


THE PSALM

OF STARS AND BABIES

“0 LORD our Lord, how excel-
lent is thy name in all the earth! Who
hast set thy glory above the heavens.
Out of the mouth of babes and suck-
Iings hast thou ordained strength be-
cause of thine enemies, that thou
mightest still the enemy and the
avenger. When I consider thy
heavens, the work of thy fingers, the
moon and the stars, which thou hast
ordained; What is man that thou art
mindful of him? and the son of man,
that thou visitest him?” {Psalm 8: 1-
4).
This psalm faces us with the most
breath-taking contrast that we could
imagine. Can you think of anything
bigger and more overwhelming than
this vast universe in which we live,
and can you think of anything
weaker and more apparently insig-
nificant than a tiny baby? The Psalm
begins by putting those two side by
side to sing about them together and
about the amazing things that God is
doing with both of them! First, let’s
take a look, as the Psalm tells us to
do, at the stars. Then take an even
closer look at the little babies. And
then look at the wonderful things
God tells us, here and in other ex-
planations in His Word, that He is
doing with both of them, and how
He is doing it.

A Look at the Stars

The Psalm invites us to step out-of-
doors and look at the sky. “Consider
the heavens, the work of (God’s)
fingers, the moon and the stars
which (He) has ordained.” When
was the last time you did that? How
many of us ever do that? We usually
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go through the routine of living,
paying little or no attention to what
is overhead — maybe it's cloudy
anyway. Yet the Bible says that we
ought to do that. Abraham was told
by God to look upward and as he
saw the multitude of God’s stars, to
learn from them what God was
promising to him and his (long child-
less) family in His covenant. Other
of the Psalms tell us to look at the
heavens in this way. And it is striking
that we, with all of our pretentous
20th century education, have usually
grossly neglected that revelation of
God above our heads.

About 55 years ago I took a course
in Astronomy. It was given in a very
liberal college by a professor who
was far from being an evangelical
Christian. He told us that we would
“never be the same again” after
taking this course. A few years ago |
became interested in that study
again and began reading some
astronomy journals and books and
using telescopes. I looked especially
for material written from a Christian
point of view to help us look at that
amazing universe overhead as Psalm
8 teaches us fo do. I was surprised to
discover how rare such books are
and even how many Christians work-
ing and teaching in such fields only
repeat the same kind of (godless)
theories and guesses they learned, as
I did, from unbelievers who
dominated those fields. (Note, for ex-
ample, Howard J. Van Till’'s 1986
book, The Fourth Day or the 1988
production by himself and two col-
leagues, Science Held Hostage.) A
welcome exception to such con-

fusion was Paul M. Steidl’s The
Earth, the Stars, and the Bible. He
wrote to show how, “even though
most astronomers have been blind to
the glory of God in the heavens, they
have enabled us to see it much bet-
ter” with their telescopes and other
equipment.

David wrote, “When I consider thy
heavens, the work of they fingers, the
moon and the stars which thou hast
ordained; what is man, that thou art
mindful of him?” Seeing something
of the grandeur of God's heavens,
impressed him with the comparative
smallness and insignificance of man.
All of our discoveries with modern
equipment haven’t altered that at all.
Rather, they should enormously in-
crease our awareness of what David
saw. One winter we were looking up-
ward with a telescope trying to find
the tiny light patch in the sky called
the Andromeda Galaxy. Experts
who have studied it tell us that that
hard to find little light patch is evi-
dently twice as big—not as the earth,
not as the sun together with all of its
planets, but as the whole Milky Way
of which our sun and its encircling
bodies are only an inconceivably
small part! Nobody knows how many
millions of stars like our sun and big-
ger there are in that one little area of
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The Bible teaches us to see in this
mind-boggling work of the Creator
above and around us, how infinitely
small we and all mankind are. Job
had to be taught this lesson. That
sorely troubled man became so
preoccupied with his own misery
that he began to lose himself in ques-
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interstellar communications, but to
what He has said He is doing in men
and, in particular, in these tiny
babies. '

The world doesn’t think much of
babies. If you have any doubt about
that, just consider what may be one
of the worst atrocities in human his-
tory, our nation’s slanghter of over
20 million of them before they are
even born, sanctioned by our highest
court and even defended by apostate
churches. We should not be
surprised if God judges our land, as
he once did his Old Testament
people by captivity, because their
ruler had filled his capital city with
“innocent blood which the LORD
would not pardon.” (2 Kings 24:4).

Even our Lord’s own disciples
didn’t appreciate the important role
He assigned to the Little children in
what He was doing, A rare time in
which He became extremely angry
with them was when they tried to
keep parents with their children
from interrupting a discussion on the
problem of divorce. He “was indig-
nant” and said, “Let the little
children come to me, and do not for-
bid them; for of such is the kingdom
of God...whoever does not receive
the kingdom of God as a little child
will by no means enter it” (Mark
10:14, 15),

What God Is Doing: His Holy War
The text draws our attention away
from the vastness of the universe and
focusses it expecially on tiny babies
to see what God is really doing.
What it says surprises, and, at first
glance, baffles us, “Qut of the mouth
of babes and infants” God has “or-
dained strength” because of His
“enemics,” that He may “silence the
encmy and the avenger.” The scene
is one of war, the great war that
began with the good creation, quick-
ly followed by the devil’s revolt and
man’s fall. God, in His saving pur-
pose, established an “enmity” and a
continuing warfare between Himself
and the devil. (Jesus once identified
the whole purpose of his coming;
“For this purpose the Son of God
was manifested, that He might
destroy the works of the devil” 1
John 3:8].) The Bible highlights that
agelong war as the real action in the
world’s otherwise mystifying history.
And our secing this “antithesis” is in-
dispensible if we are to at all under-
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stand it. The worst source of con-
fusion and threat to Christendom
today appears in the wide refusal to
any longer admit that warfare, and
to the extent that the war is being
denied, would-be “Christians” are
being hoodwinked by the Encmy.
Now in this cosmic drama of world
war the Psalm spotlights not merely
people, but “the mouth of babes and
infants” as silencing “the enemy.”
The prayer at the end of our old
form for the baptism of infants
dramatizes the same point in asking
that these tiny babies may “manfully
fight against and overcome sin, the
devil, and his whole dominion...”
The psalm (echoed by the form)
faces us with a real problem, what
Dr. Schilder called a “riddle.” How
can tiny babies, the most helpless
things in creation, “silence” and
“overcome sin, the devil and his
whole dominion?” Look more close-
ly at the text. Does it state that these
helpless little children are going to
do it? Rather, it says that God “has
ordained strength” and will do it.
How does He do it? For an answer,
we necd to turn to Hebrews 2 which
is, in fact, the New Testament com-
mentary on this prophetic Psalm.
After quoting much of the Psalm, it
observes that “now we do not yet see
all things put under” man, as the
Psalm states that it is. Man, in and
despite all his efforts, achievements
and trivmphs, always eventually ap-
pears the defeated victim instead of
the victor — that is, until, with the
New Testament, “we see Jesus, who
was made a little lower than the an-
gels, for the suffering of death
crowned with glory and -
honor...bringing many sons to glory.
In other words, only in relationship
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" to Christ’s saving life, death, resur-

rection and glorification is God ful-
filling the promise of the Psalm in
the life of belicvers. And that
promisc extends even to their infant
children, who, in picturesque com-
ments of Dr. Schilder, appear “as a
camp of God’s recruits...in the moral
and religious war.” From them
“come the hosts of the faithful
who...will raise the battle-cry of holy
war in the world in order that God
may triumph in it.”

Tralning the Lord’s Recruits
The promise of the Psalm comes
as grand encouragement to us,

believers today who often see our
Faith threatened by numerically
overwhelming paganism as well as by
more destructive compromise and
betrayal within. God assures us as
He did Luther, that “though this
world with devils filled, should
threaten to undo us, we will not fear,
for God has willed His truth to tri-
umph through us.” That triumph, en-
visioned and predicted in Psalm 8
for believers and their children, will
surely come, but it will not come
automatically, God has predicted
that he will raise up from these little
children His army to “fight against
and overcome, sin the devil and his
whole dominion,” but He has also
told us that He will do it by imposing
on believers the duty to receive their
children “in His name” (Mark 9:37)
and to bring them up in His training
and discipline (Eph. 6:4). Especially
as the school season begins we recall
that that most immediate of respon-
sibilities spurs us to Christian educa-
tion. That does not mean only
“Christian” education in name —
even by well-meaning church mem-
bers who may be repeating the same
anti-Christian notions that one
would get in any secular school. It
means training to distinguish truth
from falsehood, right from wrong,
God’s Word from the lies of the
devil and his deluded followers. It
means the kind of disciplined train-
ing required in military service to
help them become faithful “soldiers
of Jesus Christ” {2 Tim, 2:3, 4) to
share in the battles and victories of
His kingdom.

An ostensibly conclusive argument
of some who brush aside the whole
Bible teaching of the creation of the
heavens in favor of latest
unbeliever’s theories rests on the
changes that obviously appear over
our heads. These changes are hardly
“new” discoveries, however. Psalm
102 pointed out long ago that these
heavens (far from creating themsel-
ves) are “the work of God’s hands,”
and that they “will perish” as
they...“all of them...grow old like a
garment” and God will change
them.” The stars grow old and some-
times explode, but because God will
not change, the children of His ser-
vants will continue and their descen-
danits will be established before
Him. (w. 25-28). PDJ
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Robert Grossmann

(The following [slightly abridged]
address was given to the meeting of
the “Concerned Members of the
CRC” at South Holland, IL on April
29, 1988.)

The theme of this Conference is
the Bible, or more specifically,
“Where do we stand with respect to
the Bible?” I want to begin by
making as clear as I can that this is
the proper form of the question, and
not, “Where does the Bible stand
with respect to us?” It is the most
basic presupposition of Christianity
that we stand under the judgment of
the Bible, the Bible does not stand
under our judgment,

Indeed, we may properly contrast
the historic Reformed position on
the Bible with other positions, both
Protestant and Roman Catholic, by
pointing out that the Reformed posi-
tion attempts to carry out most con-
sistently this point, that we, and
everything else must stand under the
Word of God, so that, as my es-
teemed teacher, Dr. Cornelius Van
Til loved to quote Paul, “every
thought might be brought into cap-
tivity to the obedience of Christ.” (II
Cor. 10:5)

The topic given to me for this con-
ference is, “The Bible - The Historic
Position.” I believe I can be of the
most use to you by focusing upon
one basic point in the historic
Reformed view of the Bible, and that
is the nature of the Bible as the
product of inspiration. There are a

WHAT IS OUR BIBLE?

number of other points that could
claim our attention, such as the na-
ture of inspiration itself, but the
heart of the question facing the
church today is “What is Our Bibie?”

In secking to answer this question,
we must, because “true faith” is
“holding for truth all that God has
revealed to us in His Word,” look to
the Bible itself for our answer. While
this procedure will scem wholly in-
adequate to the mind which pre-
tends objectivity, it is the only one
that is fair to and consistent with the
nature of the case. If the Bible docs
speak for God, then what the Bible
says about itself is the only accept-
able witness to what it really is.

What, Exactly, Is It That Is In-
spired?

Many people happily use the word
“inspired” in reference to Scripture
but there is wide-ranging opinion
about what this means. When we ask
what it is that is inspired, we have to
make a basic distinction, realizing
that several things in the Bible have
been called “inspired.” Some hold
that the thoughts of the writers were
inspired, others that what the Bible
says about faith is inspired, still
others, like the present writer, that
inspiration extends to every word of
Scripture.

The Bible comes to us in words,
As the Belgic Confession states,

“God commanded his servants...to
comunit His revealed word to writ-
ing;” in the Bible we are dealing with
words. At the same time, we must
realize that the words by themselves
are just words; it is the message the
words convey that is the purpose of
the words. The words are the ser-
vants of the message. -~

A good dictionary, for example,
will contain all of the words we find
in the Bible, but in the dictionary
these words do not convey a mes-
sage. Dictionaries are peculiar books
in the sensc that they convey no over-
all message. Here the point must be
clear that we need not just the
words, but also the “Word,” the mes-
sage of the Bible.

