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hen Darwin’s theory of evolution
Wappeared during the latter half of

the nineteenth century, American
Christians were not prepared to respond.
Theological liberals, having already aban-
doned their commitment to Scripture, quick-
ly adopted the new theory. Some conserva-
tives also thought that perhaps the biblical
language of Creation could accommodate
some form of evolution, just as it had pre-
viously accommodated a heliocentric solar
system. They tried to find ways to make the
Bible fit evolution. This effort, however, was
doomed from the start. Biblical language
was simply too clear to get around. By the
1920s the most conservative Christians
were becoming known for their defense
of Creation against all forms of evolution.

The geological clock, which called for
an ancient earth, remained a problem for
conservatives. They made several attempts
to fit the biblical timeline around it. The
“Gap Theory” was one such effort; the
“Day-Age Theory” was another. The prob-
lem with these theories was that they could
not explain the presence of sin and death
before Adam’s fall. Eventually conservatives
noticed that Noah’s flood could explain
the geology while still permitting them to
affirm a young earth, a historical Adam,
and a historical fall that introduced death
into the world. Not long after mid-twenti-
eth-century, conservative Christians began
abandoning other theories in favor of flood
geology and a young earth.

Biblical creationism remains important
for at least three reasons. First, the presence
of sin and death must be grounded in the
historical Adam. Second, the redemption

secured by Christ as the second Adam mir-
rors the damage done by the first Adam.
Third, the Bible bases its teaching about
human nature upon the narratives of
Creation, Fall, and Flood. For example, a
true ecology, political theory, and economic
theory must be informed by these early nar-
ratives. Furthermore, the Bible appeals to
the early chapters of Genesis to establish
an understanding of sex, gender, marriage,
and even church leadership.

The articles in this issue of FrontLine
divide into two series. The first series revisits
the debate over Creation versus evolution.
Jeff Straub compares the debate among
evangelicals today to the conflict with lib-
erals a century ago. Michael Riley points
out the connection between Creation (first
things) and eschatology (last things). Mark
Snoeberger asks whether the biblical time-
line allows any flexibility at all in calculating
the date of Creation.

The second series of articles draws out
the implications of creation for the currently-
debated problems of sex, gender, and mar-
riage. I have written an article that provides
a miniature theology of sex and gender.
Ryan Martin proposes a biblical definition
of marriage and explains why we must
defend that definition. Brett Williams argues
that “homosexuality” is a new label for an
old disorder of the affections that does not
define the person who experiences it.

“In the beginning God created the heav-
en and the earth.” This opening verse of
Scripture is as relevant today as it ever was.
It is the bedrock upon which the entire sys-
tem of biblical faith and practice rests.

—XKevin Bauder
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Jeff Straub
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~W'n recent years a plethora of books, articles, and p
by evangelicals arguing for the necessity of accepting
hypothesis as the only legitimate explanation for the ew

Several years ago, at the annual meeting of the Evange
Society, Bruce Waltke argued before a large crowd the if eva .

not accept the evidence of science, & 1ey were obscurantists and would
be dismissed as backward. The evidence for evolution was overwhelm-
ing, he argued, and those who still hold to a literal understanding of the
Genesis narrative are perceived as ignoramuses by an educated audience.
Organizations such as BioLogos claim that “God created the universe, the
earth, and all life over billions of years. God continues to sustain the exis-
tence and functioning of the natural world, the cosmos continues to
declare the glory of God.”*
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The problem with this affirmation and others like it is that
it flies in the face of the biblical narrative found in Genesis 1-3.
The question is not whether God could have used evolution
to bring the world into existence. The issue is whether He did
bring the world into existence through a process of billions of
years of animal predation, disease, death, and mass extinction.
Scripture (e.g., Gen. 1, Psa. 33:6-9) indicates that He simply
spoke and produced a “very good” creation withoutsin, death
and other moral and natural evils. It may sound like a rather
simple question, but if God didn’t mean what He said, then
why didn’t He say what he meant? He said He created a “very
good” world in six twenty-four-hour days and not through a
process of billions of years.? Why is this hard to believe?

Young-Earth Creationists, Old-Earth
Creationists

Why does this matter? In fact, who cares? Both young-earth
creationists and some old-earthers (the common tags for the
opposing sides in the debate) claim to accept an inspired Bible,
though BioLogos adds the caveat that “properly interpreted,
Scripture and nature are complementary and faithful wit-
nesses to their common Author.”? This caveat is revealing:
some wish to appear to accept both Christianity and the
conclusions of modern science.

Not that the young-earth camp opposes science. It includes
some very fine Christian geologists, biologists, chemists,
and other scientists who both appreciate the right use of
science and accept the biblical narrative. These young-earth
scientists have produced a good bit of scholarly literature,
but it is dismissed out of hand by the “scholarly” evolutionist
community simply because it argues for a young-earth view.

This rejection reveals that the debate is not a difference
about science. Neither evolution nor creation is “scientifically
verifiable” in the accepted senses of the term. To be scientifi-
cally verifiable, something has to be observable and repeat-
able. Neither evolution nor creation was observed (outside
the divine witness), and neither is repeatable.

No, the debate is a difference about belief. Both evolution
and creation are positions based upon faith. Years ago, when
I lived in northern Alberta, someone discovered a rock that
was estimated to be 4.5 billion years old. That is old, but how
would anyone know this? Talk about accepting a conclusion
by faith. To accept the evolutionary model, one must trust or
believe many assumptions about what is possible.

Evolution, Creation, and the
Intellectual Elites

From a philosophical standpoint,
belief in evolution is necessary only
in a world that does not accept the
reality of God. If a personal-infinite
deity exists, one who reveals Himself
and one who could create the world ex
nihilo (out of nothing), then the biblical
narrative of Creation can be accepted
at face value. In the nineteenth century,
as rationalism and naturalism came to
dominate the intellectual world, the
theistic commitment of the intellectual
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The debate
1s a difference
about belief.
Both evolution
and creation are
positions based
upon faith.

elites waned. Therefore, an alternate explanation for the
existence and present condition of the world became neces-
sary. The theory of evolution was developed as this alternate
explanation. Most of those who affirmed evolution were
at minimum agnostics, and some were confirmed atheists.
(Philosophical atheism is really a construct of recent vintage,
stemming from the days of Spinoza and others.) The point
is that when the existence of God is ruled out as an explana-
tion for the existence and present nature of the world, then
some other explanation is necessary. The belief in evolution
fits the bill.

So why does the theory of evolution influence people
who claim to believe the Bible? Old-earthers are quick to
point out that as the new theory was put forth, it found
acceptance by well-known evangelical leaders like some of
the Princetonians. This observation is certainly true, but it
is also trivial. In the progress of doctrine, new ideas have
to be tested and examined by the revealed Word of God.
Testing evolution by the Bible required time. Over time, a
cogently-argued young-earth creationism came into focus
that understood the importance of the biblical narrative in
the face of supposedly scientific observations. During the
interim, some conservative Christians experimented with
evolution. Others developed a “gap theory,” which says that
God created, destroyed, and recreated the world, accounting
for the fall of Satan.

In this debate as in others, some Christians down through
the ages have accepted a wide assortment of interesting but
unbiblical views. That some well-meaning believer accepts a
theory as true (in any area of doctrine) does not make it true.
Everything must be tested by the Word of God. On the other
hand, evolution is at best a hypothesis. It is not science, for it
is neither observable nor is it repeatable. It is an idea—an idea
that rose out of deism, agnosticism, and atheism. In the long
run, Bible believers began to understand the implications of
accepting the theory of evolution and chose against it.

Clarke, Harper, and Today’s Evangelicals

Turn the clocks back one hundred and fifty years to the
time when theological liberalism was beginning to encroach
upon the churches. While clinging to the name and structures
of Christianity, young, progressive thinkers began to accept
the prevailing scientific opinions and to dismiss their Bibles
as hopelessly filled with myth and legend. One example was
Baptist theologian William Newton Clarke (1841-1912). In his
intellectual autobiography Sixty Years
with the Bible (1909) Clarke explained
that he had to choose either the Bible
or science because he could not hold
both. When forced, he chose science
over the Bible. He stated that the Bible

was forever irreconcilable with
Geology and impossible of belief.
Facts enough to convince me of
that had already been presented,
and I was convinced. Science
had demonstrated that the earth
was ancient, and it was useless
to object. . . . My father, with the



reverent caution of the older generation, decidedly hesi-
tated here, thinking that the revelation of God must
be interpreted by religion and by that alone. The Bible
stood by itself, and must be interpreted in its own light.
But though I appreciated the motive of this reasoning, I
found myself yielding to facts, and allowing science, not
my reading of the Bible, to tell me what I should believe
about the age of the earth.*

These conclusions put Clarke in the vanguard of those
who had little time for a book filled with myth and legend.

In 1894 another young academic, William Rainey Harper
(1856-1906), delivered a series of lectures on the early chapters
of Genesis, emphasizing their nonliteral nature.

These stories are not history, for the times are prehis-
toric times. They are the Hebrew version (purged and
purified) of the best thoughts of humanity in that the
earliest period when man stood alone with nature and
with God. It is a sacrilege to call them history. To apply
to them the tests of history—always cold, and stern, and
severe, is profanation. They are stories, grand, inspiring,
uplifting stories.

What we are hearing today from evangelical evolutionists
is nothing new. We have been here before. Conversations
about the early chapters of Genesis among present-day evan-
gelicals sound similar to conversations in the days of rising
theological liberalism. The Bible is being dismissed as an
authoritative record of God’s creative acts and dealings with
humanity. This dismissal includes the all-important Genesis
accounts of the Fall and Noah's Flood. These accounts are
myth and legend, not historically accurate truth—so say
Bruce Waltke and a host of other evangelicals.

Why does this question matter? Without Genesis 1-11,
we have no biblical explanation for the world as it is. We
have no explanation for the entrance of sin into the world,
and no explanation of God’s divine response to the sin when
it came. To treat the first eleven chapters as myth leaves us
wondering whether there was a historical Adam—a first man
and first human. Does that matter? Without Adam and Eve,
what happens to the biblical teaching on marriage, sex, and
gender? Without the first Adam, how can we understand the
work of the second Adam, Jesus Christ? As in Adam (the first)
all die, even so in Christ (the second) shall all be made alive
(1 Cor. 15:22)—but what can that mean if no real Adam ever
actually sinned and died? Genesis 1-11 is foundational for a
right understanding of God, of ourselves, and of His creation.
If God did not mean what He said, then why should we serve
Him? We might as well eat and drink, for tomorrow we die.
Jeff Straub (PhD, Southern Baptist Theological Seminary)
teaches historical theology at Central Baptist Theological
Seminary of Minneapolis. He has been a pastor and mis-

sionary. In addition to his work at Central Seminary, Jeff
teaches for colleges and seminaries around the world.

L “What We Believe,” BioLogos website, available at https:/ /biolo-
gos.org/about-us/what-we-believe/. Accessed Dec. 26, 2019.

*There is an argument to be made here regarding whether the
Hebrew word day, "o, refers to twenty-four-hour days, but I will
leave this for others to make the case.

* “What We Believe.”

*William Newton Clarke, Sixty Years with the Bible (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1909), 27-28.

