for the sins of His
people, is making it come true, Thus
“the author of their salvation” is
“bringing many sons to glory” (v,
10). “God sent forth His Son, born
of a woman...to redeem...that we
might receive the adoption as sons”
and sent the Spirit of His Son into
our hearts, Thus each believer in
Christ is to be “no longer a slave but
a son,...an heir of God through
Christ” (Gal. 4:4-7),

God’s Covenant

Man was created “in the image of
God” to live as his “child” in a family
relationship with God, knowing, serv-
ing and loving Him. That refation-
ship the Bible often describes as a
“covenant” (mentioned some 300
times in the Bible and sometimes
translated “testament™). In man’s
revolt against God that relationship
was broken, but the Biblc, the “Book
of the Covenant”™ or “Testament,” 1s
both the account and means of
God’s reestablishing the relation-
ship. In Gen. 17:7 God told
Abraham, “T will establish my
covenant between Me and you and

your descendants after you in their
gencrations for an everlasting
covenant, to be God to you and your
decendants after you.” Abraham
must train his children in this faith in
God in ordcr that his promise may
be realized (18:19). Galatians 3:6ff.
explains how Christ came to make
this promise come true, so that
“those who are of faith are blessed
with believing Abraham” (v. 9). Thus
the gospel promise still goes out to
belicvers in Him and their children
(Acts 2:39), whom they must
“bring...up in the training and ad-
monition of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4).

The Covenant of God is a living
Taimnily relationship with Him. As that
all-important relationship, it is
revealed and defined (like a “con-
tract,” Gal. 3:15) by a Book, the
Bible, That Bible is itself called the
Covenant or “Testament.” Its 2 parts
must not be separated, but belong to
the one full revelation of God’s
Good News to us of salvation
through faith in Christ, the New ful-
filling the promise of the Old (Jer.
31:31-33; Heb. 8:8- 13). We must
believe and obey that Word whick
guides and preserves us as His
children in His covenant family
(Rev. 22:18, 19), anticipating cternal
joy in His fellowship (Rev. 21:3, 4;
22:3-T),

Questions:

1. How must we deal with present
“scientific” (biologtcal, psychologi-
cal, sociological) views of man?
(Cor, 2:8; 1 Tim. 6:20, 21, Eph.
4:17-24).

2. What does our “creation in
God's image” mecan?

3. What did sin do to this “image
of God” and how does Christ restore
w?

4. Does the non-Christian still
have “God’s image”?

5. Are there any differences be-
tween men and women as created,
and restored “in God’s image?”
(Gal. 3:13, 14, 26-29; Eph. 4:22-24;
5:22-25; 1 Tim. 2:11-3:2)

6. What is God’s “covenant” with
us and whom does it include? What
does it require? {(Hosea 6:7, Gen.
17:7; Acts 2:38, 39; Gal. 3:7,9; Rom.
5:12,19; Gen. 18:19; Eph. 6:4.)

7. What is the difference between
the Old and New Testament (or
Covenant)? (Jer. 31:31-33; Heb. 8:8-
13, Gal. 4:1-7) PDYJ






