At the same time we are making
this distinction, we must understand
that the message of the Bible is inex-
tricably bound up in the words that
convey its message. In other words,
while we may make a distinction be-
tween words and message, we may
not separate, (or make a dichotomy),
between words and message, or we
will destroy them both. You simply
cannot have the message without
words that convey that message. Fur-
thermore, it is totally illegitimate to
have and hold the words of the Bible
and then to ignore the particular
roessage those words convey.

One way in which the Bible is
under attack today is by Neo-or-
thodoxy. It is the nature of Neo-Or-
thodoxy to separate words from
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message and to assert that the mes-
sage of the Bible is “true,” but its
words are often in error. This is the
problem with the “form” versus
“content” view of the Bible pre-
sented by Dr. Howard Van Till. The
method of separating “form™ and
“content” and concluding that the
Bible is only “metaphorically” God’s
“Word” releases those who hold it
from conforming their teaching to
what the words say when taken in
any serious sense.

We see this kind of dealing with
God’s Word as being like that of the
serpent in the Garden of Eden when
he said, “Yea, has God s2id?” mean-
ing, “Did God really say that? He
must have meant something else.”
God, of course, meant every word
He said about eating of the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil. We
must believe that He also means
everything else He says in Scripture,

One further point must be ex-
plored about this business of words
and message, That is the point that
the same message may come in
several different sets of words. We
may say, “he died,” “he passed
away,” “he was taken from this life”
“he cashed in his chips,” or “he kick-
ed the bucket,” all meaning the same
thing. However, while we freely
admit that a variety of words might
communicate the same message, in
the Bible we are dealing with only
one sct of words. We have only one
Bible, not a variety of Bibles. We
rephrase and explain the Bibie in
preaching and teaching, but we do
not replace it,

The Bible Itself Teaches VERBAL
Inspiration

When we look into the Scriptures
themselves to find out exactly what is
inspired, we find that the Bible
refers not to “thought” or “message”
inspiration, but to *word” inspira-
tion. This is very important; the ines-
sage of the Bible is the infallible
“Word” of God because it is con-
veyed by inspired words, words
which inerrantly record WHAT God
SAID. Get this, the infallibility of the
Bible’s message is based npon the
fact that its words are God’s words.
Infallibility rests upon inerrancy; the
two cannot be separated from each
other in our thinking about the
Bible. A common device of
liberalism is to say that the teachings

about spiritual things in the Bible
are infallible, although its words and
history may be in error. The problem
then is, who decides what in the
Bible is infallible, and what is not?
The evidence for this particular un-
derstanding of the product of in-
spiration is found in those texts
which are constantly (and rightly)
quoted to prove inspiration.
Prophets do not say, “I am thinking
an inspired thought,” they say, “this
is what the Lord says.” David, in I
Samuel 23:2, says, “The Spirit of the
LORD spoke by me, and his word
was in my mouth.” So also in IT
Timothy 3:16, the focus is on words,
“all scripture [Greek-‘each writing’]
is God- breathed,” declares Paul.
And, in 2 Peter 1:21 the emphasis is
on words, “the holy men of God
spoke as they were carried along by
the Holy Spirit.” Finally, in Matthew
5:18, our Lord speaks of the “jot”
and “tittle” of the Law being per-
manent, Jots and tittles are written

_letters and punctuation marks, they

indeed are but servants to communi-
cate the message, but they are what
will not pass away.

This view of Scripture as the writ-
ten words of God which convey His
message to human beings in their
own language is the historic Re-
formed position. Biblical theo-
logians, whether Paul or his
followers, have always exegeted the
words of Scripture; they have never
discarded them as so much “wrap-
ping paper.” This is why Reforma-
tion theologians, like Calvin, have
often been accused by modern com-
mentators of believing a “mechani-
cal” view of inspiration. The truth is
that Calvin never held a mechanical
view of inspiration, but he did hold
that the result of inspiration is “that
the teaching of the law and the
prophets came to us not by the will
of man, but as dictated by the Holy
Spirit.” (Commentary on Il Tim.
3:16) He goes on in the same place
to say, “So, the first point is that we
treat Scripture with the same rever-
ence that we do God, because it is
from God alone, and is unmixed
with anything human.” These, of
course, are words on which the
modernist chokes.

Honest study will show that Calvin
did not at all reject the idea that
God used the minds and words of
the writers of Scripture to produce

His own word; this view is today
called “organic inspiration.” But
Calvin’s view of reality was such that
the words of Scripture were both
100% Paul’s (for example} and at
the same time 100% God’s. What
has happened today is that most
people, including many who think of
themselves as “Reformed,” have
taken what this writer calls the “Ar-
minian presupposition about
reality.” This Arminian presupposi-
tion is that in looking at an event we
must choose between the will and
act of God, and the will and act of
man, as the source of the event. The
Arminian holds that since I must
believe unto salvation, faith must be
produced in my heart completely out
of my own ability without the inter-
vention of God, When he hears a
Calvinist say, “Regeneration must
come before faith,” he throws up his
hands and says, “Oh, then we are
just puppets.”

Calvinism, on the other hand,
believes the biblical teaching that
both God and man can be and are ac-
tive in the same event. This is true,
even when man sins, in such a way
that God is not the author of sin.
Peter teaches, in Acts 2:23 concern-
ing the crucifixion of Christ, for ex-
ample, that this happened according
to the “determining counsel and
foreknowledge of God,” and yet that
those who crucified Christ were sin-
ning. In the single event of Christ’s
crucifixion, man was acting sinfully,
while God was acting in love and
mercy to save his people from their
sins. God and man do act in the
same event, God in perfect love and
righteousness, man in rebeilious sin!

This point has direct application
to the inspiration of Scripture. It is a
serious mistake to think that we have
to make a choice between the Bible
as man’s word and as God’s word. It
is fully and completely both, and that
without contradiction. Thus the
words of the apostle Paul are fully
Paul’s words, reflecting his under-
standing and grammatical choices;
yet at the same time they are the very
words the Holy Spirit inspired him
to write. That this is the case is fur-
ther demonstrated by the fact that
the Holy Spirit at times inspired men
to write words they themselves did
not completely understand. Direct
mention of this fact is made in [
Peter 1:10-12, and there are dozens
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of examples of Old Testament
prophecies that were not fully under-
stood by anyone until they were ful-
filled in Christ.

God, of course, knew that we
would be stuck with words. This was
His plan from the beginning and He
therefore saw fo it that we could
trust those particular words He in-
spired to be His words. This word-
for-word inspiration of Scripture is
further demonstrated by the use
Scripture makes of itself. Jesus, for
example, rests his case for the con-
tinued life of Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob on that fact that God used the
present fense when speaking to
Moses about them at the burning
bush (Matt. 22:32). Again, Paul rests
his case in Galatians 3:16 that Christ
is the “Seed of Abraham” to whom
the promises were made on the fact
that God uses the singular, “seed,”
not the plural, “seeds,” when speak-
ing to him, Changing a word, chan-
ges the message.

Because of all of this, the church
has depended upon the grammatical-
historical meaning of the words of
the Scripture to understand what
message they communicate. Calvin,
in his commentary on II Corinthians
3:6-10 (“the letter of the law™) ar-
gues strongly for this view, in opposi-
tion to Origen’s allegorical methods
of interpretation, The claim that the
Scripture says something else than
what its words communicate is not
new, nor should we have difficulty in
finding a Reformed answer to this
claim.

so 000

Implications of the Nature of Scrip-
ture for the Life of the Church

In John 8:31-32 Jesus fells his dis-
ciples, “If you continue in my words,
...you will know the truth, and the
truth will make you free.” In Christ’s
teaching, truth is something we can
know through words! He then goes
into a discussion with the Jews,
whom he shows have Satan, the
father of lies, as their father, and he
concludes of them, “because I tell
you the truth, you do not believe
me.” It is significant that our first
pareants fell into sin by believing a lie.
Since then the natural man cannot
and will not believe the truth, Tt
should then be no surprise to us that

people play games with the words of
the Bible.

This means that when we are deal-
ing with the Bible as Christians we
must be very careful Aow we read it.
In the strictest sense, we should not
“interpret” the Bible, but really only
listen to it. Qur exegesis, our her-
meneutics, should simply be means
for listening carefully to what the
Bible says, always remembering the
Scripture is its own best inferpreter.
Such listening, of course, is often
called “interpretation,” and it is
legitimate. But notice that this kind
of “interpretation” stresses the
primacy of the Bible, it does not
allow for “interpreting” the Bible on
the basis of anything outside of itself.
Neither history, nor science, nor
philosophy, nor personal religious ex-
perience provide legitimate bases for
“interpreting” Scripture. On the con-
trary, all of these must bow to the in-
terpretation given to them by
Scripture.

This is where the waters get
muddy very quickly. “But, but, but,”
I hear people shoutmg, “everyone
has some basis outside of the Bible
on which he interprets what he finds
there.” To which we must retort with
Calvin, that the first principle with
which we come to Scripture must be,
“it is from God alone, and unmixed
with anything human.” It is no
problem that this fact is not seen by
all men, “For, even though the majes-
ty of God is displayed by it, ouly
those illumined by the Spirit have
eyes to see what should be evident to
all men, but in fact is seen only by
the elect” (Both quotes from Calvin
on II Tim. 3;16).

This discussion about the Bible
and truth should make it evident that
for the Christian Church, the Bible,
as it comes to us in words, is the only
valid standard of truth. As Isaiah al-
ready declares, “...if they speak not
according to this word, 1s it not be-
cause there is no light in them.”
Again, in the words of Christ, “And
if I say the truth, why do you not
believe me? He that is of God listens
to the words of God: you therefore
do not listen to them because you
are not of God.” It is hard for the
Pharisees to wriggle out of that one,
and for us too!

But this discussion also has im-
plications for salvation. Jesus

equates rejecting his words with
rejecting him personally. In John
12:48 we read, “He who rejects me
and does not receive my words....”
The tremendous ignorance of Scrip-
ture and audacity of unbelief in our
day is demonstrated by the wide-
spread opinion that it does not mat-
ter what you believe, you will be
saved if only you are sincere.
Without the authoritative words of
the Bible, we cannot have the Christ
of the Bible. Can anyone doubt that
when Christ says to those who reject
his words that they “are of your
father, the devil,” that he is threaten-
ing them with eternal damnation?
Or, that when he describes those
who “hear my words and do not do
them,” as building their house upon
sand, that he is not talking about
danger of real destruction?

A final implication of this view of
Scripture is for the unity of the
church. Our point here is that true
unity is only by discipline which is
focused on who is truly listening to
the God’s Word. True Christians
believe the same things and that
makes them one, The Greek word
for “confession” means literally “to
say the same thing.” Christians con-
fess by saying the same things be-
cause they believe the same Word of
God. Again, it is of interest in this
light that the apostle Paul speaks in
terms of “words.” He writes in I
Timothy 6:3-5, “If anyone teaches
otherwise, and does not consent to
wholesome words, even the words of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and to the
doctrine which is according to godli-
ness; He is proud, knowing nothing,
...from such withdraw yourself....”

We do well to consider the Bible
seriously, for we must be unified in
our view of Scripture. But no matter
how unified we are in our views, if
we do not act on the implications of
those views, we are not di.ﬁerfint .
from many of the rulers of Christ’s
day, who indeed believed on him,
but they would not confess him for
fear of being excommunicated from
the synagogue - because, as gentle
John observes - “they loved the
praise of men more than the praise
of God.”

Rev. Robert Grossmann is a profes-
sor at Mid-America Reformed
Seminary at Orange City, Iowa.
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GOD’S UNCHANGING WORD

“I am the Lord. I change not.”

Make no mistake. We are engaged
in & solernn and holy war for the
teuth, honor and glory of God. This
war for the Word (and against the
word) has been raging since the
beginning of time. Jesus confessed to
Pilate that He is a King, The King of
Truth. Those on the side of Truth lis-
ten to Him. They are soldiers who
seek to bring every thought captive
to Him.