* William Rainey Harper, “The Origin of Man and His First State
of Innocence,” Biblical World 3 (1894): 107-8.
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Michael Riley

(YEC) is a simple reading of Genesis. While scien-

tific evidences and theological arguments buttress
my conviction that the earth is young, my commitment to
creationism begins with the assumption that the normal
reading of the opening of Genesis is the correct one. Even
granting the best of motives to those who advocate old-
earth creationism (OEC), it still seems to me that no one
would reach that conclusion from the text alone without
the outside motivation of finding a way to make Genesis
1-3 fit the timeline of the secular scientific consensus.

But suppose we were to relinquish belief in a young
earth—what are the consequences? Considering the
repercussions of doctrinal change often helps us see the
importance of the doctrine itself.

I had a professor who claimed that one’s protology
(understanding of beginnings) and eschatology (under-
standing of last things) run in parallel. His particular
point was that old-earth creationism and amillennial-
ism have a kind of symmetry. By contrast, both young
earth creationism and premillennialism are more overtly
supernatural and cataclysmic. I contend that other paral-
. L lels between our theology of origins and our theology of

- ends are even more significant.

Alongstanding YEC critique of all versions of old-earth
creationism focuses upon the problem of death. Genesis
unambiguously presents death and pain as consequences
of the Fall. They are part of the curse that God pronounces
in Genesis 3:14-19. Yet any version of OEC must have
death as a constant presence in the billions of years that
precede Adam and Adam’s sin. Old-earth creationists try
to sidestep this problem by claiming that Genesis 1-3 is
poetical and does not give us an ordered timeline. The
problem with sin and death, however, is not simply a
matter of the chronology.

The main argument for young-earth creationism

Suffering and Death

Even were we to concede the chronological point
(and we should not), a theological problem remains. Old-
earth creationism still requires death to precede the Fall.
This order is profoundly inconsistent with the scope
of Christ’s redemptive work as it is explained to us in
the New Testament. If death and suffering are not the
result of Adam’s Fall, there is no reason to suppose that
death and suffering can be solved by the atonement of
Christ. The scope of the atonement necessarily shrinks. It
becomes limited only to producing judicial reconciliation
between us and God. In other words, it can no longer
affect the physical creation. As a result, the logically con-
sistent eschatology of OEC must be a disembodied and
immaterial one—and that kind of eschatology is biblically
and theologically indefensible. Indeed, it is outside the
boundaries of orthodox Christianity altogether.

This point needs to be explained and clarified. If death
ea and physical suffering preceded Adam’s Fall, then they
d da‘t’kﬂd ﬂfslﬁ 5‘9. {19 tE'l'"'ﬂ' cannot be the result of his Fall. Instead, such horrors are
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just the way things are in a physical world. They are the nec-
essary corollaries of any material existence. To be embodied
is to be subject to suffering and death.

Granted, we Young-Earth Creationists struggle to under-
stand what things must have been like before the Fall. Could
Adam and Eve have been injured as they went about tending
and keeping the Garden? Suppose a tree fell on Adam: what
would have been the result? Could trees even fall in a very
good world? And the animals that are now predators and
carnivores—what must they have been like? What changes
did the Fall produce in their physiology? The magnitude of
these questions strains our understanding.

We have difficulty imagining a material world without the
possibility of suffering. In this respect, OEC better fits our
normal understanding of the world as we now know it. But it
does so at a tremendous cost, for if suffering and death are
essential properties of a material world, then any future bliss
must be immaterial. This is the link between protology and
eschatology. If death and suffering are not consequences of the
Fall, then the redemption of this material world is impossible.

A Point of Debate

We need to pause and acknowledge a point of debate here.
When speaking of the future, the Bible sometimes sounds
as though this creation will be annihilated and replaced.
A notable example of this language is 2 Peter 3:10-11: “But
the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night; in the
which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, and the
elements shall melt with fervent heat, the earth also and the
works that are therein shall be burned up. Seeing then that
all these things shall be dissolved, what manner of persons
ought ye to be in all holy conversation and godliness[?]”

At the same time, other verses portray the future world
as a redemption of this one. Perhaps the most important of
these is Romans 8:20-21: “For the creature was made sub-
ject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of him who hath
subjected the same in hope, Because the creature itself also
shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the
glorious liberty of the children of God.”

So is the present creation redeemed, or is it destroyed and
replaced? We can alleviate this tension by considering our
theology of resurrection. The Christian’s future hope is not to
escape the body. We have to emphasize this point repeatedly,
because popular American eschatology envisions our eternal
existence as an escape from the material world, complete
with ethereal harps and clouds. This is a false idea, but it is
not new. In the New Testament era, various precursors to
Gnosticism believed that anything material was necessarily
bad. True release from the woes of this life, then, assumed
the escape from the body and the physical world.

Paul directly repudiated this theory: “For we that are in
this tabernacle do groan, being burdened: not for that we
would be unclothed, but clothed upon, that mortality might
be swallowed up of life” (2 Cor. 5:4). While Christians disagree
on the details of Paul’s meaning here, Paul clearly did not
wish to be rid of his body. Elsewhere Paul says that without
bodily resurrection, Christianity is a worthless religion.

The Christian hope is resurrection, and to be meaningful
as resurrection, our resurrection body must somehow be
the same body that we now have. Without that continuity

there would be no resurrection, but merely replacement. To
be sure, these new bodies will be so thoroughly transformed
that they can rightfully be spoken of as new. But we must
never emphasize the discontinuity of our resurrected bodies
to the degree that they cease to bear any true relationship
with our present bodies. To do so is to minimize Christ’s
work of redemption, for we “ourselves also, which have
the firstfruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within
ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of
our body” (Rom. 8:23).

Resurrection and Redemption

Our understanding of our future resurrection can help
us understand the redemption of the rest of creation. The
differences between this present age and the one to come
are enormous, so much so that it is also right to speak of the
heavens and earth to come as being new. But the physical
descriptions of the new earth, which are multifold, include
the tree of life. If this tree maintains no real connection to
the tree from which Adam was barred, then the storyline of
Scripture does not hold together.

The new heavens and earth are a material reality in which
sorrows and pains and death are impossible. This truth is
relevant to our discussion of creation in two ways. First,
it disproves the OEC assumption that material existence
requires suffering and death. Second, suffering and death
are absent from the new earth only because of the atoning
work of Christ. Because the curse of death is a consequence
of sin, and because the death of Christ absolves sin, the death
of Christ is the death of death.

George Herbert’s poem “The Sacrifice” captures this con-
nection magnificently. Christ speaks:

Then on my head a crown of thorns I wear:
* % X

So sits the earths great curse in Adams fall
Upon my head: so I remove it all
From th’ earth unto my brows, and bear the thrall:
Was ever grief like mine?

In the cross of Christ we have atonement for Adam’s sin,
and with that, the lifting of the curse that has fallen on all
creation because of his sin. If death is not a consequence of
the curse, then resurrection is not a consequence of atone-
ment. This is far too high a theological price to pay to allow
us to read Genesis 1-3 so as to comport with the timeline of
contemporary science.

I hasten to add that I do not know of a single old-earth
creationist who actually affirms an immaterialist eschatology.
But why not? As best I can determine, this is a happy incon-
sistency in their theology. Advocates of old-earth creationism
do not deny the full scope of Christ’s redemptive work. But
by affirming that Christ has come to take the thorns of the
curse on His own head—making His blessings known far
as the curse is found—adherents of OEC are highlighting a
theological inconsistency in their theory of origins.

Michael Riley is pastor of Calvary Baptist Church in
Wakefield, Michigan. He holds a PhD in Apologetics from
Westminster Theological Seminary and serves as a chap-
lain for the Michigan State Police.
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Young Earth 2

hristians, like most people, dislike uncertainty. Some of us want to
be absolutely certain that we have the “best” English translation. In
decision-making, phrases such as “God’s perfect will” often surface.
In debates over worship, appeals to “God’s way” of doing church sometimes
hold sway. So badly do we want certainty in these and other matters that we
sometimes refuse to entertain viable alternatives—not because the alternatives
are bad, necessarily, but because the very idea of alternatives makes us uneasy.
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Alternatives mean uncertainty.
Consequently, we may ostracize as
evil those who entertain views that
are simply different from ours. We
tend to cluster with those who share
our certainties (the “trustworthy”
translation, “God’s way” of educa-
tion, “established” service schedules,
etc.). Sometimes we try to silence
those who express uncertainty about
our certainties.

It is not always wrong to defend
ideas ardently, or even to separate over
them. The New Testament itself sets a pattern for shared
creedal traditions, “received” standards of conduct, and
elements of regular worship. Not surprisingly, the historical
church embraced these concepts from its earliest days and
clustered around them. There really are things about which
we may and must be certain. Oddly, Christians sometimes
disavow certainty in the more critical matters while insist-
ing on unanimity in matters where uncertainty should be
acceptable.

One area in which some Christians seek more certainty
than the Bible offers is the matter of the age of the earth. I
believe in a young earth, and this view cannot be credibly
disputed from the Christian Scriptures. The age of the earth
must be measured in thousands of years, not billions or even
millions. Of this I am certain. I can offer several reasons for
this conclusion.

* Hermeneutically speaking, the Bible provides no cred-
ible reason to believe in pre-Creation chaos, gaps, ages,
evolutionary development, or anything other than six
ordinary, sequential days, each complete with a “morn-
ing” and an “evening” (Gen. 1). God “made heaven
and earth, the sea, and all that in them is” in a span
of six enumerated days, and ever since then we have
measured time in weeks of ordinary, twenty-four-hour
days (Exod. 20:11).

* Theologically speaking, suffering and death in our uni-
verse begin very early. The presence of these calamities
requires that the fall of our representative head, Adam,
occurred very soon after God'’s creation of the universe
(cf. Rom. 5:12ff; 8:191f). Together, these facts establish
that the events in the first chapter of Genesis must
have occurred within a compressed period of time.

* Exegetically speaking, Scripture includes chronogene-
alogies (genealogies that give the ages of people when
begetting and dying) in Genesis 5 and 11. The presence
of these time markers suggests that God intended to
supply for us, if not a precise date, at least a general
sense of the passage of time in early human history.

» Cosmologically and apologetically speaking, Moses
describes a catastrophic, global flood in Genesis 6-8.
While a correct understanding of Noah’s flood does
not provide a/! the answers to the objections raised by
scientists defending an old earth, it does supply most
of them. Thus it is the principal or primary source of

The age of the
earth must be
measured in
thousands of
years, not billions
or even millions.

answers to the scientific objec-
tions to a young earth. (See espe-
cially 2 Pet. 3:3ff).

* Historically speaking, the concept
of deep time is almost unknown
among Jewish and Christian
cosmologies prior to the rise of
modern, uniformitarian science.
Ancient believers simply did not
think in terms of millions or bil-
lions of years. They never would
have understood biblical narra-
tives in these terms.

Much more has been written in defense of a young earth
that cannot be repeated here. This article is not principally
a defense of a young earth. Instead, it aims to answer to the
question, “What, precisely, do we mean when we talk about
a young earth?”

The Young-Earth Movement

The modern young-earth creationist movement began in
1961 with the publication of The Genesis Flood by Henry Morris
and John Whitcomb. In this volume, Whitcomb did not insist
upon a strict, six-thousand-year age for the earth. Instead, he
argued that the Genesis 11 genealogy (from Noah to Abraham)
covers an undefined period of at least three thousand years
and as much as five thousand years. He added, however,
that anything in excess of five thousand years “stretches
Genesis 11 almost to the breaking point” (489). Following
his lead, that generation of young-earth creationists agreed
that the age of the earth was six thousand to ten thousand
years. They were unwilling, at first, to divide over anything
more specific than this. Their concern was instead to present
a unified front against all who would expand this number
to millions or billions in order to accommodate the “assured
results” of modern science.

More recently, some within the young-earth creationist
community have insisted that any deviation from a strictly
six-thousand-year-old earth signals (1) compromise of biblical
authority and/or inerrancy, and (2) a capitulation to uniformi-
tarian atheism. According to them, one must stand firm on the
absolutely certain foundation of six-thousand-year-onlyism.
Nothing else will do. The sad result of this insistence has been
unnecessary fragmentation among young-earth creationists.

On the contrary, certain substantial, exegetical reasons
indicate that the age of the earth is modestly greater than six
thousand years. These reasons do not surrender either biblical
inerrancy or biblical authority, and they do not entertain
uniformitarian ideals. These are reasons that
should lead the young-earth community
to make room in their ranks for '
those who are convinced of
aslightly older, but still
young, earth. Note
the following.




First, the chronogenealogies of
Genesis 5 and 11 involve significant
textual variants. These are the genealo-
gies that have led some to conclude
that creation must have occurred in
4004 BC. (This date became familiar
to generations of fundamentalists
due to its prominent inclusion in the
Scofield Reference Bible.) Yet compar-
ing the textual variations within the
Hebrew tradition, the Septuagint and
the Samaritan Pentateuch can yield dates for Creation ranging
from as early as 5600 BC to as late as 3800 BC. Church history,
predictably, is filled with attempts—scores of them—to isolate
the date for the Creation within this range, and scarcely any
two of those attempts agree.

Second, the Masoretic (Hebrew) textual tradition of
Genesis 11 (which generally contains the shortest genealo-
gies) may well leave gaps. One such gap becomes apparent
when comparing Genesis 11 to Luke’s genealogy of Jesus
(Luke 3:36). Luke includes the name of Cainan, which is also
found in most Septuagint genealogies, but does not appear
in most Hebrew ones.

Third, the genealogies that speak of begetting children
also allow for generational gaps. For instance, Matthew 1:8
skips Ahaziah, Jehoash, and Amaziah. More to the point,
the Torah features at least one chronogenealogy that clearly
includes gaps (Exod. 6:16-20).

Fourth, we may unequivocally demonstrate from Scripture
that Moses omitted at least sixty years from the chronoge-
nealogy in Genesis 11. Note the following.

¢ Genesis 12:4 says that Abram was seventy-five years
old when he left his father.

e Acts 7:4 tells us that Abram did not leave until his
father was dead.

e Genesis 11:32 tells us that Terah died when he was
205 years old.

Consequently, Abram was born when his father was 130,
some sixty years after Terah “begat” Abram and his brothers
(Gen. 11:26).

The likeliest explanation of these numbers is that Terah
began having children at age seventy but did not father
Abram for another sixty years. Thus the genealogy contains a
gap of sixty years. If a sixty-year gap can be found in Terah’s
record, then it is possible that similar gaps exist throughout
the chapter—not huge gaps, to be sure, but gaps that might
reasonably tally up to several hundred years.

In other words, we must not conclude that Moses was
attempting, by his use of chronogenealogies, to
pinpoint the exact age of the earth. At best

this conclusion rests upon the silence
: of the text.

A six-thousand-
year-old earth
is not a defining
feature of young-
earth creationism.

Worse, it is plainly upset by the bal-
ance of the biblical data. Instead, Moses
more likely intended to give his readers
a sense of the general passage of time:
the world is a few thousand years old,
but not millions or billions of years old.

The Defining Feature

To conclude, then: a six-thousand-
year-old earth is not a defining feature
of young-earth creationism. People
who try to fit the earth’s age into this narrow time frame
face not only historical but also exegetical problems. What,
then, do we mean when we speak of a young earth? I pro-
pose that the sine quibus non of young-earth creationism are

¢ Belief in an immediate creation of the universe in six

successive, twenty-four-hour days a few thousand
(not million or billion) years ago.

¢ Belief in a literal, historical, and immediately created
Adam, prior to whose fall death was absent in the
universe.

* Belief in a catastrophic global flood as the primary
source of answers to the scientific objections to a young
earth.

I suggest that these principles are adequate to police the
ranks of young-earth creationism and to define its adherents.
They contain all the truth of which we may be certain in the
matter of the age of the earth. If we refuse to recognize anyone
who affirms these principles as a young-earth creationist, we
are simply shooting our own.

Mark Snoeberger is associate professor of Systematic f"‘*
Theology at Detroit Baptist Theological Seminary. He {
holds a PhD from Baptist Bible Seminary in Clarks L i

Summit, Pennsylvania, and is co-editor of Perspectives ) T

on the Extent of the Atonement: Three Views, published -
by Zondervan.

For more materials on this topic, see:

John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris, The
Genesis Flood (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian &
Reformed, 1961), 474—-89.
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dissertation, Bob Jones University, 2004).

Mark A. Snoeberger, “Why Commitment to Inerrancy
Does Not Demand a Strictly 6000-Year-Old Earth,”
Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal 18 (2013): 3—17.

Henry B. Smith Jr., “The Case for the Septuagint’s
Chronology in Genesis 5 and 11,” in Proceedings of
the Eighth International Conference of Creationism,
ed. J. H. Whitmore (Pittsburgh: Creation Science
Fellowship, 2018), 117-32.



Kevin T. Bauder

Creation, Sex,
and Gender

areas of human interest. One of the areas it affects most

is human sex and gender. The opening chapters of
Genesis establish a pattern that is both explained and applied
in the rest of Scripture. What the Bible teaches about sex and
gender is not only true, it is also essential to human nature
and flourishing. The Bible’s teaching can be summarized in
the following propositions.

1. God created humanity in His image (Gen. 1:26-27). While
human beings are in some ways similar to animals, they are
also different. Of all created beings, only humans are made
in the image and likeness of God. This image makes them
unique and places them far above the other living things
that God made during Creation week. God did not merely
take some lower creature and add His image to it; rather, He
integrated His image and likeness into human nature itself.

Furthermore, God created humans so that both the outer
(material, bodily) person and the inner (immaterial, spiritual)
person together constitute His image. God did not create
humans as souls that live in bodies. He created them as bod-
ies and souls together. Personal identity consists not only in
the inner (which would be Gnosticism) or only in the outer
(which would be materialism) but in both together. To deny
that either is essential to individual identity is to deny the
fullness of human nature.

2. God created both sexes to image Him (Gen. 1:27). God
made humans in exactly two sexes: male and female. Neither
maleness nor femaleness is humanly assigned. Neither is a
social construct. Both maleness and femaleness are aspects of
human nature, and both are necessary for humans to image
God. Because God made the differences between male and
female, those differences are essential.

Since the image of God inheres in both sexes together,
neither is more important than the other, and neither is bet-
ter than the other. Women can and should delight in being
female. Men can and should delight in being male. Both
should delight in a created order that includes the other. Both
should image God to the other.

The Bible’s account of the Creation and Fall defines many

3. Sex has a purpose in God’s creation (Gen. 1:27-28). Clearly
God intended humans to reproduce. Sexual intimacy is His

means to that end. By
definition males are
humans whom God

designed to beget children.

Females are humans whom

God designed to conceive and

bear children. Maleness and
femaleness are directly related to

the purpose of reproduction through
sexual intimacy, and sex organs are
designed to fulfill this purpose.

God did not, however, intend reproduction to be
practiced indiscriminately between all males and females.
From the beginning He protected reproduction and sexual
intimacy by restricting it to partners within the institution
of marriage (Gen. 2:24). God always intended marriage to
bind together one man and one woman. A marriage is con-
stituted when a man and a woman do two things. First, they
formally subordinate all other human relationships to their
relationship with each other (“leaving father and mother”).
Second, they solemnize their faithful devotion to each other
(“cleaving,” signified by the marriage oath). This leaving
and cleaving are then reflected and consummated in sexual
intimacy (“they shall be one flesh”). Within marriage sexual
intimacy is holy and blessed by God; outside of marriage it
falls under His judgment (Heb. 13:4).

Jesus grounded His teaching about marriage in the
Creation account (Matt. 19:3-12; Mark 10:2-12). According
to Jesus, God overlooked some sinful marriages during the
Old Testament period. Drawing upon the Creation account,
however, Jesus emphasized that marriage is a lifelong com-
mitment between one man and one woman. Marriages to
more than one spouse are always wrong.

In contrast, because of the nature of sex and marriage,
marriage to a person of one’s own sex is not possible. Unlike
polygamous marriages, same-sex marriages are not marriages
at all. They are sinful because they falsely pretend to be mar-
riages, and they attempt to mimic sexual intimacy through
same-sex genital manipulation. Same-sex manipulation does
not constitute sexual intimacy and does not make same-sex
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partners “one flesh”: it

constitutes a perversion

of the purpose and nature
of sex.

4. The distinct functions of

male and female imply differ-

ent roles within certain spheres

(Eph. 5:22-23; 1 Tim. 2:8-15; 1 Pet.

3:1-7). Males and females are equally

valuable and dignified in the sight of God.

Nevertheless, God has constructed them differ-

ently—males are begetters, and females are conceivers

and bearers. Consequently, within certain spheres God has

assigned roles according to these functions. For example,

within the home, males are responsible to provide for their

own, to love their wives, and to take leadership of the house-

hold. Within the church, only males may occupy the office

of pastor-bishop-elder. While these roles can be sinfully

twisted by abusive males, they do not themselves grow out

of any sinful ambition or reflect any abusive attitude. On the

contrary, these roles are grounded in human nature and are
part of the created order.

5. Sex and gender are distinguishable but not separable for
humans (1 Cor. 7:1-16). One’s sex—being male or female—is
a matter of biology. Sex cannot be changed, though the bodies
of either sex can be mutilated to resemble the bodies of the
other sex. A male will always be a male; a female will always
be a female. Being male or female constitutes a significant
aspect of every person’s identity.

Gender expresses this biological reality through behavior.
While gender is tied directly to sex, to some extent it is cultur-
ally and socially envisioned. To the extent that cultural visions
of gender do not contradict Scripture, males have a duty to
learn culturally-envisioned masculine patterns of conduct,
and females have a duty to learn culturally-envisioned femi-
nine patterns of conduct. For any person deliberately to create
confusion concerning sex or gender is contrary to nature (i.e.,
to the purpose for which God created sex).

All understandings of sex and gender that contradict
God’s creative purpose are sinful. Because both men and
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women share human nature, what they hold in common
is much greater than what distinguishes them. When some
vision of gender denies one of these areas of commonality
(as when some cultures deny that men should be gentle), it
becomes toxic. Furthermore, whenever some vision of gen-
der introduces sinful elements such as arrogance, predation,
immodesty, or resentment, its vision of gender becomes toxic.
Both sexes are right to resist sinful, toxic visions of gender.

Because gender is tied to sex, it is not fluid. It is not
possible to be a woman trapped in a man’s body or vice
versa. It is, however, possible to experience confusion
about one’s role and behavior (gender) as a man or a
woman. Part of the business of Christianity is to help
men learn to be rightly masculine and women learn to
be rightly feminine.

6. The Fall has damaged the created order, including human
embodiment (Gen. 3:17-19). Our bodies, like the rest of cre-
ation, have been made subject to vanity; the created order
“groaneth and travaileth in pain” until it is redeemed at
the resurrection (Rom. 8:20-24). People’s bodies often fail
to perform according to the purposes for which God made
them. God created eyes to see, but some people are blind.
God created ears to hear, but some people are deaf. Similarly,
God created sex for reproduction, but some people are not
able to have children. The fact that some people are not fertile
does not erase the fundamental purpose of sex any more than
the fact that some people are blind erases the fundamental
purpose of the eye.