It is part and parcel of the un-
changing character of Scripture that
it provokes some to opposition and
others to submission, The Word of
God is unchanging in its divisive
character. God’s Word is a separat-
ing word. As such, those who believe
it are duty bound to defend it against
all attacks, without and within the
covenant community, Ii is simply a
fact of life and history that the
church’s greatest threats have arisen
from within,

The book of Hebrews tells us that
we are surrounded by a great cloud
of witnesses. The author “uses the
dramatic imagery of an athletic con-
test in which the competitors down
in the arena are surrounded by the
crowded tiers of an amphitheater...
(the) author pictures himself and his
readers as competitors who, as they
contend for the faith in the arena of
life, are surrounded by so great a
cloud of witnesses, namely, those
champions of faith and perseverance
of earlier generations...{these) have
triumphantly completed their
course, and we who are now contest-
ants in the arena should be inspired
by their example to give of our ut-
most in the struggle.” (P.E. Hughes,
Commentary on Hebrews).

I am inspired by those who have
gone before us in the battle of the
Word and honor and glory of God.

Inspired by Phinehas: Numbers
25:1-13
Inspired by the Levites: Exodus
32:25-29

and God’s commendation of them:
Dt. 33:8-9
Inspired by Micaiah: 2 Chron. 18:1-
13,2227
Inspired by Ezekiel’s commission:
Ezek. 2:1-8
Inspired by our Lord Jesus Christ:

~In, 2:12-17

Inspired by St. Paul and his convic-
tion about an unchanging Word:
Gal. 1:8-9

Inspired by Jude: v. 3

Inspired by John: Rev. 22:18-21
Inspired by Athanasius in his strug-
gle against Arianism

by Augustine against Palagianism

by Luther against Romanism

by Calvin against syncretism

and by the fathers of Dordt against
Arminianism

Now we are engaged once again in
battle: this time against humanism,
spear-headed by relativism, with
feminism in the lead. And the
greatest foe of these evils, that which
they dread the most, is an urchang-
ing Word from God.

Many fail to see the critical nature
of our struggle, a struggle to which
Christ himself calls us. J. Gresham
Machen was involved in a painfully
similar struggle against modernism
m the Presbhyterian Church. He
wrote:

“The plain man in the church has
difficulty understanding (the nature
of the struggle); he does not yet ap-
preciate the real gravity of the issue.
He does not see that it makes very lit-
tle difference how much or how little
of the creeds of the church the
modernist preacher affirms, or how
much or how little of the biblical
teaching from which the creeds are

Steve M. Schlissel

derived. He might affirm every jot
and tittle of the Westminster Confes-
siom, for example, and yet be
separated by a great gulf from the
Reformed faith. It is not that part is
denied and the rest is affirmed; but
all is denied, because all is affirmed
merely as useful or symbolic and not
as true.”...“A thing that is useful may
be useful for some and not for
others, but a thing that is true
remains true for all people and
beyond the end of time.” [What Is
Faith-pp. 34-35]

Now we find ourselves becoming a
church that echoes Pilate’s pitiful
plaint: “What is truth?”, when all the
while the truth was standing in front
of him. Yes, the truth is in our hands
and it is above all, as our confession
says: “it is unlawful for anyone,
through an apostle, to teach other-
wise than we are now taught in the
Holy Scriptures: nay, though it were
an angel from heaven, as the apostle
Paul says. For since it is forbidden to
add unto or take away anything from
the Word of God, it does thereby evi-
dently appear that the doctrine there-
of is most perfect and complete in all
respects. Neither may we consider
any writings of men...of equal value
with those divine scriptures, nor
ought we to consider custom, or the
great multitude, or antiquity, or suc-
cession of times and persons, or
councils, decrees or statutes, as of
equal value with the truth of God,
since the truth is above all...therefore
we reject with all our hearts what-
socver does not agree with this infal-
lible rule...”

Despite the clarity of our confes-
sion regarding the clarity of Scrip-
ture and its teachings, more and
more Scriptural teaching is being
classified as “unclear.” Now it’s Crea-
tion. Why not Resurrection, as well?
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“Anyone who denies the authority of
Scripture at one point has denied it
at all points. If we assert that we can
set aside the six-day creation
doctrine, we have asserted our
supremacy over Scripture. Our mind
and our convenience now have a
higher authority than the Bible, so
that we have denied its anthority to-
tally and asserted our authority in-
stead. If we claim the right at any
point to set aside Scripture, we have
established ourseives as the highest
authority at every point. Clearly,
therefore, the question of authority
is at stake in Genesis 1;: God or man?
Whose word is authoritative and
final?” (R J. Rushdoony, Mythology
of Science).

At the root of many of today’s at-
tacks we find research, writings,
pronouncements, and policies
erected on the presupposition of
epistemological neutrality and a bas-
tardization of the common grace
doctrine. These effectively (in man’s
imagination) subordinate the Word
of God to sinful autonomous human
reason and observation. The epis-
temology of unbelief is this: “Noth-
ing is known unless man knows it.”

We have among us a frightening
parallel to what occurred in the
Machen case. The modemists in the
Presbyterian church had been drink-
ing deeply from the fountains of the
world. Their grumblings originated,
not exegetically, but from the extra-
scriptural considerations which
determined the way they then hand-
led scripture. They were
latitudinarian and anti-antithetical,
They wanted, above all, to be ‘re-
spectable,’ respected, that is, by the
world (cf. Luke 6:26).

The spirit of the modern world is
far more sophisticated and subtle
than in the days of Dordt and
Westminster, even than in the 20°s.
But if we stand back a bit, we will
hear the same question being asked
now that was asked in the garden of
Eden and ever since: “Yea, hath
God said?” This doubt was followed
by denial: “You will not surely die.”
Satan offered a word of possibility, a
word of flux, a word of chance,
against God’s certain Word.

Sinners will always choose a word
of possibility over a word of absolute
authority, even if it means death.
“Rather to rule in hell than to serve
in Heaven,” But, serve we must. And

that according to God’s unchanging
Word.

Tt must be understoed that God
and man do not run on a continuum.
God is Creator; man is created. God
is infinite, eternal, and unchangeable
in all attributes; man is finite, tem-
poral and changeable. Therefore, we
are utterly dependent on Him for
being, knowledge, and ethics. Adam
and Eve were tempted to determine
for themselves, not according to a
Word of God, what was good and
what was evil. God never permits
man to make that determination. But
that is what’s being attempted today.
The effort amounts to the attempt to
bring God down to our level of
being, even though he remains
“higher” on that scale. The infinite
distance between God and man is
being “bridged,” not in Christ alone,
but in the minds of men through
autonomous reason. A compromise
here is the end of the faith in seed
form.

In their efforts to make their own
rules, the visionaries must pay lip ser-
vice to the confessions. They talk
about unity and peace, but they want
it on their terms. “Let’s call a truce
about women in office and the new
Psalter and evolution,” The Banner
says. But here is the proposed peace
plan: “You say ‘Everything is black-
and-white.’ We say, ‘All is grey.’
Since we have differing opinions,
and no one can be sure who's right,
let’s compromise and say ‘All is
gr ey.m!!

The Banner hasn’t always been so
muddy on issues. Consider this:
“Now if our contention [that the
evolution-hypothesis is a part of an
antitheistic theory of reality] is cor-
rect, then we must do away with
every easy-going attitude. The
evolutionist is then soldier in that
great, that seemingly all-powerful
army of antitheists that has from
time immemorial sought to destroy
the people of God. We must then
prepare for a life and death struggle if
not int the courts of the land then in
the higher courts of human thought.”
{The Banner, December 11, 1931)

Compare that to Editor Kuyve-
hoven’s posture today, running fwo
weeks of Professor Van Leeuwen as
John the Baptist preparing the her-
mencutical way for three weeks of
unopposed Professor Van Till
(without so much as a hint that the

man and his teachings were then
under review by the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee of the Board of Trustees).
May I say, is that what we are to
regard as journalistic integrity?
Should the official denominational
news organ be promoting views and
doctrines which are currently being
reviewed as possibly heretical,
without mentioning the possibility?
How The Banner has fallen!

And is it a life and death struggle
that we are engaged in for the minds
of men, when evolutionary presup-
positions which contradict Scripture
are taught to be valid? Are we not
then fighting on the wrong side? Has
The Truth changed since 19317 If
not, how do we account for these
new norms?

Things are indeed complicated
and subtle today, Churches used to
argue {or even split) about what was
trne. Now we are argning about
“What is truth?” And we are hearing
two radically different answers, evi-
dent in these characterizations:

Some, perhaps most, in the CRC
desire to explicate, preach and hve
out the trath once for ail delivered.
Others seem to believe that truth is
found in the search itself. We may
(possibly over) simplify this-as a con-
flict between two factions, between
those who believe trith is in the con-
tent, and those who believe truth is
in the process (this is evident m our
current obsession with style rather
than substance-which concern often
becomes evident when churches
look for a new pastor),

Now, of course, truth for the
church involves process (history,
time and providence under our
sovereign God, even as the scrip-
tures were compiled distributed,
studied, systematized, and as God’s
one plan will be lived out), But those
who have succumbed to the lie of
secking truth in process have
clevated history not as the realm of
revelation and redemption, but as
prior to and determinative of both
revelation and redemptior. Thus,
they tend to view all scriptures as an
accommodation-all scripture is
necessarily culturally determined
(i.e., the emphasis is more “God’s
revelation was limited and deter-
mined by cultural considerations™

- than “God determined the cultures

through which His revelation would
be given™), and therefore relative,
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even subject to change. For Truth,
you see, is behind, above or outside
of Scripture, in history, especially in
the future.

Thus, we have a regional home mis-
sionary who has no problem praying
“Our Mother who art in heaven.” A
careful reading of Bavinck would
help him and others learn that
there’s a difference between conde-
scension and accommodation. There
is a difference between the necessity
of God revealing Himself anthropo-
morphically and God’s revelation
being culturally determined. Man
knows God truly without knowing
Him exhaustively. We apprehend
without comprehending Him.

God’s choosing the male pronoun
to refer to Himself, and denominat-
ing Himself “Father” {for no crea-
ture may name God!) must be
regarded as Pure Word of God, not
to be tampered with, under penalty
of death, Unless, of course, God can
change. If He wasn’t “Mother”
during the period of revelation, and
it is appropriate to address Him as
such now, He must have changed. If
He hasn’t changed, i.e., if He was
“Mother” back then, why didn’t He
say so? Accommodlationists will be
hard pressed to convince us that it
was because the culture of the an-
cient East wasn’t ready for a female
deity. (Consider Ashtaroth who was
“the local manifestation of the
mother-goddess celebrated
throughout the ancient Semitic
world.”)

Viewing revelation as an accom-
modation puts it in our hands, so0 to
speak. It becomes anthropocentric,
not simply anthropomorphic. Both
God and man are seeking to find
themselves in history. Thus we read in
a publication of the “Committee for
(really “against”) Women in the
CRC” about this “struggling” God,
altogether impotent, not ruling his-
tory but wimpishly being ruled by it,
pitifully unable to effectively and ade-
quately reveal “Him”self,

Changing sexist language did not

come easy for me. Due to peer

pressure, I first began altering
people-words. You know, “chair-
person,” “mail carrier,” and no
more generic “he.” These terms
still provoke laughter, and they felt
awkward to me as well. When
some more radical women sug-

gested addressing God as “She,” I

laughed some more.

But God finally caught up with me. I
had just heard that our pastor had
once again failed to recruit amy
women to preach at our church
during his vacation. Driving home
that night, 1 was screaming and
crying (with the car windows up, of
course!). It was unfair that God
would never understand what it
meant to be a woman. How could he
help but be on the “men’s side?”

God broke into my rage with the
thought, “But I’'m not on their side.
I'm not ‘one of them.’” I'm at least as
angry over this situation as you are.”

What? God was not “He?” Slowly I
began to explore my previous percep
tion of God as male. It is hard to
describe the depth of freedom 1 felt
as [ experimentally called God
“She.” Over time I gained a new

vision of God and myself.

[NO DOUBT!] That is the issue!
Changing the way we talk about
God and God’s people will change
us, And change is hard, The NCC
inclusive Language Lectionary...
has changed traditional biblical
language. These changes are caus-
ing incredible controversy. As we
ponder the pros and cons of speak-
ing inclusively, let’s be open to
what the Spirit may be saying to
the Church today.

What the Spirit is saying where?
Certainly this is not a Scriptural argu-
ment. The Spirit says nothing to the
church that is not already in His
Word. If it’s true, it isn’t new, and if
it’s new, it isn’t true. The original
temptation suggested that freedom
was to be found in liberating one’s
self from the awful determinative
Word of God. But such ‘freedom’ al-
ways equals death.