Furthermore, some people are born without important
parts of their bodies, and others are born with misshapen
parts. These and similar conditions are abnormalities. Some
are even disabilities. They are not the way things are sup-
posed to be, and they do not erase the fundamental fact that
God made humans to have eyes, ears, hands, and so forth.
Most importantly, people with such afflictions continue to
bear the image of God and are entitled to the full measure
of human dignity.

In a very few instances, these abnormalities may take the
form of disorders of sexual development (DSDs). In these

Continued on page 29
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Ryan J. Martin

What Is Marnage and Why
Should We Defend It?

States Supreme Court discovered a new constitution-

al right for homosexuals to get “married.” During the
proceedings of that case, Justice Samuel Alito asked the
Obama administration’s Solicitor General Donald Verilli
about the consequences of this decision for religious institu-
tions opposed to so-called “gay marriage.” Verilli’s answer
was as stunning as it was clarifying: “It’s certainly going to
be an issue. I don’t deny that. I don’t deny that, Justice Alito.
It is—it is going to be an issue.”

Verilli’s chiastic answer covered America like dark clouds
from Mordor. The Obama administration signaled that it
not only wanted marriage between homosexuals to be legal
but that it was prepared to punish conservative religious
institutions for their opposition to this radical new defini-
tion of marriage.

Indeed, dark clouds are gathering. Our resolve to protect
marriage will crumble if it does not lie upon a firm founda-
tion. God’s Word reveals that this foundation was laid at the
very dawn of Creation.

In the 2015 historic case Obergefell v. Hodges, the United

God Created Marriage

Genesis 2:18 says, “And the LORD God said, It is not good
that the man should be alone; I will make him an help meet
for him.” After the “good” pronouncements in Genesis 1,
God Himself says that Adam being alone was “not good.”
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Then God had Adam name all the animals. Adam, however,
was still alone. Adam could not fill the earth on his own.

Adam needed a helper, so God took one of Adam’s ribs
and made a spouse for him. Genesis 2:22 says God “brought”
this woman “unto the man.” Adam knew that this was
whom he needed. She was someone he could commune
with, someone who would share with him in life’s duties
and blessings. Then God’s Word moves from history to
application: “Therefore shall a man leave his father and his
mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one
flesh” (Gen. 2:24).

Scripture teaches that God created matrimony. Marriage
was not humanly contrived. It is not a social institution
invented after years of evolution. Jesus taught the same
thing: “Have ye not read, that he which made them at the
beginning made them male and female?” (Matt. 19:4).

If God designed marriage, then we must conform our
ideas about marriage to His. God, not the state, defines mar-
riage. When we defend marriage, we defend an institution
that God ordained.

God Gave Marriage

Marriage is a gift from God. Genesis 1-3 teaches this truth,
for God created marriage before the Fall. This gift includes
conjugal union. In 1 Timothy 4:3 Paul says that “God hath
created” marriage “to be received” (along with meat) “with



thanksgiving of them which believe and
know the truth.” Marriage is a blessing
from God.

At the wedding in Cana, Jesus affirmed
the blessing of marriage, both by His
presence and by turning the water into
wine. Following her Lord, the Christian
church has always been pro-marriage.
John Chrysostom explained, “There is
no relationship between human beings
so close as that of a husband and wife,

Jonathan Edwards summed up God’s gift
nicely when he observed shortly after
meeting his wife-to-be, “How greatly are
we inclined to the other sex! Nor doth an
exalted and fervent love to God hinder
this, but only refines and purifies it.”?

Since marriage is a gift, Christians ought to protect it like
any other valuable given to us by a loved one. God has given
us a great stewardship; to protect His gift is a great honor. We
defend even heirloom china from theft and careless breakage;
how much more should we defend marriage from ungodli-
ness? We must not only thank God for marriage: we must
also defend it.

God Designed Intimacy for Marriage

In Genesis 1:28 God blessed the first man and woman, telling
them, “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth.” This
blessing is for those who are married. According to Genesis
2:24, the “one flesh” union is for a husband who in marriage
holds fast “unto his wife.” God’s Word commends the conjugal
union in the marriage context. In fact, in 1 Corinthians 7 Paul
urges that a married man and woman “render” to each other
“due benevolence” (1 Cor. 7:3; cf. vv. 4-5). The intimate union
of a man and a woman is a part of God’s gift of marriage so
that we may be chaste and bear children.

Scripture not only commends this intimacy within mar-
riage but also forbids any such intimacy outside marriage.
In 1 Corinthians 6:9-10 God condemns both heterosexual
and homosexual immorality. Romans 1:24-27 teaches that
humankind’s rejection of God led to the human lust for
illicit sex. It declares homosexual acts to be “dishonorable,”
“shameless,” and “contrary to nature” (Rom. 1:26-27). Jesus
teaches that even our lustful looks warrant hell’s torments
(Matt. 5:27-30). Hebrews 13:4 both commends the marriage
bed as “undefiled,” while warning that “whoremongers and
adulterers God will judge.”

In our present lascivious, pornographic culture, we must
not only reject unnatural homosexual acts, we must reprove
all sexual activity outside of marriage (1 Thess. 4:3-8). The
early church had to define and defend true marriage in a
sexually perverse Roman culture. So must we, in both our
teaching and practice.

God Designed Marriage for One Man and One
Woman

Genesis 1-3 establishes the divine pattern for marriage
between one man and one woman. God gave only one woman

Since
marriage is a
gift, Christians
ought to
protect it like
any other
if they are united as they ought to be.”"  \yaluable given
tous by a
loved one.

to the man. The creational pattern is not an
accident; it is the norm for God’s design in
marriage (see Gen. 5:2).

The Creation account teaches this
principle. In Genesis 2:24, the “man” is
to “cleave” (hold fast) to his “wife.” God
designed marriage to be exclusively
between one man and one woman, sepa-
rate from other relationships. (Even parents
are excluded.) Therefore, so-called homo-
sexual marriage is really no marriage at all
in God’s sight.

Polygamy also deviates from God’s
will. Jesus taught that marriage is
between only two: “[the] twain shall
be one flesh” (Matt. 19:5; cf. Gen. 2:24
LXX; Eph. 5:31; 1 Cor. 6:16).

Believers must reject all unions that transgress God'’s
design. God defines marriage, and He created it for one man
and one woman. A woman cannot marry her poodle, a man
cannot marry his robot girlfriend, and you cannot marry
yourself (sologamy).?

Christians must not celebrate marriages that deviate from
nature and from God’s revealed will. We should offer no sup-
port to their ceremonies. We must not use our art to celebrate
these so-called marriages. We are followers of the Lord Christ,
not of American culture. Indeed, believers must not even
grant that such unions are actually marriages.

God Designed Marriage to Have the Husband
as Its Head

The creation account also teaches that man is the head in
a marriage. This headship was established even before the
Fall. Male headship is part of God’s good design for mar-
riage. Genesis 2 portrays the sixth day of Creation. There
God created Adam first and gave him work to do (Gen.
2:7, 15, 19). God created Eve specifically for Adam (Gen.
2:18). Eve even came from Adam: “She was taken out of
Man” (Gen. 2:23).

Thus, while affirming that God created both man and
woman in His image (Gen. 1:27), the inspired Scriptures
prioritize Adam’s leadership. This pattern is deliberate. It is
echoed in the New Testament (see, for example, 1 Tim. 2:13
and 1 Cor. 11:8-9).

In today’s social climate the doctrine of male headship
within marriage is seen as detestable. Yet God, in His good-
ness, has established male headship within marriage. Even
though this teaching does not vindicate the small men who
selfishly abuse their calling as leaders, believers are called to
defend male headship as part of God’s design for marriage.

God Designed Marriage to Be Permanent

The permanence that God intended for marriage is also
taught in the Creation story. In Genesis 2:22 God Himself
brings the man and woman together. Moses taught that
marriage is to be enduring: in Genesis 2:24, he says “a man

. . shall cleave [hold fast] unto his wife.” Moreover, the two
become “one flesh.” God makes them one.

FrontLine ¢ May/June 2020



In Matthew 19:6 Jesus applies this passage to all mar-
riages: “What therefore God hath joined together, let not
man put asunder.” When two people are genuinely married,
God Himself at that moment joins them together. The act of
marriage is His act.

God hates divorce. Humans should not seek to undo
what God Himself has done. To try to thwart God is fool-
ish, proud, and rebellious. So we must not sever a marriage
that God has brought together. Many believers concede that
divorce is permitted when marriages are ruptured by sexual
immorality and abandonment (see Matt. 5:32). Even allowing
for such permission (we will not debate that question here),
the vast majority of divorces today are nothing more than
the overturning of God’s will.

A consistently biblical understanding of marriage is not
only opposed to polygamy and to so-called homosexual mar-
riage, but to divorce as well. The state has no more authority
to call married people unmarried than it has to call unmar-
ried people married.* American churches have surrendered
their moral clarity on this issue by treating couples who
have been legally divorced as if God actually considered
them unmarried. Believers must defend all of marriage by
opposing divorce.

Why Should We Defend Marriage?

Marriage is very important to God. He instituted it as soon
as He brought Adam and Eve together in the Garden of Eden.
He gave us marriage because He loves us. God designed
it for our good. When we compromise marriage, we deny
that God created it. If we accept non-marriages, it is a sign
that we fear man over God. When we fail to uphold genuine
marriage, it is a sign that we glorify man over God. To make
matters worse, our failure to stand for marriage displays
ingratitude for this holy and blessed gift from God Himself.

Furthermore, God created marriage to display the gospel.
After calling wives to submission and husbands to sacrificial
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love, Paul cites Genesis 2:24. He declares, “This is a great
mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the church” (Eph.
5:32). Even with marriage’s many imperfections this side of
the Fall, God intended marriage to show Christ’s dying love
for His people.

God created the marital bond to proclaim great gospel
truths of Christ. In other words, when we lose marriage, we
lose a powerful image of the gospel. So to protect marriage
is to glorify Christ. If we abandon God’s design, we hazard
the gospel itself.

We do not know what lies ahead for biblical churches,
institutions of higher learning, and other Christian organi-
zations. We may lose our tax exemption. The government
might threaten us in other ways. A defense of marriage may
cost us socially and financially. Nevertheless, having received
both the gift and the love of Christ that it portrays, defending
marriage is our joyful obligation.

Ryan Martin pastors First Baptist Church of Granite Falls,
Minnesota. He is the author of Understanding Affections in
the Theology of Jonathan Edwards (T&T Clark). He earned
a PhD in theology at Central Baptist Theological Seminary
of Minneapolis.
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Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1986), 43.
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Edwards, vol. 13, The “Miscellanies”: (Entry Nos. a-z, aa—zz, 1-500),
ed. Thomas A. Schafer (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995),
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On the Home Front

2020

June 15-17, 2020

100th Annual Fellowship
PLEASE NOTE: Because of the
present health crisis, this meeting
has been cancelled.

July 27-29, 2020
Alaska Regional Fellowship
Immanuel Baptist Church
7540 E Cottrell-Campus Road
Palmer, AK 99645
907.745.0610

September 15, 2020
NYC Regional Fellowship
Bethel Baptist Fellowship
2304 Voorhies Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11235
718.615.1002

October 17, 2020

New England Regional Fellowship
(Meeting with the New England
Foundations Conference)
Heritage Baptist Church

This meeting has been cancelled
due to the present health crisis.