The Arminian controversy sought
freedom from God’s decrees; a
refuge was imagined in having God
somehow made dependent on man'’s
will. The argument was that freedom
for man required a measure of inde-
pendence, even a little. But the
Synod of Dordt said: God alone is
absolutely free.” B.B. Warfield noted
long ago that it is not predestination
as such that bothers man, but rather
predestination by someone other
than himself, particularly God. The
attributes of God don’t go away

when denied-they’re relocated in
man,

The woman’s issue is pait of a
world view which sees not decrees
and laws and God as ultimate for
man, but “potentiality” itself.
Freedom is not found in Psalm 1 or
119 (“I walk at liberty because I keep
your precepts”). Rather, these
feminists view the law as a spring
board to freedom. You leap to
freedom from the Word, you don’t
find it in the Word.

Thus the character of the Word of
God as propositional, eternal, un-
changing, and normative, is changed.
Now the Word is where man en-
counters God as man becomes-it is
the medium for existential confronta-
tion-it merely provokes man to be-
come. It is a mystical tool, and/or a
collection of principles.

But this new view is really just the
old Greek view of flux, revivified and
dressed up in biblical language.
Heraclitus lives!

To “deliver” us from the certainty
and finality of God’s unchanging
Word in Scripture, we hear
visionaries appeal to revelation
before enscripturation. “A final
word is anathema! We want a pos-
sible word.” Thus Howard Van Till -
finds a sound exegesis of Gen. 1-11
to be destructive of “true” science
which requires OPEN-NESS [but
see Cornelius Van Til, Doctrine of
Scripture p. 5]. The faculty at Calvin
College are offended when people
use the Bible to shackle “academic
freedom” which requires OPEN-
NESS. The Banner rejects much dog-
matism, seeing it is contrary to the
spirit of OPEN-NESS. Home Mis-
sions has visions that may be aided
by continuing revelations, or at least
signs and wonders-so they have con-
ferences that call for OPEN-NESS.

All the struggles we face today can
and must be seen in the light of this
hatred of a final and unchangeable
Word of God and a willingness, if
not a Just, to cash it in for a few
thrills and some possibilities. Sure,
everyone pays lip service to the
Word and confessions. But listen to
this from Ezekicl: “Son of man, my
people come to you as they usually
do, and sit before you to listen to
your words, but they do not put them
into practice. With their mouths they
express devotion, but their hearts are
greedy..indeed, to them you are
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nothing more than one who sings
love songs with a beautiful voice and
plays an instrument well, for they
hear your wards but do not put them
into practice” (33:30-32, and cf. Jer.
36:17, 18, 21-25).

Why do they call Christ “Lord,
Lord,” yet they do not do what He
says? Not everyone who says “Lord,
Lord” will enter the kingdom. Mere
listening causes no pain. But doing
often does.

We have teachers and ministers
who want the name, but won’t play
the game according to the rules. This
is their version of interpreting the un-
changeable Word: 1. God says, “no
women rule.” 2. God says women al-
together equal. 3. They can’t both be
worn (it's the Word of God) 4. They
can't both be unchangeably correct
(they’re contradictory). 5 Therefore,
one gives way to the other in fime.
The new rules for interpreting the
Word-the Word, plus the time, plus
the culture plus synthesis, equals
truth.

I Tim. 2:12-14 is supposedly
neutralized by Gal. 3:28 POP-
PYCQOCK! The issue in Galatians
was justification-how is a man made
right with God? Paul answers, “Not
by works of the law. Same for
women as for men. Justification is by
faith alone.” The issue in Timothy
was how the church ought to con-
duct its official affairs. “Women may
not rule.” No contradition.

If you can change the Word at one
point, man, you can change it at all
points, —Truth is a unit. God’s Word
is one. The Reformed faith is an or-
ganic system of truth, God’s Word is
too clear for some. But they're not as
honest as a UCC minister who was
written up in a Canadian newspaper:

“As churches struggle with the

issue of equality of the sexes,

Christians have to look beyond the

Bible to reason and experience for

guidance, [Rt. Rev. Robert Smith]

said Thursday during a church ser-
vice in this southern Ontario city

[Brantford].

He said the Bible is clear with

respect to the status of women.

“There is no possibility of mis-

understanding,” He said Wesley

taught there are four ways to “un-
derstand God's Word for our
times: Scripture, church tradition,
reason and personal experience.

“While scripture and tradition
demean women, reason and ex-
perience underscore the equality
of sexes,” he said.

Here’s a guy who comes right out
and let’s you know where he stands!
He doesn’t like what the Bible says
on certain poinis, 50 he believes he
can safely ignore it, if he hides be-
hind reason, etc.

Any change in our responsibility to
obey a word from God is contingent
upon another word from God that
explains, modifies, suspends, or res-
cinds the first command, This ocenrs
in Scripture, usually when there is a
change in circumstances which
formed, at least in part, the reason
for the command, e.g., Levitical
sacrifices (but Hebrews explains the
change). When the propriety of
silence and submission of women in
the church is linked by the Holy
Spirit to creation, as it is in 1 Tim, 2,
is is impossible to justify any modifi-
cation as long as creation exists.

-With one possible exception —if
God reveals a new word. That's why
they’re “listening to hear what the
Spirit may be saying to the church
today.”

When push comes to shove, we see
an ever-widening embrace of other
revelation (be it in nature or private
spirits) by feminists and other
humanists, Evolution serves their
purpose very nicely. The force of
Paul’s argument in 1 Tim. 2:12
(based on a historical Adam and
Eve) disappears.

We must realize that we are not
faced with merely different preferen-
ces: “I'll have vanilla, you have

chocolate.” No. We’re not looking at

the same menu— why, we're not even
in the same restaurant! But they still
expect us to pay the check! There
are two very different kingdoms
being constructed by and in the
same denomination. They are not
compatible. One has to leave the
Christian Reformed Church.
Abraham Kuyper rightly said,
Satan knows that he can under-
mine the structure of the church
by slyly removing just one fun-
damental doctrine at a time, and
he frequently loosens a large foun-
dation stone gradually, chiseling it
away bit by bit. That is why
tolerance for the sake of peace
may be dangerous....

One step toward glving in will
lead to a next step and will not
God visit us with blindness if we
deliberately darken the truth he
has graciously entrusted to us?
How shall we justify ourselves if
we permit even a little of the truth
to be laid aside? I that ours to
do?...When peace is injurious to
the truth, peace must give way.
Peace with God is of greater value
than peace with men.” (The Prac-
tice of Godliness, p. 50-52)

We have a war on oor hands and it
won’t go away — a cancer that cries
to be cut out. A new orthodoxy is
emerging, and if not put to death, it
will emerge triumphant in the
CRC. the orthodoxy of
egalitarianism, hermeneutical elas-
ticism and bhumanism,

While the troublers among us are
bored of being accepted by us as or-
thodox, they do not therewith lose
their desire to be accepted. Not at
all. They (like faithless Israel and
Judah in Ezekiel 16) are lifting their
skirts at the highway, hoping to catch
a ride with those moving away from
true Biblical orthodoxy. Fundamen-
talist Dr. John Whitcomb has
described this as “the new evan-
gelicalism,” “a desperate desire to
be accepted, not so much by the
Lord, as by others prominent in the
visible church, who deviate to some
extent from the teachings of the
Word as we understand it. In the in-
terest of being accepted, the new
evangelical attitude is willing to
sacrifice truth on the altar of
ecumenical expediency.” (The Bibli-
cal Evangelist, p. 1, 4/1/88)

The visionaries in Grand Rapids
are like bored girls who can’t wait to
get out of a small town for no other
reason than that it’s small. They're
trying every way to make an ‘escape,’
with this twist. They haven’t the guts
to really leave because their daddy
pays the bills. So, they stay at home
and bring their lovers into our town
and our home, in the hope that we’ll
get used to ’em, and that we'll get
tired of arguing, Eventually they ex-
pect to convince us (they really do)
to foresake this stuffy, limited and
boring village called ‘orthodox
junction’ and follow them with their
lovers to Broadway.

That is where we are—at a
crossroads. The siren song calls us
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from the narrow, particular, well-
defined and precise, to the broad,
the general, the sweeping. The flow
is from distinct to biurred. The drift
toward indistinctiveness was seen in
the recently adopted Contemporary
Testimony—It’s not so much that it
contained anything particularly
harmful, as that it contains nothing
particularly helpful. A statement of
the great theologian William Shedd
is most pertinent in this regard:

“When the popular feeling of a

period 15 becoming less correct

and healthy, nothing in the way of

means does so much towards a

change and restoration as strict ac-

curacy, which is the same as strict
orthodoxy, in the popular creed.”

(History of Doctrine p. 268)

This is true. Yet we find ourselves
running — of floating in the very op-
posite direction. Like Jonah we have
been called fo preach against the
specific sins of our generation to our
generation, but we have taken a ship
called ‘vague’ in the direction away
from our calling.

This is, in the fast analysis, not just
a matter of a new evangelicalism, a
new reformation, or a new her-
mencutic—it is the world in the grip
of an idea — time vs. eternity. Man vs.
God, Man’s word vs. God’s Word,
The questions are “Who is God?”
and “How do you know?”

We have already answered those
questions in our confessions (which
serve the function of skin: to keep in
what you want in, and to keep out
what you want out), Scripture is un-
changing in its character precisely
because its Author is unchanging,
Here we must stand.

I am afraid the Christian
Reformed Church has contracted
“Ecclesiastical AIDS™; Acquired Im-
mune Deficiency Syndrome, We
seem not to have the will to fight
those who have invaded the body, be
they ever so insidius, calculating,
dishonest, arrogant, or destructive,
Above all we want comfort, not
truth, and we want to be “polite.”
We are politely dying. Along with
the loss of the will to fight inany have
lost the will to live. Where my
brothers and sisters, is your Dutch
blood, and why dear friends, is it not
boiling?

I offer a 12 point program (one for
each tribe!). We do not need to
leave, but we dare not promote

12 / September '88

decay. We must fight, as the cloud of
witnesses cheer us on,

1. Cancel the Banner (It doesn’t
measure up to Phil. 4:8). That is the
mosquito which carries the virus (2
weeks of Van Leeuwen followed by
3 of Howard Van Till with no rebut-
tal/a feminist poem ridiculing the
godly opposition to women’s ordina-
tion/calling those “simple minded”
who believe that God regards
homosexuality as an unqualified
abomination/promoting birth con-
trol/hinting at more occasions for
abortion than the life of the
mother/and on and on and on. The
latest: A column by a pastor from
the Crystal Cathedral!).

2. Expand and improve Christian
Renewal and the Qutiook. Absolutely
get them into the hands of all consis-
tory members. [ have heard of and
from consistory members who hadn’t
heard of H. Van Till until 3 1/2
weeks ago! In articles, Iet’s aim at
providing more names, dates, and

-witnesses so that the factuality of our

concerns will be self-evident, thus ac-
celerating self-consciousness.

3. Provide solid and simple ex-
positions of our confession (esp. 27-
31) to all consistory members. Make
clear to them their holy obligations
on particular issues of moment.

4. Compel your consistories to
take stands on issues - in writing.
Don’t accept doubletalk. Exercise
your confessional rights as a con-
gregant. Require biblical justifica-
tion for important decisions and
policies. Watch the form of subscrip-
tion and keep it fresh in everyone’s
minds.

5. Plan and strategize (like
Joshua). Do it before and at classes
and synod. Provide an agenda for
concerned elders. Have a speakers
bureau (like the Committee for
Women — what a sexist name!). And
have many conferences.,

6. Watch boards and agencies
and get written answers to specific
questions. Home Missions is espe-
cially manipulative and avoids ade-
quate accountability (T am not
referring to missionaries). Calvin
Seminary lies through its teeth and
has a manifest feminist agenda. Sit
on these guys.

7. Engape an investigative
reporter to chronicle the near
demise of our denomination - ex-
pose the pohticking. We need some-

one gifted with guts, integrity, a fair
mind, and diligent hands.