\_

2021

February 1-2, 2021

Rocky Mountain Regional Fellowship
Westside Baptist Church

6260 West 4th Street

Greeley, CO 80634

February 8-9, 2021

FBFI Winter Board Meeting
Northwest Valley Baptist Church
4030 W Yorkshire Drive
Glendale, AZ 85308
623.581.3115

March 1-3, 2021
South Regional Fellowship
Berean Baptist Church
1405 Hewatt Road SW
Lilburn, GA 30047
252.256.1351

March 8-9, 2021
Northwest Regional Fellowship
Westgate Baptist Church
12930 SW Scholls Ferry Road
Tigard, OR 97223

October 16, 2021

New England Regional Fellowship
(Meeting with the New England
Foundations Conference)
Heritage Baptist Church

186 Dover Point Road

Dover, NH 03820

603.749.0762

2022

April 4-6, 2022
Northwest Regional Fellowship
Grace Baptist Church

2731 Matson Road

Victoria, BC V9B 4M5
CANADA
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INSPIRATION FOR THE PA

SOUND WORDS

HOLD FAST THE FORM OF SOUND WORDS—2 TIMOTHY 1:13

First Partaker

“Bless Me, 0 Lord,
Bless Me!"”

Brethren, I write no new commandment unto you, but an
old commandment which ye had from the beginning. The
old commandment is the word which ye have heard from the

beginning (1 John 2:7).

few years ago a Baptist pastor conducted a fel-
Alowship workshop titled “The Pastor and His
Private Devotional Life.” He raised the ques-
tion, “What does the ideal devotion time look like?”
While introducing the topic he “admitted that he
struggles with finding the time to delve into the Word.”

A reviewer of the workshop recorded that, “Many
pastors in the audience agreed that they share the same
struggles. Several commented that these struggles don’t
come from a lack of desire, but often from unrealistic
expectations. Demands on time and other factors tend
to impact both the quality and frequency of private
devotions.”!

For how many pastors is a regular, devotional rou-
tine optional? It may seem offensive to raise the ques-
tion. Church members assume that if there’s anyone
in a congregation who has a sacred habit of personal
devotions, it’s the pastor. But this isn’t always the case.
In fact, some pastors argue that although a personal
devotional routine is commendable, it’s not necessary.
After all, they reason, I'm always studying Scripture for
sermon preparation.

But even pastors persuaded of their need for person-
al time in God’s Word entirely apart from sermon prepa-
ration often admit to frustration in this basic Christian

Bring . . . the Books—Key books for the pastor’s study .. ........
Straight Cuts—An exegetical study . ...........c.oviiiiin. .
Windows—Themed sermon illustrations .. ...................

d1sc1p1me. [ first became NCEN “The hushandman
of this through my reading

of a sermon during either my that laboureth must
sophomore or junior year in be first partaker
college. It had been preached of the fruits”

in 1967 to a ministers’ confer- (2 Tim. 2:6)

ence by a Baptist pastor named
Albert N. Martin. Martin
began by explaining that he was somewhat uncomfort-
able with the topic, but that he had been assigned it.
The topic was, What's wrong with preaching today?

Martin proposed that to whatever degree there real-
ly was something wrong with contemporary preaching, it
could be explained as “the failure either of the man who
preaches or of the message he brings.” And in developing
the failures of “the man who preaches,” he put at the top
of the list, failure to maintain and develop one’s personal
devotional life.

Martin’s persuasion of this arose out of repeated
experiences with pastors over a period of years when he
had engaged in an itinerant ministry:

One of the most disturbing discoveries made during
this time was the fact that very few ministers have
any systematic, personal, devotional habits. I made
it a practice to meet with the host pastor to pray and
to share areas of common concern. When we would
finally tear away the cursed fagade of professional-
ism, and begin to be honest with the Lord and with
each other, and confess our sins to one another and
pray for one another, the confession came out again
and again that the Word of God had ceased to be a
living Book of devotional relationship to Christ and
had become the official manual for the administra-
tion of professional duties.

At that early point in my ministerial training [ was
just beginning to attempt a consistent daily, devotional
time. But I was finding it a tough struggle to get up
out of bed, to feel awake to know where to read in my
Bible, to keep my mind from wandering, to memorize
Scripture. . . . In short, to make much headway of
any kind. If I did get traction for even a day or two,
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something unexpected or unavoidable would interrupt
my miniscule progress. I felt frustrated much of the time.
It discouraged me.

A roommate who was quickly becoming a spiritual
soulmate was struggling with the same growing pains.
One day we were together in the university bookstore.
A tall, good-looking man was scanning titles on a back
shelf. My friend pointed him out, mentioned his name,
and said that he was a pastor. We decided to see if he
could give us some advice about our “devotions.” So we
just sort of barged our eager way into his day, poor man.
He was so gracious and didn’t give a hint of being incon-
venienced by two young strangers. But when we related
our difficulty in developing a satisfying devotional life,
he wasn’t able to offer much help. I remember thinking,
He doesn’t redlly seem to know much about this. Perhaps
he was short on time for explaining anything in depth.
But I was left with a vague impression, confirmed a year
or two later while reading Al Martin’s message, Even
pastors don’t always have this down.

That’s been nearly fifty years ago. I wish that I could
say that what I've heard with some regularity from other
pastors has eased that impression. But that hasn’t been
the case. It’s been the opposite. I've become increasingly
aware that Martin was right. Part of the answer to what
is wrong with preaching today is that, in his words, the
Bible has ceased to be a living Book of devotional relation-
ship to Christ. Instead, it has become the official manual
for the administration of professional duties.

I want to address this critical issue in depth. I feel
constrained to say, however, that I'm not writing in
a spirit of faultfinding. I'm keenly aware that this is a
highly sensitive matter, one that goes to the very heart
of a minister’s walk with God and to the question of his
intimate pursuit of God, even to the root of his own
sanctification. To raise any questions in these areas is
almost to call a man’s fitness for ministerial office into
question. I'm not wishing to do that, or to be perceived
as suggesting that a man struggling in this area is dis-
qualified from ministry until he attains near perfection
in it. Far, far from it.

But I do believe strongly that whatever arguments
anyone may muster to the contrary, a minister just
must pursue a deeply satisfying devotional preoccupa-
tion with his Bible. It should become the very life of
his life with God. And I don’t believe that this is a new
commandment, but that like the commandment to love
the brethren (1 John 2:7), this too is an old command-
ment which we have had from the very beginning of our
Christian life. Blessed is the man . . . [whose] delight is in
the law of the LORD; and in his law doth he meditate day
and night (Psa. 1:1a-2).

Devotional Life

I'd like to begin by describing what I mean by a
deeply satisfying devotional preoccupation with the Bible.
It’s critical to distinguish this from two of its compo-
nents which, understandably, we can easily mistake for
its entirety. A devotional preoccupation isn’t merely

a devotional time. Nor is it only a habit of devotional
activities. We may need to probe this.

The words devote and devotion appear seldom in
our English Bibles. But they are, nevertheless, excellent
expressions for describing the nature of the relationship
into which God calls Christians. The American Heritage
Dictionary says that to devote is to give one’s time, atten-
tion, or self entirely. Accordingly, devotion is ardent. In
religion it is ardor, or zeal.

You can see that what makes the words devote and
devotion particularly useful when applied to a Christian
practice is that they describe a kind of deliberate con-
traction. A narrowness that is intentional. But here’s
what’s critical to get hold of: the decided restriction isn’t
coerced. It’s ardent. The limited focus is out of affec-
tion—His delight is in . . . (Ps. 1:2). It’s delight, it’s ardor,
it's—here’s the stellar word for it—love (!) that narrows
(and, is it too much to say, constrains) him down devot-
edly to a day and night fixation on the law of the LORD.

Many passages reflect devotion to Scripture. But as
you would expect, it is the psalm of “walking the way of
the Word” that really features it—Psalm 119.

* | have rejoiced in the way of thy testimonies, as
much as in all riches (v. 14).

e ] will delight myself in thy statutes (v. 16).

* My soul breaketh for the longing that it hath unto
thy judgments at all times (v. 20).

* Thy testimonies also are my delight (v. 24).

* Behold, I have longed after thy precepts (v. 40).

* [ will delight myself in thy commandments, which
I have loved (v. 47).

* Thy statutes have been my songs in the house of
my pilgrimage (v. 54).

* At midnight I will rise to give thanks unto thee
because of thy righteous judgments (v. 62).

* I delight in thy law (v. 70).

¢ O how love I thy law! it is my meditation all the
day (v. 97).

* How sweet are thy words unto my taste! yea,
sweeter than honey to my mouth (v. 103)!

* Thy testimonies have I taken as an heritage
for ever: for they are the rejoicing of my heart
(v. 111).

e Thy law do I love (v. 113).

* I love thy testimonies (v. 119).

* Therefore I love thy commandments above gold;
yea, above fine gold (v. 127).

* | opened my mouth, and panted: for I longed for
thy commandments (v. 131).

e Thy word is very pure: therefore thy servant
loveth it (v. 140).

* Trouble and anguish have taken hold on me: yet
thy commandments are my delights (v. 143).

* Mine eyes prevent the night watches, that [ might
meditate in thy word (v. 148).

* Consider how I love thy precepts (v. 159).

* | rejoice at thy word, as one that findeth great
spoil (v. 162).
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e Thy law do I love (v. 163).

* My soul hath kept thy testimonies; and I love
them exceedingly (v. 167).

* Thy law is my delight (v. 174).

What we preachers need to ask is whether we our-
selves can actually testify to these same feelings about
the Word of God. Most men in the ministry would react
to the question almost immediately. Of course (!) I love
the Bible! Perhaps they do.

But can a preacher, pastor, missionary, or evange-
list genuinely claim that these are his feelings, yet strug-
gle consistently to find time for daily, nonprofessional
reading and praying over Scripture, let alone argue that
it isn’t really necessary? Apart from some remarkably
exceptional case, that just doesn’t add up.

An Tllustration

Something comes to mind that seems to be very
much what Psalm 1:2 and Psalm 119 are calling for from
any Christian, but especially from a minister.

When Matthew Henry (1662-1714) began his
famous commentary, he didn’t do so with any of his
occupational ministries (and he had many) in mind.

It has long been my practice, what little time I had
to spare in my study from my constant preparations
for the pulpit, to spend it in drawing up exposi-
tions upon some parts of the New Testament, not
so much for my own use, as purely for my enter-
tainment, because I knew not how to employ my
thoughts and time more to my satisfaction. Every
man that studies hath some beloved study, which is
his delight above any other, and this is mine.?

Matthew Henry, of course, is not our official bench-
mark. The Bible is. Passages such as Psalm 1, Psalm 19,
and Psalm 119 are. But aren’t those passages describing
what Matthew Henry is relating about himself—a man
who really hungered for his Bible, not as the source
of sermons for others but as the love of his heart for
himself?

The writer of Psalm 119 testified, I have rejoiced in
the way of thy testimonies, as much as in all riches. [ will
meditate in thy precepts, and have respect unto thy ways
(vv. 14-15). This is exactly what Psalm 1:2 is describing
and what Matthew Henry is relating. Match the lines:

Ps. 119: I have rejoiced in the way of thy testimonies.
Ps. 1: His delight is in the law of the LORD.
Henry: Some beloved study, which is his delight.