8. Explore alternatives to Calvin
College. Even better, let’s clean
house there and at the seminary, as
the Lutheran Church Missouri
Synod did (see Anatomy of an Ex-
plosion by Kurt Marquart, Baker
Books, 1977). John Whitcomb com-
mented,

The Missouri Synod Lutherans ex-

ercised...stringent discipline in

their main seminary {Concordia,
in St. Louis, Missouri), dismissing
every non-fundamentalist teacher
and instructing all students who
were sympathetic to them to leave
within one week. That was one of
the most drastic successful ex-
amples of institutional church dis-
cipline I am aware of in the history
of the church.

The theologically radical groups,
students as well as faculty, all left
and started their own seminary
called Seminex-seminary in exile-in
another part of the city. They actualy
marched out under banners as if
they were Moses and the children of
Israel leaving Egypt, and they gained
great sympathy in the media, Never-
theless, in fwenty years, their school,
having no solid doctrinal position,
finally collapsed.

In the meantime, Concordia Semi-
nary under the Missouri Synod
Lutheran Church, quickly regained
its size, and the rest of the evangehi-
cal world noted with amazement
how these Lutherans handled the
new cvangelical invasion of their
main training center. I do not for a
moment suggest that the Missouri
Synod Lutheran denomination is
free from all theological problems,
only that they provided a lesson in
how to handle cancer in the ec-
clesiastical body by drastic, deter-
mined surgery, before the whole
system is destroyed.

9. Ordain qualified men from
Westminster, Reformed, and Mid-
America. A 5th year at Calvin is un-
biblical and cannot be made a
requirement for sacred office. At
first somne might call ’em “adjunct-or-
dainees.” No matter. Ordain
qualified holy men even if we need
to gather an ordination council from
beyond single-classis boundaries.

10. Quota is acceptable only when
there is heartfelt and justified con-
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to label their opponents “an-
tinomjans™). Sometimes an inclusive
definition is advanced which recog-
nizes anyone who holds that the
decalogue continues to be normative
to be a theonomist. But a more
precise and helpful definition of
theonomy would be “the view that
the penalties attached to crimes in
the Old Testament law are binding
on current civil governments.”
Therefore, the civil magistrate is
obligated to execute witches,
homosexuals, parent-abusers, and
blasphemers among others).

Theonomy does not claim to be
something new. Rather it “sees itself
to be consistent, Reformed,
covenant theology."2 It appeals to
certain precedents in Calvin’s
Geneva, Westminster Assembly
Presbyterianism, and New England
Puritanism. It faults the Reformed
tradition for baving drifted from its
moorings and pleads for a return to
former times, when the church bold-
ly proclaimed the “Crown Rights of
King Jesus.”

Postmillennialism

In the majority of cases, the
theonomic perspective is coupled
with a belief in postmillennial es-
chatology. Many theonomists not
only claim to have a hold of the bibli-
cal blueprint for society, but they are
optimistic that the edifice will be
constructed before the Architect
returns at His Second Coming,

Here is where the alternate ter-
minology of “Christian Reconstruc-
tion,” “Dominion Theology,” and
“Kingdom Theology” come mto the
foreground. The Kingdom of god,
most theonomists teach, will even-
tually triumph on earth “primarily
through the actions of the Church
and of individuals....Reconstruc-
tionists anticipate the day when all
the nations will be explicitly Chris-
tian ‘theocracies.” In the mean
time, Christians must learn to exer-
cise dominion in all the spheres of
life, including education, family life,
the church, the marketplace, and
local government.

Origins

The “leading figure” and
“patriarch” of the theonomic and
postmillennial revival is Rousas John
Rushdoony. Rushdoony's Family
background helps to explain his own
theological stance. His father had
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been ordained in the Church of Scot-
land and had served as a Pres-
byterian minister in his native
Armenia, which was then under the
control of the Ottoman Turks, After
World War I broke out and the
Turks started to lose on the bat-
tlefield, they turned on the Armen-
ians, commencing the first genocide
of this century. Rushdoony’s parents
fled to the U.S. and Rousas was born
shortly thereafter,

He was raised in a succession of
Armenian Presbyterian manses
around the country. As a child, Rush-
doony says, be read the Old Testa-
ment constantly, even though some
of his father’s friends objected that it
was too harsh for a tender youth.
Elsewhere he states that “the book
of Job had a formative influence in
my c]:uldhood and made me a Cal-
vinist.”™ Rushdoony also attributes
his position on postmillennialism
and Biblical law to a saturation with
Scripture from childhood on. Rush-

- doony followed in his fathet’s

footsteps and was ordained in the
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A)). He
conducted mission work among
Chinese-Americans and American
Indians.

Van Til

Early on in his ministry he became
acquainted with the works of Cor-
nelius Van Til and found them “to
be the philosophical analog to the
book of Job. (They) gave focus to
everything that I had read in Scrip-
ture and studied in school.” Soon,
Rushdoony began to display his
penchant for writing and controver-
sy, as he contributed articles to the
Westrninster Theological Journai and
other Calvinistic magazines. The
Torch and Trumpet, The Outlook’s
predecessor, contained its first con-
tribution from Rushdoony in the
mid-1950’s. Later, installments from
his first book, By What Standard?, a
vigorous defense of Van Til’s philo-
sophy, appeared initially on its pages.

Lester DeKoster, then an editor of
The Reformed Joumal, wrote a scath-
ing review of the book, stating that
be “could not conceive of a more ex-
plicit endeavor to ldentl.fy a man’s
thonght with God’s. »7 Articles by
Rushdoony continued to be pub-
lished in The Torch and Tnumpet pe-
riodically, as well as reviews of his
books as he became an increasingly
productive author.

In April, 1963, Rushdoony came to
Calvin College to debate DeKoster
on the topic, “Philosophy and
Politics.” Much of the actual bone of
coniention centered on what the
proper Christian approach to the
state ought to be. Both of them cited
Calvin’s practice and Dooyeweerd’s
critique of Western political
thought. But while DeKoster main-
tained that it was the role of the state
to protect the spheres, as when
Calvin’s Geneva “fixed” the price of
corn or set up a state industry to
provide jobs for the unemployed,
Rushdoony asserted that was not the
state’s role, “but, rather, the Chris-
tian man as he stands in respect to
his faith, he alone can protect the
spheres.

Chalcedon Foundation

Just prior to the publication of By
What Standard?, Rushdoony had led
some members of his church out of
the mainline Presbyterian denomina-
tion into the OPC. He served as
their pastor for a couple of years
while he began increasingly to be
called upon to lecture around the
country. In those early years he ad-
dressed several regional conventions
of the National Union of Christian
Schools {now CSI). A number of
those speeches were drawn together
into a book, Intellectual Schizo-
phrenia (1961), which The Banner
reviewer lamented “suffers from
generalization and fails to realize the
gray in all our institutions, including
our Christian schools.”

Rushdoony left the pastorate in
order to devote more time to writing
and lecturing. He acquired his first
protege, Gary North, in the summer
of 1963. He encouraged North to at-
tend Westminster Seminary, which
be did for one year. North then
returned to California to eventually
pursue a doctorate in economics and
to begin his own writing career.

In October, 1965, Rushdoony
began sending out a newsletter to
people who supported him financial-
ly and otherwise. This was the
humble beginning of the Chalcedon
Report, which is still being published
today. In June, 1966, Rushdoony and
his backers established a non-profit
organization, Chalcedon, Inc,, to
promote “Christian Reconstruction.”

The name of the organization was
mspired by the Council of Chal-
cedon and the creed it composed
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(451 A.D.}. That creed emphasized
the doctrine of the two distinct na-
tures of Christ united in one person.
Incidentally, the Armenian church
had historically rejected this creed, a
move which isolated it from most of
the Christian church. Rushdoony
identified Chalcedon as a turning
point in Western history. By main-
taining that the human and divine
were distinct, even in Christ’s own
person, the Council had forbidden
the deification of any human institu-
tion. Therefore, the state could not
claim a greater share of divinity, and
therefore, power, over the family,
business, or the church.

Rushdoony became disillusioned
with the OPC. For a number of years
he continued to preach periodically
and speak at the summer family
camps, but he came under criticism
from some quarters, One minister
wrote him to say: “I think that you
would be in a more effective position
if you were to lecture on such a sub-
ject as economics as a lay specialist
rather than an ordained minister.
Perhaps it would even be helpful to
use a public auditorium rather than
a church building”9

In 1970, Rushdoony completely
severed his relationship with the
OPC, which he later called the “Or-
thodox Pharisees Church, wherein

failure is a mark of election. Pastors
who produce growth are regarded
with suspicion, bccause cgrowth isa
mark of compromise.”

About this same time, another
young man, Greg Bahnsen, came
into contact with Rushdoony and
was stimulated by his thinking. He,
too, attended Westminster Seminary
where he wrote a master’s thesis
which was later refined and incorpor-
tated info his influential work,
Theonomy in Christian Ethics (1977).

In the early 1970°s, Rushdoony’s
immense work, The Institutes of Bibli-
cal Law (1973) and North’s Introduc-
tion to Christian Econontics were
published and their reputations
grew. Bahnsen soon was reunited
with them in California while he
worked on his doctorate in
philosophy. All three men con-
tributed to the Chalcedon Report
and a new publication, The Jountal
of Christian Reconstruction.

After finishing his studies,
Bahnsen took a position as an
apologetics professor at Reformed
Seminary in Jackson, Mississippi.
His tenure there was one of tumult,
as the number of his friends and foes
grew. The controversy spilled over
into the PCA at large, and has con-
tinued at varying degrees ever since.
(To Be Continued)
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MORE ORTHODOX

CHURCHES LEAVE
REFORMED ECUMENICAL

(News Release, June 17)

The Orthodox Presbyterian
Church (OPC) has resigned its 39-
year membership in the Reformed
Ecumenical Synod {RES). The ac-
tion followed the refusal of that body
to request the resignation of a mem-
ber denomination that accepts homo-
sexuals as in good standing and
eligible for office in the church. The
Reformed Churches in the Nether-
lands {GKN) have held steadfastly to
their homosexual position since 1980

SYNOD

when it first came to the attention of
the RES. Although the RES
protested the church’s position at its
quadrennial meetings in 1980 and
1984, it failed {o take definitive ac-
tion at its recently-concluded 1988
meeting after the GKN had refused
to rescind their policy. Three other
denominations, from the Nether-
lands, New Zealand, and South
Africa, also announced their inten-
tion to withdraw. That will bring to

nine the number of churches that
have withdrawn from the RES in the
past 10 years,

The RES is an international body
of churches that are committed to
maintaining the Reformed creeds, in-
cluding the Westminster Confession,
the Heidelberg Catechism, and the
Belgic Confession, based on the infal-
lible Scriptures. It was founded in
1946 and is composed of some 30
denoniinations in all the continents.
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The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
was one of its early members, joining
at the second assembly, 1949. There
are now two other North American
denominations remaining in the
RES.

The withdrawal of the OPC was
taken at the RES’s meeting in
Harare, Zimbabwe, May 30-June 10,
1988, after years of struggle to bring
about the reform of the Netherlands
church or its expulsion. During that
time the Netherlands church had
been allowed to remain in the RES,
even though it differed with the RES
not only on the homosexual ques-
tion, but also on such other matters
as joining the World Council of
Churches, starting to ordain women
as ministers and elders, retaining
ministers who had held heretical
views on basic doctrines and, more
recently, a doctrine of Scripture that
resulted in their stating that “we
know better than (the apostle) Paul.”

The withdrawal of the OPC came
on the final day of the meetings,
after the previous day’s decision to
retain the Reformed Churches as a
member. The quick response was
due to the fruitlessness of the many
years of seeking reform. It was made
possible by the General Assembly
giving full authority to its four-man
delegation to withdraw the denomi-
nation from the RES. In their resig-
nation statement the delegation said
that “until yesterday we could not
leave the RES because of con-
science; today we cannot remain be-
cause of conscience.”

The statement also asked the RES
to recognize what it called “the enor-
mity of what it has done and is doing
to churches seeking to be faithful {0
the Word of God,” as the RES *“has
forced” such churches to withdraw.
The statement also claimed that
those decisions are keeping other
churches from joining. The dele-
gates also pleaded with the RES “to
keep the disease that infects the
Reformed Churches in the Nether-
lands from spreading to other mem-
ber churches.”