Ps. 119: I will meditate in thy precepts.
Ps. 1: In his law doth he meditate.
Henry: Drawing up expositions

Why shouldn’t this be the standard about which
preachers cease forever to be double-minded? Why
shouldn’t it be a nonnegotiable for every man we ordain
to the ministry? Why should we think that it’s normal
and acceptable for preachers to be known as fans of all
manner of things (some admittedly good, and some truly

questionable) yet entirely excusable for displaying little
drive and passion for serious, devotional time with their
Bibles? If this is actually the case with us, can we wonder
that so many of our people are passionate about nearly
anything and everything other than their own intimate
knowledge of the Lord?

A Critical Distinction

Charles Bridges comments on the two verses from
Psalm 119:14-15.

Our rejoicing in the testimonies of God will natu-
rally flow in an habitual meditation in them (verse
97; Ps. 1:2). The thoughts follow the affections. The
carnal man can never be brought to this resolution.
Having no spiritual taste, he has no ability for spiri-
tual meditation.

Indeed, many sincere Christians, through
remaining weakness and depravity, are too often
reluctant to it. They are content with indolent
reading. And with scarcely a struggle or a trial,
yield themselves up to the persuasion that they
are unable to abstract their minds for this blessed
employment.

But perseverance will accomplish the victory
over mental instability, and the spiritual difficulty
will give way to prayer; “Lord! Help me!”

The fruitfulness of this employment will soon
be manifest. Does it not “stir up the gift of God
that is in us” (II Tim. 1:6), and keep the energies
of the heart in a wakeful posture of conflict and
resistance! Besides this, it is the digestive faculty
of the soul, which converts the word into real and
proper nourishment. This revolving of a single verse
in our minds is often better than the mere reading of
whole chapters. “Thy words were found, and I did
eat them; and thy word was unto me the joy and the
rejoicing of my heart.”

And now Bridges states a critical distinction.

But this meditation not only includes the stated
times of thought, but the train of holy thoughts
that pass through the mind during the busy hours of
the day. This maintains a habitual flow of spiritual
desires, and excites the flame of love within, till
at length the Psalmist’s resolution becomes the
inwrought habit of our minds [emphasis mine].

This is what I'm trying to get at in clarifying that
it’s important to distinguish a deeply satisfying devotional
preoccupation from its components; devotional time and
devotional activities. You may need to read that last
Bridges’ paragraph again—not just the words empha-
sized, but the entire paragraph. Read it until you grasp
the fine distinction that he’s making. It’s actually one
between “letter of the law” and “spirit of the law” devo-
tional habits.

I remember what it was like to struggle with a
“letter of the law” devotional life. To have to form the
Psalmist’s resolution again and again and again. Those
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were the early college years that included a lot of frus-
tration and discouragement. But they were necessary.
Most Christians have to develop the devotional routine
in that way, as a resolution before it is a love—like
children have to be taught to play an instrument by
discipline and routine before they can ever hope to do
it as a delight and a skill. But, Bridges says, at length . . .
the resolution . . . becomes the inwrought habit of our minds.
Eatlier in the paragraph he expressed that inwrought
habit as the train of holy thoughts that pass through the
mind (and what comes next is really great!) during the
busy hours of the day.

But I do believe strongly that whatever
arguments anyone may muster to the con-
trary, a minister just must pursue a deeply
satisfying devotional preoccupation with
his Bible. It should become the very life of
his life with God.

Preachers keep busy hours! True! But let’s be hon-
est, brothers, isn’t there a certain kind of busy life that
ought to be nonnegotiable with every Christian, but
especially with every minister of the Word? Doesn’t it
begin with stated times of thought (devotional meditation
on God’s words) that excite the flames of love within?
Doesn’t it result day by day in the ability to carry a train
of holy thoughts . . . through the mind during the busy hours?

To put this into other words, this kind of busy life is
a deeply satisfying devotional preoccupation. The devotion
begins the day and is so deeply satisfying that it contin-
ues to pulse all through the day. It’s the default of the
man’s spirit, no matter how busy the hours. Oh! What
a blessed life! Blessed is the man!

John Newton once said, A Christian in the world is
like a man transacting his affairs in the rain. He will not
suddenly leave his client because it rains. But the moment
the business is done, he is off. As it is said in Acts, “Being let
g0, they went to their own company.”

The parallel to a preacher and his ministerial busi-
ness isn’t exact, of course. But isn’t a preacher who
really loves the Scripture and how it brings him into
immediate fellowship with the Lord, something like a
Christian businessman? Each is engaged in his calling.
Each is constrained to follow it, even at times when it
is unpleasant or especially busy. But each is wired up to
default as soon as possible to his deepest devotion.

An Evidence

One of the most telling fruits of a deeply satisfy-
ing devotional life is that God’s words come out of

Dr. Mark Minnick pastors Mount Calvary Baptist Church in Greenville, South
Carolina. You can access his sermons at mountcalvarybaptist.org/pages/
sermons/default.aspx.

our mouths spontaneously and naturally: Out of the
abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh (Matt. 12:34).
If we’re wondering whether our devotional life is really
what it ought to be, this is a pretty fair test. Throughout
a normal day, do scriptural examples and scriptural
expressions come readily to mind? Do they surface in
our speech almost effortlessly?

This is one of the distinctive characteristics of the
writings of the Puritans. They seem to have a nearly
encyclopedic knowledge of Scripture. I often marvel at
their ability to amass many scriptural illustrations of a
single, fine point, or to express their thoughts naturally
in the very words of relatively obscure passages. The
Bible seems to have been their native element.

Spurgeon, who was himself an avid collector and
reader of Puritan literature, had this same facility with
the Bible. It’s undoubtedly one of the primary reasons
that he continues to be one of the most widely read
preachers of all time. His preaching is timeless because
it’s stitched through everywhere with Scripture. He
spoke somewhere about the ministerial ideal being a
preacher who is so bibline that if you cut him anywhere
he bleeds Bible.

The only way this happens is when the Bible has
been a man’s daily, happy environment. It simply will
not take place if his time in Scripture is pretty much
limited to Saturdays, in preparation for Sundays. It
won’t “rub off” on his spirit sufficiently to become his
verbal “accent.”

I trust that you know that I'm not arguing for a
cursed, pharisaical showmanship. I'm trying to offer an
objective, scriptural way to examine ourselves. To what
degree do we actually have a deeply satisfying devotion-
al preoccupation with the things of God as found in the
Word of God? A fair, accurate test of this is the degree
to which Scripture allusions, expressions, illustrations
and lessons come out of our mouths spontaneously and
naturally all through our day, busy or not.

If our relationship to God’s Word is what it should
be, so that it is not just in our heads Saturday and
Sunday but in our hearts all day every day, we'll find
that its expressions are one of the easiest ways by which
to express ourselves. What it says will be what we’ve
come to think and feel most naturally. Consider again:
Out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh.

What a decisive turning point it would be for
someone reading this, if you would again lay a daily
hold upon your Bible and pledge passionately, I will
not let you go unless you bless me! Not my church, not
my small group, not my staff, but me! Bless me, O Lord,
bless me! 27>

! https://garbcconference.org/conference-news/the-private-
devotional-life-of-a-pastor/

2 “Preface,” Matthew Henry's Commentary on the Whole
Bible.

3 Quoted by Josiah Bull, But Now I See: The Life of John
Newton.
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David 0. Beale, In Pursuit of Purity:
American Fundamentalism Since 1850

Bring . . . the Books

grew up fundamentalist, but I sometimes need help get-

ting my heart into fundamentalism. David O. Beale’s In
Pursuit of Purity” was just the medicine I needed recently.
Dr. Beale served as a faithful professor of church history
and Bible on the faculty of Bob Jones University and
Seminary from 1973 to 2012. In addition to authoring
works on historical theology and Baptist history, he has
also conducted study tours in the British Isles, on the
European Continent, and in the Middle East.

History books don’t usually jump off my shelf for
casual reading, but I found inspiration from Beale’s
accounts of faithful men who made difficult decisions,
and I took warning from the missteps and falls of oth-
ers. Although the work is primarily an academic survey
of the movement, I believe this sort of devotional profit
is exactly what was intended: “The Fundamentalist
who knows [the movement’s] past will not only find
a vision for the future, but he will discover wisdom for
the present by considering the victories and defeats of
his predecessors. He will recognize his vital need of the
God who has worked miracles in the days of his fathers,
but he will also know to avoid the sins that would limit
his usefulness in the Lord’s work” (353).

I read of deceptive “religious outlaw” Harry
Emerson Fosdick, who seemed more interested in the
money and fame that a John D. Rockefeller could bring
him than the heavenly reward of preaching the truth
(187-88). “Millions would listen to Fosdick’s kind,
affable, and intelligent voice and wonder what it was
that the Fundamentalists were screaming about” (197).
Through accounts of those who followed Fosdick and
others like him, Beale demonstrates repeatedly that
once error begins to sink an institution, it becomes
nearly impossible for it to be righted. I was encouraged
that even in the 1920s moderate conservatives “were
demonstrating that when all was said and done their
doctrinal militancy was simply not as strong as their zeal
for spreading the gospel” (216). They opened the door
for error that would ruin the next generation.

I'm grateful for Beale’s respectful presentation of
both the faith and the flaws of men of the past. A strong
Northern Baptist pastor such as Richard S. Beal Sr. of
Tucson, Arizona, struggled with the shift from noncon-
formity to separatism. He told his church, “Ours is not
a separatist movement. Why should we surrender to
liberalism the great institutions built up by orthodoxy?
... Modernism does not build churches, it steals them. . .
. The very schools erected by our forefathers . . . are now
being used to destroy faith. . . . Our loyalty to the Lord
Jesus Christ demands our loyalty to our denomination”
(291). However, he later helped lead the separatist move-
ment that came out of the Northern Baptist Convention.

Beale doesn’t shrink from pointing out a strong fun-
damentalist’s weaknesses. For example, he gives both

praise and criticism for J. Frank
Norris and Carl Mclntyre.
Furthermore, he mentions the
defection of faithful expositor
A. C. Dixon from the Baptist
Bible Union months before he
died: “Dixon, like many other
Fundamentalists, fought the
good fight almost to the midnight hour of his life, then
virtually gave up the militant stance” (225). I took
warning from all these accounts.

On the other hand, the words of George C. Needham
of the early prayer-meeting revivals encouraged me:
“Carefully we sought to compare scripture with scrip-
ture, waiting in prayer before the Lord for light on the
difficult passages, until the word became living, real,
intelligible and precious” (17). And I wish I lived in a
day when Christians pulled together for Bible confer-
ences for a week or two at a time. “Fifty percent of the
speakers at the [1878 New York City] American Bible
and Prophetic Conference were Presbyterians. None of
these Presbyterians considered Fundamentalism a mere
‘Presbyterian movement.” To the contrary, they quite
willingly worked across denominational lines without sac-
rificing their own denominational fundamentals” (114).

Beale intends for his readers to come away with a
desire to learn more about some historic heroes. Beale’s
historical summaries of development in various move-
ments and denominations are immensely helpful. I
anticipate referring to his initial chapter, “Defining
Fundamentalism,” as well as his sections on “The
Development of American Liberalism,” “The Changing
Face of Liberalism,” “The Old [Presbyterian] Guard,”
and “The Deep Roots of [Baptist] Controversy.” Of
particular interest to me (and I believe to many read-
ers of this review) is Beale’s tracing of the history of
the Fundamental Baptist Fellowship from its 1921
inception as the Fundamentalist Fellowship of the
Northern Baptist Convention, through its rocky years
as the Conservative Baptist Fellowship beginning in
1946, until it was renamed the Fundamental Baptist
Fellowship of America in 1967. Beale also lists the presi-
dents and gives highlights of the life of the organization.