The OPC has long had fellowship
with other Reformed denominations
both in the U.S. and abroad and will
seck other fellowship to replace that
of the RES,

Orthodox Presbyterian Church,
John P. Galbraith, Stated Clerk
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2345 Willow Brook Dr,
Huatingdon Valley, PA 19006

Statement of Resignation of the
OPC from the RES June 10, 1988

Mr. Moderator,

The General Assembly of the Or-
thodox Presbyterian Church has
given its delegation to this Synod fulk
authority to act on behalf of the Or-
thodox Presbyterian Church at this
meeting of the RES. We therefore
speak on behalf of our denomination.

First of all, we wish to express our
deep appreciation for the blessings
that God has given us over a period
of nearly 40 years, as members of the
RES. We have experienced a
wonderfully enriching fellowship
with believers from all parts of the
world. Qur horizon has been in-
creased, and we have learned much,
Relationships have been established
over these years, and we hope that
we may continue some of them in
the years ahead. So much have we
valued this fellowship that nothing
could bring us to relinquish it but the
strong conviction that we must do so
in order 1o be faithful to the Word of
God.

We leave because of the persist-
ence of the GKN in holding posi-
tions well known to the RES over a
period of 25 years, that the RES has
judged to be out of accord with
Scripture and because the RES is un-
willing to enforce its own qualifica-
tions for membership. We leave also
because for us to remain in an or-
ganization that harbors a church in
such a condition as the GKN s0 im-
plicates our church in its sim that we
have no choice but to separate our-
selves from it,

We now have become another
church that feels itself forced out of
the RES by the Synod’s decision to
continue the Gereformeerde Kerken
in Nederland (GKN) in the RES
membership, and we hereby resign
the membership of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church from the RES,
effective immediately. Unti? yester-
day we could not leave the RES be-
cause of conscience; today we
cannot remain because of con-
science,

But we assure you, Mr. Moder-
ator, that we do not leave this or-
ganization in pride or bifterness. We
are too sinful ourselves to be proud,

and because God is sovereign we

cannot be bitter. We are all losers be-

cause of the decision yesterday. The
Orthodox Presbyterian Church loses
because we shall not have the benefit
of the close fellowship with many of
you who want to be faithful to the
gospel and the Reformed Confes-
sions. The GKN loses because it has
been deprived of the blessing of
much needed correction. And the
RES loses because it has again
demonstrated its unwillingness to
maintain the Basis which requires
member churches to “profess and
maintain” the Reformed faith, has
lost its credibility as a Reformed
body, and thus becomes more akin
to such organizations as the WARC
and the WCC. Yet we know that
though we lose, Christ the king of
the church, will triumph,

We wish you to know that we do
not depart with an inward-looking
focus. Qur zzal for international
ecumenicity among Reformed chur-
ches worthy of the name is stronger
than ever. And we can assure you
that we will seek, now, in some other
way to have such fellowship. If the
RES should, in future days, retwn to
a credible maintenance of its Basis
we would certainly feel obliged to
consider returning,

We close with some pastoral ad-
vice which we hope the RES will be
willing to receive. The RES must
face up to the enormity of what it
has done and is doing to churches
seeking to be faithful to the Word of
God as the RES by its decisions,
not the GKN, has forced nine or ten
churches, so far, out of the RES and
has kept other faithful churches
from joining. And you must face up
to your responsibility to member
churches to keep the disease that in-
fects the GKN from spreading to
those churches. Some of them live in
fear of that spread, and we plead

with you to help protect them from it.

Mr. Moderator, we shall continue
to pray for all the churches that
remain with sincere love in our
hearts. We hope that you will under-
stand that we cannot participate fur-
ther in the schedule of this
Assembly. As others have already
said, we bid you farewell, may God
help you—and us.
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Henry Vander Kam

It is about 25 years ago that a
theological professor of De Gerefor-
meerde Kerken in Nederland ad-
dressed the Ministers’ Institute of
the Christian Reformed Church held
every June in Grand Rapids, The
churches he served had already con-
cluded that Genesis 1-11 was not his-
torical in the sense in which we
understand history. I should not have
been surprised at his views because [
had read his articles and books. Yet,
to hear it directly from his lips shock-
ed e and many others. One CRC
minister asked the professor: What,
then, do you do with Romans 5:12,
14, 15, 17, 18 and 19 where Paul
draws the clear distinction between
Adam and Christ; and I Corinthians
15:22 where the Apostle says: “For
as in Adam all die, so also m Christ
shall all be made alive.” What
answer did he receive? With a
chuckle the professor answered;
That was Paul’s view, but he was
wrong!! This answer made my blood
run cold. I suppose that if you have
denied the historicity of the first
chapters of Genesis and have no
room for the Adam spoken of there,
this view of Romans 5 and I Corin-
thians 15 would be the natural conse-
quence.

This same church to which this
professor belonged (GKN) asked its
fellow-members of the Reformed
Ecumenical Synod to help them
come to the proper view of the
doctrine of Scripture in 1969. We
decided to do this. Report 44 “The
Nature and Extent of Biblical
Authority” accepted by the Synod of
1972 was our answer. Were they
struggling with this problem? No,
five years earlier their professor had
made it clear in Grand Rapids what
their view of Scripture really was.

Although many believe that there
is very little similarity between our
problems and their history and those
of the GKN, I believe that the one is
a mirror image of the other. The dif-
ference is that we come about 25
years behind them, In Holland the
question of origins arose in the biol-
ogy department of the Free Univer-
sity and Dr. Jan Lever was the first
to bring the question of the his-

WHAT MAY WE STUDY?

toricity of the first chapters of
Genesis to the fore. It was soon ac-
cepted by others inchiding the
theological professor of whom I
spoke. In our circles it has arisen out
of the department of astronomy.
Theology cannot ignore this question

because a part of the Bible is at stake.

The history of this matter has not
been very long in our circles. Dr.
Van Till wrote his book “The Fourth
Day” in 1986. Protests where
hrought to the Board of Trustees in
February, 1988. The Board, realizing
that it was not a minor matter, ap-
pointed an ad hoc committee to
study this matter in some depth and
to serve the Board with advice. Al-
though Professor Van Till was very
outspoken in his book and was not
seeking to hide any of his beliefs, the
ad hoc committee reported back to
the Board at its May, 1988 meeting
informing the Board that the teach-
ings found in the “Fourth Day” were
within the gnidelines of Scriptural in-
terpretation which the CRC has
adopted and not contrary to our con-
fessions! This brought action from
various quarters so that when Synod
met it had no less than 32 overtures
dealing with this matter and 8 com-
munications. Synod’s advisory com-
mittee was a little more hesitant than
the ad hoc committee had been, but,
not much. The ad hoc committee
had expressed certain concerns
about the professor’s teaching but -
the advisory committee “regrets”
that the Board did not address these
conceras sufficiently.

Synod adopted the advice of its ad-
visory committee and decided to ap-
point a committee to study the
matter further and to report in three
years! Among other things, this com-
mittee is to study the relation be-
tween special and general revelation
as found in Belgic Confessions Art.
II. focusing primarily on the imphca-
tions for Biblical interpretation and
the mvestigation of God’s creation,
In this study they should include the
concept of “vehicle/packaging/con-
tents” (wording taken right out of
the mouth of our Gereformeerde
brethren), the designation of
Genesis 1-11 as “primeval history,”

the creation of Adam and Eve in
God's image, the fall into sin, and
the doctrines of creation and
providence as they relate to evolu-
tionary theory. Isp’t it always the
safest way to proceed when faced by
a difficult problem to appoint a com-
mittee? Everyone knows that Synods
have been very free in appointing
study committees throughout the
years and the undersigned has had
his share of study committee work in
the past, Of conrse, committees must
often be appointed to study a matter
when the problem cannot be hand-
led at the meeting whee it is brought.
Lack of time at Synodical meetings is
reason enough to appoint various
study committees, However, may we
study anything and everything? My
answer is NO. No study committee,
e.g., may be appointed to study the
question: Is there a God? That
would be blasphemy. No study com-
mittee may have a mandate to study
the question: Is Jesus Divine? That is
to be taken for granted. Hebrews
11:6 informs us:...for he that cometh
to God must believe that he is.... We
have something similar in this
problem. May we have a committee
study whether Genesis 1-11 is actual
history? Is this negotiable? Could we
have a majority and minority report?
Could this committee decide that it
isn’t really history? May we place
ourselves above the Scriptures? 1
realize, that no one would want to
fall into the traps shown here, but
the danger is there. I believe that
Synod erred greatly in appointing a
committee for this purpose. I would
urge each one of the brethren ap-
pointed to this committee to decline
to serve. If such matters as jhese are
“up for grabs” then we have
wandered a fong way from the faith
of those who have gone before us,
and, far more important, we have
then loosed our grip on the one thing
which shall never change.

Rev. H. Vander Kam is a retired CR
pastor ai Orange City, Iowa.
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THE FOURTH DAY

The Christian Reformed Church
has recently become embroiled in
the creation-evolution debate espe-
cially through the teachings and writ-
ings of three Calvin College
professors. Because we believe the is-
sues at stake are important, we have
studied the views of one of those pro-
fessors, Dr. Howard Van Till. We
have based this analysis on his two
publications; The Fourth Day, and
The Cosmos: Nature or Creation. We
bave written this for those who have
attacked Dr, Van Till in ignorance of
his views; for those who feel the is-
sues are “above them;” for those
who feel the whole thing is a “storm
in a teacup;“ and for those who
brlieve Dr. Van Till has introduced a
breath of fresh air into the creation-
evolution debate. Let us consider his
views.

1. Scripture and Science: How Are
They Related?

Dr. Van Till points out that there
are two ways of looking at the cos-
mos: through the spectacles of Scnip-
ture; or through the lens of scientific
investigation. Each view is different,
neither one is complete by itself.!

On the one hand, science deals
only with “internal affairs,” such as
the properties and laws of behavior,
and the history of the physical world.
On the other hand, Scripture deals
primarily with “external affairs,”
namely, the relationship between the
Creation itself and the God who is its
Creator, Originator, Preserver,
Governor, and Provider.

Dr. Van Till attempts to put these
two domains together in what he
calls a “creationomic perspective”:
the view of the cosmos that is ob-
tained when science is placed in the
framework of the Biblical doctrine of
Creation (TFD, preface p. ix and p.
250). This is a worthy aim, and true

to the Reformed understanding that
all of life is to be viewed through the
spectacles of Scripture. To some ex-
tent, Dr. Van Till succeeds in carry-
ing out this aim. He frequently
stresses the importance of holding to
Biblical presuppositions; namely,
that Creation is distinct from God
the Creator, and 5hat it is entirely de-
pendent on Him.

Clearly, Dr. Van Till wishes to
maintain some kind of priority for
Scripture. He indicates that we must

‘not femove the spectacles of Scrip-

ture when we peer through the tele-
scope of astronomy (TFD, 93). Yet,
be does not consistently allow the
Bible to come first.

The first respect in which the Bible
is not given priority is that the num-
ber of guiding presuppositions it
provides is reduced. Apart from the
two basic assumptions that God is
Creator and rules providentially, the
Bible is not allowed to speak to
science, Dr, Van Till assumes that
Scripture has nothing to say about
how the cosmos or the earth were
formed, how long it took, etc. That,
according to Van Till, is a purely
scientific matter, not the domain of
the Bible: “the question of temporal
development...is exclusively and ex-
haustively the domain of the natural
sciences” (TFD 269-270}.

‘We believe that this reduction of
the Bible’s authority is the fundamen-
tal error in Dr. Van Till’s position -
one which then leads him into a host
of other problems. Because he
refuses to let the Bible speak on mat-
ters of cosmic history, and on the
processes and sequences of events,
he then makes many statements in
which science is viewed as inde-
pendent of Scripture, if not above it.
The two categories, the “internal af-
fairs” of science, and the “external af-
fairs” of Scripture, are not wholly
independent of each other in Van

Paul N. Archbald
Edward J. Marcusse

Till’s eyes; but “neither are they so
closely related that the answers for
one category of questions uneqguivo-
cally determine the answers to the
other” (TFD 268); “Neither biblical
theism nor atheistic naturalism can
justifiably make a priori demands
[i.e. presuppositons] upon the results
of empirical science” (TFD 208). Dr.
Van Till calls his idea that the Bible
and Creation deal with two different
sets of questions “categorical com-
plementarity.” And he goes even fur-
ther.

Prof. Van Till, while partially
silencing Scripture by saying it deals
with different matters than science,
also insists that the Bible should not
be “interpreted m isolation from the
rest of God’s revelation in the Crea-
tion,..” (TFD 77). If we are to avoid a
naive view of Genesis, for example,
we need “auxiliary information that
must be incorporated into the
process of biblical interpretation”
(TFD 76). In other words, we need
the spectacles of science, or history,
or whatever, to understand Scrip-
ture. So, according to Van Till,
General Revelation (or man’s inter-
pretation of it) may speak to Scrip-
ture after all.

In addition, Dr, Van Till appears
to take certain scientific theories as
incontrovertible fact, while leaving
the Christian community to some-
how fit the Bible around the
theories. For example, Dr. Van Till
seems to be quite comfortable with
the idea of biological evolution (TFD
172, 188, 254}, What that does for
our doctrines of the Fall and Crea-
tion, Van Till leaves as a problem for
the Christian community to work
out. We would question whether it is
responsible of a Christian teacher in
a Christian college rot to work out
the theological implications of his
views before he begins expounding -
them in public, and if his views do
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cause problems with the doctrine of
the Fall (among other things), who
or what should give way?

Further evidence that Dr. Van Till
grants too much to science (or to
modern scientists) is seen in the way
he contrasts secular scientists with
“creation” scientists: Van Till claims
that secular scientists today have
enough integrity that they can carry
out their work without letting their
religious bias seriously affect them
(TFD 209, 210, 214); whereas crea-
tion scientists are people who
“know” the answer to some ques-
tions and then search for evidence to
support it. Because of this “fault,”
they overlook or disregard any
evidence to the contrary (7FD 242).

Against this, we would maintain
that every person’s religious bias,
Christian or non-Christian, affects
everything he or she does. If our view
of life as a whole is biased, all the
component parts that we build into
our “system” will be biased also.
There is no such thing as religious
neutrality.

One shudders to think what would
happen if every professor at Cavin
College adopted Dr. Van Till’s ap-
proach. What would happen if a/
the scientists took the so-called “un-
biased” results of their non-Christian
colleagues, and applied them to their
field? If the history professors or the
biology professors took the “un-
biased” findings of their secular col-
leagues? What would happen if all
this were considered to “comple-
ment” Scripture - leaving the Chris-
tian community to pick up the
pieces, asking it to change its “mere-
ly human and fallible” theology, to
rewrite its Confessions? But
astronomy and geology are not that
different from any other arca of
knowledge. ALL areas of general
revelation need to be interpreted in
the light of the Bible, not the other
way around! Our starting point for
understanding all things is Scripture
and Scripture gione.

This does not mean, of course, that
the Bible is a science textbook, or a
history textbook. There are many
questious that the Bible does not
raise which the different branches of
knowledge do deal with. Nor does it
mean that the study of General
Revelation may not, at times, cause
us to re-examing our mterpretation
of Scripture. For instance, ar-

chaelogical studies have helped us
better understand the Bible. These
studies and scientific endeavors
should not be downgraded as long as
they are pursued in a Biblical way.

The problem comes when the
fruits of such study are made essen-
tial to the “proper” understanding of
Scripture and when the Bible is
denied its unique role as the “spec-
tacles” through which all facts must
be viewed and interpreted. Scripture
is its own interpreter. Other informa-
tion can be of great help, but it may
not dictate the interpretation of
Scripture. As Report 44 says, “any
reinterpretation must be based on
principles germane to and garnered
from Scripture itself. Ultimately, the
validity of every interpretation must
be judged in terms of whether it
agrees with Scripturg:’s own inter-
pretation of itself...”

2. Scripture: How Do We Use It?

Dr. Van Till’s view of Scripture
bears more resemblance to that of
Neo-QOrthodoxy than to Reformed
theology. He distinguishes between a
thoroughly Divine content of Scrip-
ture {the gospel message), and its
thoroughly human form (7FD 8). He
uses the analogy of a vehicle (the
literary “type” of the part of Scrip-
ture, eg, the story of Creation);
which has within it the contents (the
trustworthy teachings of God). Only
the “contents,” it seems, are God's
word. In Van Till’s view, we miust
therefore distinguish the contents
from the package, the husk from the
kernel - or we will miss the intended
meaning (TFD 15).

According to Dr. Van Till, the -
Bible contains much that is drawn
solely from human experience, for ex-
ample, the man from Gath who had
24 digits. This is “merely incidental
information of little importance or
relevance to its gospel message”
(TFD 7); “taking the Bible seriously
does not require us to treat such mat-
ters as the product of divine revela-
tion” (7FD 13).

In contrast to this view, which we
believe does not take Scripture
seriously, consider II Timothy 3:16;
“all Scripture is God-breathed and is
useful....” Dr, Van Till claims that
the Bible is the “Word” of God, not
the “words” of God. The term
“Word,” he belicves, is merely
metaphorical: it simply acknow-

ledges divine revelation; it is not
meant literally in the sense of “mere
words” (TFD p. 65). The 1961 Acts
of Synod decision on “Infallibility
and Inspiration” does not support
Van Till: commesting on IT Timothy
3:16, it says “Paul’s own use of
Scriputure indicates that the quality
of ‘God Breathedness’ extends to the
very words of Scripture....[They are]
God’s own utterances {pp. 9-10; also
see what Report 44, The Nature and
Extent of Biblical Authority has to say
about this on pages 51-52).

When Prof. Van Till applies his
method to Genesis, the Creation
story becomes more like a poem or a
parable, and therefore not to be
taken literally. After all, he argues,
there were no human observers at
the dawn of Creation; so we should
expect an “artistic” type of litera-
ture, which tells us about God’s
character and His relationship to
Creation, rather than the actual
means He used to establish and
maintain the relationship (TFD 58).
Genesis 1-11, according to Van Till,
is a special brand of literature:
“primeval history.” It illustrates eter-
nal truths, but the specific details are
not very important. Those details are
the “packaging” in which the truth is
conveyed. The stories were “never in-
tended to answer questions about
precisely what happened” {(7FD 82-
83). The “days” of Genesis 1, for ex-
ample, are simply literary devices -
they are not literal days. (7FD 91).

At no stage does Dr. Van Till jus-
tify his conclusions that Genesis 1-11
is a special kind of “history.” He sets
forth no evidence for saying that the
first eleven chapters of Genesis are
any less historical than the rest. In
contrast, Report 44 (on page 42), ex-
plicitly refutes interpretations of
Genesis 1-11 like Van Till’s. Further-
more, we note that Jesus and Paul
understood Genesis to be recording
literal, historical events. Both the
words and the events of Genesis are
considered significant throughout all
of the Bible. Some questions arise at
this point: if the Creation story is
highly symbolic, as Van Till would
have us believe, rather than literal,
what becomes of the fourth com-
mandment, as Exodus 20:11 grounds
it in a six day creation/one day rest
pattern? What becomes of the
doctrine of the imputation of
Christ’s righteousness and life to His
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people, paralleled as it is in Romans
5 with our relationship to the first
man, Adam? What becomes of the
principles of the husband’s headship,
or of monogamy, grounded as they
are in that first marriage of one real
man {o one real woman (see I
Timothy 2:11-14 and Ephesians
5:31)? What becomes of Hebrews
11:3? Van Till does not grapple
seriously with these issues,

The danger facing our denomina-
tion in all of this is that when one
begins arbitrarily dismissing certain
details of Scriture as symbolic, simp-
ly because they appear to conflict
with the opinions of some modern
scientists, the door is open to those
who would dismiss other parts of
Scripture as timebound, or culturally
determined, or symbolic, simply be-
cause they do not happen to agree
with whatever that part of Scripture
is saying. Histary should teach us a
lesson here, Wherever this approach
to Scripture has gained a foothold,
the Bible has not been more fully ap-
preciated, but, on the contrary, it has
been increasingly seen as an out-
dated collection of human laws and
thoughts. Consider, for example, the
denominations in Germany, the
Netherlands, Canada, and America
which have accepted this view. More
and more of Scripture was eroded
until even the “gospel-content” was
gone. Today, we are firmly con-
vinced that whatever happens within
our own denomination, the Lord will
preserve His Truth; but if we are ir-
respoasible in our handling of it, we
should not be surprised when we suf-

fer the consequences in our churches.

Prof. Van Till has taken a
dangerous and unsound approach to
handling Scripture. We believe this
must be opposed. We do appreciate
his emphasis on the basic nature of
Genesis 1-11 as being covenantal,
and his teaching of Genesis on the
relationship between God and His
Creation is of prime importance. But
why should this rule out the literal
nature, the historicity, of Genesis 1-
11? In fact, it supports it: the Cove-
nant “introduction,” or prologue, to
the Law in Exodus 20:2 also deals
with a relationship. Does that mean
God did not getually bring Israel out
of Egypt as it describes? Is that, as
some claim, mere symbol also? Not
at allt It really, literally, happened!
By stressing “relationship™ at the ex-
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pense of “event-character” (i.e. his-
toricity) in Genesis, Van Till is once
again showing affinity with Neo-Or-
thodoxy.

3. Science How Do We Use It?

One of the key assumptions under-
lying Prof. Van Till’s view of science
is what he calls the “Principle of
Uniformity.” Specifically, this as-
sumption states that 1) matter be-
haves m an orderly, patterned,
non-contradictory, continuous man-
ner, and that it always has through-
out time; 2) this pattern is
intelligible to human observers; and
3) it exhibits a cause-and-effect
character. These assumptions apply
to all phenomena in the category of
material behavior.

Notlice here that, strictly speaking,
this principle of uniformity rules out
the Biblical miracles in which Prof.
Van Till professes to believe (eg. the
Resurrection), Yet he rejects the
miracle of a six day creation, and he
accuses Special Creationists of being
“Interventionists” (they overem-
phasize God’s miraculous interven-
tion, at the expense of His ongoing,
regular, providential activity). Dr.
Van Till has done to Creation what
Liberal theologians did to miracles
in general: Report 44 criticizes the
Liberals for making nature a closed
system of cause and effect relation-
ships; their acceptance of a current
scientific theory concerning what
was possible in the areas of nature
and history led them to reinterpret
the miracles (p. 30).

Working with the Principle of
Uniformity necessarily results in a
very old age for the cosmos and the”
earth. Present rates for various
geological and cosmic processes can
be used to calculate approximate
ages needed to produce the features
presently observed, eg, the present
speed of light implies that Light from
distant stars we are now “seeing”
must have taken billions of years to
reach us. Dr. Van Till treats these
matters as facts, not as theories
based on certain assumptions, which
they are. Similarly, he is convinced
that by geology, “the evolutionary
character of planetary history is firm-
ly established” (TFD 172). He is a lit-
tle more tentative about the certainty
of biological evolution, but seems to
think it likely (7FD 254). He firmly
states these things because of his as-

sumptions about uniformity: for Van
Till, a denial of evolution, is a denial
of the coherence and continuity of
life (TFD 169). That is why he
rejects Special Creationism, for it
makes God upset the ordinary, pat-
terned behavior of matter (TFD 188,
253; Cosmos 260. Likewise, the “Ap-
parent-Age” or “Mature-Age”
Theory of Creation is rejected by Dr.
Van Till. This view says that God
created some things already mature
eg. man, many geological features,
the stars. Van Till believes that if
God had created the cosmos with an
appearance of age, this would make
Him “the prepetrator of a grand
hoax” and most of creation would
then be an illusion, a deception, a fic-
tion (TFD 237; Cosmos 34, 36, 43).

We believe, however, that God has
given sufficient evidence that “evolu-
tion” is not correct, If there is decep-
tion, it is self-deception on the part of
those who have pressed the “Prin-
ciple of Uniformity” too far.

Dr. Van Till has tried to avoid em-
phasising “Special Creation™ at the
expense of God’s regular, provident-
ial control of the cosmos. But he has
fallen into the opposite trap: God’s
Creation of the cosmos has been al-
most entirely reduced to. His
providential control. What, in the
end, is the “event-character” of
Genesis 1-3 as he understands it? He
certainly reminds us that God is
ruling our world day by day, that our
relationship to God is as of creatures
to Creator. But the actual event of
the making and fashioning of Crea-
tion recedes into the distant mists of
time past, billions of years before
our planet even existed. The actual
event of the Creation of something
out of nothing “stands as but one
grain of sand on the endless
seashore of the Creator’s eternal
relationship with His Creation”
(TFD 226)-providence is made to
swallow up creation.