Most helpful for me was the reminder illustrat-
ed throughout the entire book that “the only true
Fundamentalist is a fighting Fundamentalist” (357). I
aspire to live out this ideal, and I trust that this book
might also be a help to anyone waffling in his resolve
towards militantly pure living and ministry. £

“. .. when

thou comest,

bring with thee
. . . the books”
(2 Tim. 4:13)

*An updated version of the book is to be published soon.

Andy Merkle is an assistant pastor at Hardingyville Bible Church near Monroeville,

New Jersey.
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Straight Cuts

here is great debate as to how Song of Solomon, the

greatest love song ever written, is organized. Most
theologians will agree that the central axis of the book
is 5:1, especially the phrase, “Eat, O friends; drink, yea,
drink abundantly, O beloved.” There is clearly bilateral
symmetry seen on each side of the divine blessing pro-
nounced on this couple’s union on their honeymoon
night illustrated by the characters, words, phrases,
themes, and matching units. These inverted linguistic
elements mirror each other—hence, all the earmarks
of a macro chiastic structure—but how does one distin-
guish the units?

The answer is seen in the Song’s adjuring chorus.
On each side of the stand-alone axis, the theological
center, are three units. The units are marked off by the
chorus (2:7; 3:5), the axis (5:1), the chorus (5:8; 8:4)
and the conclusion of the book. Unit one (1:1-2:7)
parallels unit six (8:5-14), unit two (2:8-3:5) parallels
unit five (5:9-8:4), and unit three (3:6-5:1a) parallels
unit four (5:2-8).

The chorus (2:7; 3:5; 5:8; 8:4) is subordinate to the
central theme of the book: union. The text begins with
the adjuration: “I charge you.” By the Hiphil use of the
verb “charge,” the Shulamite is not asking her audience
to make an oath but is imploring them to do something
that, if not followed, would imprecate them.

The audience whom the Shulamite is trying to
persuade is the “daughters of Jerusalem.” With great
interest, these citizens of the city of peace have been
carefully watching the increasing chemistry between the
“fairest among women” and Solomon.

The appeal, “by the roes, and by the hinds of the
field,” are the imprecatory powers to judge them if they
do not obey her imploring. This is not what one would
initially expect. Normally such an appeal would be “by
God.” Poetically beautiful statements, but the graceful
female gazelle and the timid doe, by themselves, do
not invoke fear or high motivation to live godly. Their
appeal only makes sense when one recognizes these
animals are an allusion to their Creator—Yahweh.
With that recognition, the appeal is forceful and mor-
ally binding. The use of the creation to allude to the
Creator allows the inspired author to write a book with
no explicit reference to God. While similar to the Book
of Esther, this book reinforces another theme: union,
instead of providence. Except for an abbreviated form
of Yahweh in the suffix of the word translated “most
vehement flame” (8:6, literally “flame of Yah”), there is
no mention of God. Although oblique and intentionally
remote, it is not surprising that 8:6 is arguably one of

Will Senn is the senior pastor of Tri-City Baptist Church in Westminster,
Colorado, and the founder and president of Cross Impact Campus Ministries,
which targets the secular campuses of America.

“I Charge You, 0 Ye Daughters of Jerusalem”

the most intense images for love

in the Bible. “Rightly
The text then states two dividing
synonymous actions to avoid, the Word

stressing one singular behavior. of Truth”
The avoidance is sharply stated: ,

Bort M (2 Tim. 2:15)
stir not up, nor awake my love.
The two verbs used are mas-
culine plurals expanding the application to both men
and women. The first verb “stir up,” means arouse or
excite. The object of the verbs “stir up” and “awake” is
“love.” The italicized pronoun “my” in “my love” should
be dropped. In this context, the noun has the meaning
of physical love or passion. The Shulamite is adjur-
ing her audience to not “stir up” or “awake” passion.
Although Song of Solomon is not cited once in the New
Testament, it is alluded to in a number of verses. The
Shulamite’s chorus is the foundation for Paul’s instruc-
tion in 1 Corinthians 7:1 and is akin to the phrase “it is
good for a man not to touch a woman [i. e., to kindle
passion].” The context in both Shulamite’s chorus and
Paul’s epistle is describing a couple’s relationship prior

to marriage.

The Shulamite then states there is the appropri-
ate time to arouse passion as seen in the phrase “till he
please.” The feminine qal verb relates to the feminine
noun “love” and could be translated “until she (love)
please.” There is an appropriate time when love and
passion should be fully enjoyed between a man and a
woman. This is seen exclusively in the context of mar-
riage. Solomon is praising the beauty of his new bride in
4:1-15, addressing her as his “spouse” in 4:10. In 4:16
Shulamite responds to his praise and answers when it
is appropriate to be intimate, by using the imperative of
the same verb (“awake”) from the chorus. She intensely
tells him that it was now the right time to “awake” pas-
sion. The paradise-like conditions were perfect for him
to delight in her and to allow “love” to “please.” Their
appropriate union would stress to the “daughters of
Jerusalem” the importance of moral purity as well as point
them to the “great mystery” (Eph. 5:32) of spiritual union
that believers enjoy today with our Heavenly Groom.

The holy, loving (3:10) relationship seen between
the Shulamite and the king presents a beautiful picture
of Jesus Christ, the King and His bride, the Church.
This is a powerful relational picture to lead the “daugh-
ters of Jerusalem” to “weep for” themselves over their
sin (Luke 23:27-31) and to “seek him” (Song 6:1), the
King of Peace! When there is “no spot” or moral blem-
ish seen in our lives (Song 4:7; Eph. 5:27) and where
love for our King is described as a “most vehement
flame,” then others will seek the King to enjoy Him,
as Hudson Taylor wrote in his commentary on Song of
Solomon, Union and Communion. 27>
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Windows

he people of God of every age have yearned to

know more about the place of their eternal destiny,
heaven. Our day is no different, as books about heaven
continue to be written and movies portray man’s imagi-
nations of heaven. On a popular level, those who have
had a near-death experience are treated as authorities
on the matter; but God’s revelation provides the only
true source of information concerning this majestic

home of the blessed.

The Dwelling Place of God

The glory of heaven is that it boasts the presence of
the Triune God. The Father is in heaven (“Our Father
which art in heaven,” Matt. 6:9), the Holy Spirit proceeds
from heaven (“the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven,”
1 Pet. 1:12; cf. Rev. 1:4; 4:5; 5:6), and Jesus ascended
to heaven after His crucifixion (“this same Jesus, which
is taken up from you into heaven,” Act. 1:11). Although
God is fully present everywhere at all times, in heaven
the creature experiences the greatest awareness of that
divine presence. If this were all we knew of heaven,
being with God would be enough to make it extremely
exciting to go there.

The Gathering Place of an Innumerable Host

The vast population of heaven incorporates angels
(“of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not
the angels which are in heaven,” Mark 13:32). Believers
can only imagine the grandeur of an innumerable host
of celestial beings surrounding the throne of God (Heb.
12:22; Dan. 7:10). Some of these supernatural beings
engage in the full-time duty of praising God and declar-
ing His holiness (Isa. 6:1-3), while others are observ-
ing present human conduct (Eph. 3:10; 1 Pet. 1:12).
Scripture indicates that these spirits minister to God
(Dan. 7:10) and minister to believers even from their
position in heaven (“despise not one of these little ones
.. . in heaven their angels do always behold the face of
my Father which is in heaven,” Matt. 18:10).

The Home of the Believer

Jesus comforted His disciples with the hope of
heaven in preparation for His departure from them. He
told them, “I go to prepare a place for you” (John 14:2).
While Jesus provided no details to satisfy our curiosity,
He does give us the assuring truth that heaven will be
a place of belonging. What the disciples enjoyed from
the beginning of Jesus’ ministry would continue as an
eternal reality (John 1:38-39). The disciples would
desperately crave the presence of Jesus, so His assurance
that He would receive them to Himself was the perfect
tonic for their anxiety (John 14:3).

At the point of death, a believer is immediately

present with the Lord (2 Cor. 5:8)
and remains with Him in a spiri-
tual state until the resurrection
of that believer’s body. At the
return of Christ and the Rapture
of His church, these deceased
believers will accompany Christ
as they receive their glorified bod-
ies (1 Thess. 4:16-17). Scripture
seems to indicate, therefore, that
believers never leave the pierced
side of the One who redeemed them (Rev. 14:4).

Having lost my dad to cancer when I was sixteen,
I have often pondered what exactly he is doing in
heaven. This natural inquisitive spirit does lead one to
wonder why God has chosen not to reveal more of what
our deceased loved ones are doing in heaven. Perhaps
the answer lies in the fact that God does not want us to
know in this life because He wants us to experience it
for ourselves, and part of the answer, no doubt, relates
to our inability to even comprehend that spiritual real-
ity. In an age of great technological advances and the
expansion of knowledge through the Internet, we forget
about our vast ignorance of even the common everyday
things in life that happen around us. I can’t even discern
what is going on in the mind of my cat!

God gives us only the information that we have the
capacity to handle. On a recent visit from my grand-
kids, I observed an older sibling boasting to his younger
brother about his knowledge of algebra. Their mother
reminded the older brother of the not too distant past
in which he himself was struggling to comprehend it. As
he grew older and his capacity to comprehend grew, it
now finally made sense to him. Like my grandson, some-
day all God’s children will know even as we are known;
but for now in our mortal flesh we must admit that “we
see through a glass darkly” (1 Cor. 13:12).

Heaven will be a whole new reality with a com-
pletely new spiritual dimension. Nothing will be lost or
diminished but rather more will be opened to us. Do
you recall the time that you first learned about negative
numbers? That knowledge did not cause you to lose any
of the positive numbers but a whole new (perplexing)
world of math opened up before you.

There is an astounding new piece of innovative
technology: sunglasses that enable colorblind people
see the beauty of color. YouTube videos capture the
emotional response of people who discover for the first
time a whole new brightly pigmented world, and they
are moved to tears with overwhelming joy. Heaven will
be like that: another dimension in which we see more
clearly the wonderful goodness of God that has been
true all along! Our heavenly vision awaits us!

Heaven

“To every preacher of
righteousness as well as
to Noah, wisdom gives
the command, ‘A win-
dow shalt thou make in

the ark.””

Charles Spurgeon
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The Treasure Chest of the Saints

The recipients of Hebrews experienced persecutions
that included the loss of their material possessions. Yet
they remained joyful because they knew that they had “in
heaven a better and enduring substance” (Heb. 10:34).
This incorruptible inheritance reserved in heaven for
believers (1 Pet. 1:4) seems in the context of Hebrews to
encompass things of value that parallel material posses-
sions. While we are left guessing what these things could
be, we have the assurance that the God, who provides
us eternal life through the death of His own Son and
thereby grants us access to His presence as His children,
will certainly provide all things for His own not only in
this life but also for all of eternity (Rom. 8:32)! If man-
kind, even in our state of wickedness, knows how to give
good things to our children, then surely our unchang-
ing Father plans to satisfy us with His eternal goodness
(Matt. 7:11; James 1:17). It is the delight of God in all
the coming ages of eternity to demonstrate “the exceed-
ing riches of his grace in his kindness toward us through
Christ Jesus” (Eph. 2:7).