This emphasis on uniformity is all
the more surprising in view of in-
creasing trends in science {par-
ticularly geology) to rely more and
more on invoking “catastrophes” to
fill the gaps in the theory of evolu-
tion. Scientists are apparently begin-
uing to see that “nature” is not so
“orderly” as we once thought. Of
course, it can still be argued that
“catastrophes” also occur according
to uniform principles, but the unifor-
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readable book by Berghoef and De-
Koster. Written in brisk and articu-
late language conveying the ring of
conviction and contemporaneity, it is
a compact treatment of a subject
that has become crucial in the Chris-
tian community, particularly in the
Christian Reformed Church,

The subtitle says what the book is
about — Christianity OR Evolution.
Most Christians are, it may be
presumed, ready to say that evolu-
tion as it is most commonly espoused
is incompatible with Christianity.
The authors argue the case that theis-
tic evolution is just as incompatible
with Christianity, “Theistic evolu-
tiom, also called “creationomic
science,’ " say Berghoef and De-
Koster, “perverts Christianity into
just another man-tailored religion.
This is the thesis of this book” (p.
13). (“Creationomic science” is the
term H. Van Till uses in his book
The Fourth Day).

The book has an interesting and
helpful format. Each chapter is
preceded by a brief three-point sum-
mary stating what Genesis teaches,
what Evolution teaches, and then
what Theistic Evolution teaches.
Chapter 1, entitled “In the Begin-
ning....” has the following three-point
introduction:

GENESIS

Reveals that in the beginning there

was the God who further reveals

Himself, as we confess in the

Apostles Creed, as “God the

Father Almighty.”

EVOLUTION

Theorizes that in the beginning

there was a burst of energy called

the Big Bang.

THEISTIC EVOLUTION

Afttempts to tic God and the Bang

together, and in so doing begins its

reduction of Christianity to the
status of just another religion,

Not surprisingly, a good many of
these chapter introductions repre-
sent Evolution and Theistic Evolu-
tion as teaching the same thing. The
authors leave us in no doubt as to
their rejection of Theistic Evolution,
it being just as unacceptable as other
types of evolutionary teaching. The
“Great Divide...separates Chris-
tianity from evolution, all brands” {p.
122).

How do the anthors argue their
case? They do it in a manner that
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may seem a bit surprising to many,
Early in the book the question is
raised as to how we go about choos-
ing among Genesis or Evolution ar
Theistic Evolution. “The answer to
that crucial question,” Berhoef and
DeKaoster go on to say, “is not to be
found in arguing the ‘case’ for or
against evolution, nor in trying to
prove the reliability of Genesis. Such
arguments always bog down some-
where short of conviction” (p. 27).
The observation is most likely cor-
rect.

Significantly the book’s line of ar-
gumentation turns around God’s
Plan of Redemption. This approach
is as astute as it is significant. After
all it is generally agreed among
Christians that God's redemptive
plan in and through Jesus Christ is
the very heart of the Bible. THE
GREAT DIVIDE demonstrates on
many counts how this plan of
redempiion is set forth throughout
the Bible, from Genesis to Revela-
tion, with important elements of that
plan anchored in the book of
Genesis, We cannot reject or com-
promise the teaching of Genesis and
still think we can embrace God’s
plan of redemption in Christ, who in
many ways certified the teaching of
Genesis.

And this line of argumentation is
astute for another reason. Those
who subscribe to theistic evolution
often stress their personal allegiance
to Jesus Christ as Savior and Lord.
The authors put the question very
directly, “How can the theistic
evolutionist, who rejects Jesus’ cer-
tification of Genesis, still lay claim to
being Jesus’ disciple?” (p. 72).On -
pages 172-173 a chart displays “some
of the Genesis elements of the Plan
of Redemption.” This chart makes
“vividly clear,” the authors declare,
“that theistic evolution (including
‘creationomic science’ distorts Chris-
tianity into just another man-made
religion, as does secular evolution”
(p- 171).

In this review two segments of this
discussion are presented to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the
authors’ line of approach.

The creation was brought into ex-
istence by God’s Word —“And God
said...” (Gen. 1:3, 6, 9 etc.) This
Word, the New Testament tells us in
the first chapter of the gospel of

John, was Jesus Christ, our Lord and
Savior who “became flesh and dwelt
among us.” “Your salvation depends
on the creating Word who became
flesh and lived and died for us. St.
John identifies Jesus the Savior with
Jesus the Agent of God’s creation as
revealed in Genesis, Only this Jesus
is the heart of Christianity” (p. 35).

In fact, it is by speech that God
reveals himself and his works. He is
the sovereign divine person who “is
in heaven; he does whatever pleases
him.” This is the mark of God’s per-
sonhood and his freedom, and by
speech he called the universe into
being, he sent forth his Son as the
Word become flesh, he gave his writ-
ten Word, he stilled the storm at sea,
he called Lazarus from the grave,
and by his Word he stirs living faith
in the hearts of believers. It all began
with “And God said....”Indeed, “The
Bible is unrelenting witness to Word-
creation, and thus weaves the
Genesis revelation into Christianity”
(p-35).

A second segment of the book’s
line of discussion has to do with
man’s sinfulness and the salvation he
gains in Christ. Genesis reports
man’s creation by God, after or in
God's image, and God declared that
his work was “very good.” And then
came man’s fall from his “very good”
status, as reported in Genesis. But
this Genesis account is not that of
theistic evloution. According to the
evolutionary scheme “God is
Evolutionist-in-Charge of man’s
development from the Bang to the
present. Man is the product of God’s
work. Whatever God finds wanting
in man is His own doing. How could
God, then, condemn human mis-
behavior? Man is what God’s evolu-
tionary ‘strategy’ has so far made us.
Why all the fuming and threatening
in the Bible over sin and evil? God is
denouncing His own handiwork - on
theistic evolutionary ground” (p. 80).

This compelling line of thought
moves on as we read that “evolution
makes the death of Christ a kind of
dramatic gesture, an act detached
from any Plan of salvation. Why, on
evolutionary grounds, should God’s
Son die to atone an original sin and
guilt which, for evolution, man never
incg}éﬂ? Indeed, what, for evolu-
tiofi, has death to do with sin at all?
But, if death is not a penalty on sin,




then Christ’s dying cannot pay that
penalty. And evolution thus negates
the whole Plan of Redemption™ (p.
107).

These samplings from the book’s
manner of dealing with the subject
should be enough to show that the
authors present their case in devo-
tion to the Bible and with language
that is clear and often arresting.
These samplings should, I trust,
prompt the reader of this review to
get the book for himself, and for his
growing children, so that many in the
church may be better equipped to
deal with a matter of great concern
to the thoughtful Christian today.

Is the language of the book too
blunt, too abrasive, at times? It may
seem so to some. One of the authors
(DeKoster) is well known as a stu-
dent who has immersesd himself in
the writings of the great Reformer,
John Calvin. Any one who has done
any reading at all in Calvin’s writing
knows that Calvin could use sharp
language in dealing with views he
thought were false. Compared with
some of the language used by
DeKoster’s mentor, this book’s word-
ing is fairly mild. If the conviction of
Berghoef and DeKoster is valid, that
evolution, also theistic evolution, con-
stitutes a serious threat to Christian
thought and life, then their language
anent that threat is hardly excessively
sharp. Surely a book’s language
should never be personally abusive,
nor should the style of writing be dull
or diffuse or murky. The book in
hand violates on none of these
counts.

This pointed critique of theistic
evolution is not narrowly focussed. It
does not single out the writing that
has recently caused a stir in the
Christian Reformed Church, namely,
The Fourth Day by H. Van Till of
Calvin College. This is good, lest
some dismiss the study of Berghoef
and DeKoster as being just part of a
limited family squabble in a par-
ticular denomination. At the same
time it is obvious that the writers are
well acquainted with Van Till’s book.
They refer several times to the term
“creationomic science,” Van Till’s
description of what is more common-
ly called theistic evolution. More
than that, they make clear that they
are very much aware of a facet of
Van Till’s argument that is most vul-
nerable,

In pressing the point that the
Word of God, active in creation,
remains active in God’s universe,
Berghoef and DeKoster refer to
Christ’s use of the word to still the
waves of the storm-tossed Sea of
Galilee. “Observe well,” say the
authors, “this divine intrusion on the
evolutionist’s cherished principle of
uniformity. His God is supposed to
remain ‘external’ fo the universe. But
that is not the God of Christianity,
nor the Word who is the Christ” (p.
36).

The word “external” is Van Till’s
word (The Fourth Day, p. 195). The
Calvin professor of Astronomy says
plainly, “we believe the patterns of
material behavior to be spatially
universal and temporally invariant:
they are the same everywhere and
‘every-when’™ (p. 116). The universe
and its system of material objects are
to be thought of in terms of
“rigorously patterned behavior”
{The Fourth Day, p. 205), of “very
strict patterns which can be precisely
described and mathematically repre-
sented” (ibid, p. 221). These rigid
patterns of behavior have been going
on invariantly “everywhere and
‘every-when™ for an alleged fifteen
billion years, since the original “Big
Bang.’,

And in relation of these ongoing,
rigidly patterned, invariant processes
covering billions of years, God is, ac-
cording to Van Till, given a place
among “external, non-material en-
tities, powers, and beings” (ibid, p.
195). Such a banishment of our
sovereign, miracle-working God
from His world is totally intolerable
to Berghoef and DeKoster and -
ought to be 50 to any Christian. Van
Till’s ascription to God of the roles
of “Originator, Preserver, Governor,
and Provider of the Creation” (ibid,
p. 65) does not relieve the problem.
Giving God such titles is much like
relieving the team’s manager of his
duties and kicking him upstairs to an
office position with a fine sounding
title, but the game goes on without
himn

The book, commendable as it is m
its main thrust, does reveal some in-
cidental features that leave this
reviewer somewhat uncomfortable.
There is, for instance, a strain of al-
legorizing in the understanding of
certain scripture passages. Does the
making of Eve out of the side of the

sleeping first Adam prefigure the
making of “the new Eve, Christ’s
bride the church, out of the side of
the second Adam “asleep on the
Cross?” And do the blood and water
flowing from the crucified Savior’s
side symbolize the sacramental signs
of the church? (p. 66). St. Augustine
taught the latter idea and Calvin was
not minded to reject it. But one
looks in vain in later exegetes for
such allegorical notions, meaning ex-
egetes like Meyer, Alford, Godet, F.
W. Grosheide and Hendriksen, Al-
legorizing appears also in the
reference to Christ’s likening himself
to the serpent of brass that Moses
lifted up in the wilderness. Paren-
thetically the authors say “brass com-
bines two elements as Christ
combined God and human flesh!”
(p. 142).

Does God take risks? Very likely
most thoughtful Christians have dif-
ficulty with the idea. Berghoef and
DeKoster say tbat God took a “risk”
when he created man in His image
as a free agent, a being with the
freedom to disobey. In fact, God in
50 creating man took a “triple risk”
(pp. 97-98). It would be a cheap shot
to charge the authors with shabby
theologizing. And I have too much
respect for the debating prowess of
at feast one of the authors to engage
in an argument over semaatics with
him. Yet, the word “risk” does con-
tian an element of uncertainty which
does not harmonize with the omni-
science of God and with the all-in-
clusiveness of his decrees. I think the
authors would have been well ad-
vised not to use the word.

There will be those who will ex-
press displeasure with the chapter
entitled with these words:
“SCIENCE” in Capital Letters (and
Quotation Marks) {pp. 155-165).
Some will not accept the derogatory
attitude that comes through with
regard to what the author§hlabel
SCIENCE, in contrast with the posi-
tive feelings expressed toward ap-
plied science. Applied science has
been made possible to a large degree
because of the prior and continunig
work of theoretical science.
SCIENCE is charged with being
speculative, and so ought not to be
taken too seriously, The advice is ap-
propriate, but science surely must be
allowed its speculative aspect.
Theorizing with its components of
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