Parents and grandparents delight in a child’s expres-
sions of surprise and joy as he opens a special gift.
Perhaps what makes the moment of death for believers
so precious to God (Ps. 116:15) is that He delights in
seeing His children react for the first time to all the good
things He has prepared for them in heaven.

Jesus called these good things incorruptible “trea-
sures” that cannot be diminished. He encouraged His
disciples to live for eternity and thereby to store up
these treasures in heaven (Matt. 6:20). These treasures
defy description, yet they have beneficial value for the
believer upon his arrival in glory! The permanency of
these heavenly treasures dwarfs the value of those things
we treasure on earth.

A mother inquired about a rock that was lying on her
son’s nightstand. The young boy confidently proclaimed
that he had returned from the creek that day with the
“most special rock in all the world.” Naturally, time
altered the boy’s perspective so that years later he would
only sheepishly acknowledge that he had placed so much
value in a flat rock. Believers often value the insignificant
as well, and many will be ashamed of the wood, hay, and
stubble that they had treasured (1 Cor. 3:12).

When I was a child, kids used clothespins to attach
baseball cards to their bicycle frame in order to replicate
the sound of an engine as those cards fluttered against
the spokes of their turning wheels. Because of the short-
sightedness of those children, many valuable baseball
cards were ruined for a momentary amount of pleasure.
Likewise, believers overlook that which would have eter-
nal value because they do not take their eyes off the things
of this temporal world (Col. 3:1-2). For many, a drastic
value change will occur with their first breath in heaven.

When I was a teenager, I asked my father if we would
be able to drive in heaven. He told me that the most
exciting thing we could think of on earth would be of
no significance to us in heaven. He illustrated this to me
by reminding me of our trip to an amusement park. He

believed that the disdain I had for riding the “kiddy” rides
when I had access to the thrill of the rollercoaster would
be the same way that I would feel about the pleasures of
this earth in comparison to the thrill of being in glory!

The Reward of the Faithful

In the face of opposition and persecution, Jesus
encouraged His disciples with the thought of the great
reward that awaited them in heaven (Matt. 5:12). God
will not forget what is done for Him in this life (Heb.
6:10) and will reward believers for their work that abides
the purifying fire of the Judgment Seat of Christ (1 Cor.
3:14). Many righteous deeds done in secret will receive
an open reward from the Father (Matt. 6:4) as Christ
openly claims us before Him (Matt. 10:32).

This reward will impact the abundance of our
entrance into Christ’s kingdom (2 Pet. 1:8, 11) and may
also include our level of authority and participation in
administration of the millennial reign of Christ on the
earth as kings and priests to God (Rev. 1:6; 5:10; 20:06).

The concept of rewards often occurs in the context
of suffering to embolden faithfulness (2 Tim. 2:12; Rev.
2:10). The words of Revelation 2:10 (“be thou faithful
unto death, and I will give thee a crown of life”) remind
believers that God may allow His own to suffer even
martyrdom, but that He will grant them a compensatory
reward! The three Hebrew youths acknowledged this,
yet they remained faithful to God (Dan. 3:17-18). Not
only did God deliver them through the flame, but He also
prepared a reward for them on the other side (Dan. 3:30).

This kind of faithfulness demands great faith.
My grandson was born with a medical condition that
required multiple surgeries to remedy. My son’s fatherly
heart wanted to protect his son from all pain, yet the
doctors must be allowed to cause that infant pain in
order to produce a more desirable end. The father knew
this, but the son did not. Believers often do not under-
stand why their Father allows them to endure pain, and
yet God is producing something in them and through
them that procures for them a glory that cannot to be
compared to their present suffering (Rom. 8:18; 2 Cor.
4:17). Trust the Father who acts in this life with a view
toward eternity and endure faithfully with a steadfast
hope for the reward (Heb. 11:26).

Like a fisherman who attempts to deceive the fish
into accepting what is harmful to them, Satan allures
believers on the path of suffering to find an easier, wider
road (Matt. 4:1-9). Yet Jesus reveals that the path of
suffering for God leads right to the Father’s great reward
in heaven (Heb. 12:2-3).

Heaven exceeds our present ability to comprehend.
May God’s revelation of heaven cause us to cry out with
that beloved apostle who saw those great, future realities,
“even so come, Lord Jesus” (Rev. 22:20). £

Dale Heffernan is the senior pastor of Midland Baptist Church
in Wichita, Kansas.
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Brett Williams

Evangelical and Gay?

rural America. One day a church member came to

me and tearfully confessed, “I'm gay.” Though he
had been raised in a typical evangelical congregation,
he felt that he could not ignore his sexual desire for
men. He said that he had struggled with this temp-
tation since his early teens. The internal conflict of
conscience, conviction, and experience had brought
him to the point of despair.

This conversation was not an isolated incident in
my ministry. In fact, episodes like this have become
common today, even in conservative churches. We
rarely used to talk about this issue; now we are being
forced to confront it.

Evangelical attitudes toward homosexuality
are rapidly changing. According to the Public
Research Institute, nearly twenty-five percent of
evangelicals support same-sex marriage while
another twenty-five percent are ambivalent (Jones,
Cox, Navarro-Rivera, A Shifting Landscape, 2/26/14).
Jeremy Thomas, a sociologist who tracks Christians’
views on homosexuality, told Politico Magazine that

Iwas pastoring a fundamental Baptist church in
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“Evangelicals will more or less come to embrace
homosexuality in the next twenty to thirty years. I
would put all my money on that statement.”

This shift in attitudes has already resulted in a*
growing defense of homosexuality within evan-
gelicalism, and that defense is represented by three
important authors.

The first is John Boswell, a Yale historian L
who published Christianity, Social Tolerance, and
Homosexuality in 1980. Though it received negative
reviews from historians and theologians alike, it won
the 1981 American Book Award for history. This book
was one of the first academic works that attempted
to combine a positive view of homosexuality with
a high view of Scripture. Boswell argued that early
Christianity was tolerant of, or at least ambivalent
toward, gay people. Religious intolerance and |
persecution of homosexuals arose only at those
times when cultural and social pressure dictated
theological dogma. Boswell’s book was the first
major publication to move the gay agenda from \ '

Continued on page 23
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Evangelical and Gay?
Continued from page 21

being countercultural towards becoming
a cultural and Christian norm.

The second author is James Brownson,
a New Testament scholar and ordained
minister in the Reformed Church of
America (which still maintains a tra-
ditional view of sexuality). Brownson
attempted to change the views of his own tradition with
a 2013 book entitled Bible, Gender, Sexuality. This work is
notable because, unlike liberal revisionists, Brownson does
not seek to undermine or silence scriptural texts that deal
with same-sex issues. Instead, he claims these texts should
be interpreted according to “moral logic,” or the underlying
ideas of love, inclusion, and kinship. He believes that the
ethic behind sexual prohibitions is of greater value than the
prohibitions themselves. Consequently, Christians should
reimagine sexual prohibitions for today’s context.

Third is one of the more recent and influential evangelical
works supporting homosexuality, Matthew Vines’ God and
the Gay Christian (2014). Vines was raised in a conservative
Presbyterian church. He dropped out of Harvard to study this
topic. His book popularizes the earlier academic studies and
presents them to a broader audience. Vines reiterates Boswell’s
thesis, arguing that the ancient world knew nothing of sexual
orientation, only of sexual practice. According to Vines, sociol-
ogy now knows that people experience sexual orientation as an
unchangeable state of personhood. Because biblical authors did
not and could not know about sexual orientation and homo-
sexual identity, the biblical prohibitions only speak against
perversion and excess. These prohibitions do not address or
forbid loving and committed same-sex relationships.

In all, these works reveal three characteristics of the cur-
rent evangelical defense of homosexual practice. Biblical
Christians need to understand these characteristics. They
also need to respond each characteristic with a clear defense
of scriptural orthodoxy.

Characteristic One: Biblical and Cultural Ambiguity

Six scriptural passages speak directly to same-sex issues
(Gen. 19; Lev. 18, 20; Rom. 1; 1 Cor. 6; 1 Tim. 1). Evangelical
defenders of homosexuality claim that these passages are
ambiguous and difficult to apply to today’s context. Boswell
and Brownson, for example say that the disturbing narrative
of Genesis 19 is too culturally bound to be directly applicable;
it should be seen as a prohibition against violence and inhos-
pitality. The Levitical prohibition, which calls homosexual
acts an abomination, is viewed as a specifically Mosaic tenet
similar to circumcision or dietary laws, and hence not binding
upon New Covenant Christians. Likewise, they argue that
Paul’s use of the rare word arsenokoitai in 1 Corinthians 6
and 1 Timothy 1 does not describe mere same-sex activ-
ity but designates a “male prostitute.” They argue that the
distance between our culture and that of the biblical world
is too great to permit a direct and specific application. This
view insists that Scripture never speaks against committed,
loving, same-sex relationships. In nearly every instance, some
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This shift in
attitudes has
already resulted in a
growing defense of
homosexuality within
evangelicalism.

perceived ambiguity in the text leads to
reinterpretation of the prohibition itself.

Response: Biblical Clarity

Adbherents of the traditional view must
begin by ardently defending inerrancy
and scriptural authority. Though honest
students of the Bible must account for cul-
tural differences and seek to understand
the world of the original recipients of
Scripture, nearly all passages can be clear-
ly understood in their original contexts. Furthermore, careful
interpretation readily communicates application. Obviously,
the New Testament outlines a dispensational change from
the Levitical requirements. This change, however, does not
nullify (for example) the force of the Ten Commandments.
The command “Thou shalt have no other gods before me”
is not rendered inoperative simply because we do not bow
to carved idols. We understand that anything can become
an idol, physical or not. In the same way, the six passages
that deal with homosexuality, when taken together, form a
clear prohibition against same-sex practices. Paul’s use of
rare terminology is clarified in each context where he uses
it. In fact, no major theologian in Christendom questioned
prohibitions against same-sex practices until the twentieth
century. The Bible is quite clear on this subject.

Characteristic Two: Experience Dictates Interpretation.
Many evangelical defenders of homosexuality allow their
experiences to dictate their understanding and interpretation
of Scripture. Boswell identified as gay and tragically died of
complications from AIDS. Vines began studying homosexu-
ality in Scripture when he publicly identified as gay, and his
book mentions several examples of other Christians who
walked a similar path. Even Brownson, a disciplined exegete,
admits that he changed his position after his son came out as
gay. In their books, it is clear that these people’s experiences
and relationships forced them to reexamine what the Bible
teaches about homosexuality. They could not imagine, for
example, that Paul’s stern warning about same-sex relation-
ships could be applied to their loved ones or themselves.
Their experiences led them not only to reinterpret Scripture,
but to reimagine millennia-old prohibitions.

Response: Scripture Dictates Experience

If Scripture is divine revelation then it is authoritative. If
it is authoritative then we must subjugate our experiences to
it. For example, an alcoholic or drug addict may feel a sense
of hopelessness and may believe change to be impossible.
This experience, however, does not overrule the transforming
hope of the gospel, which can still overpower addiction. The
same is true for people who experiences lust in any form.
Their lust does not define them as a person. Like addiction,
illicit sexual desire is a sin that needs to be “put off” while
the new creation of the gospel is “put on” (Eph. 4:22-24).

Characteristic Three: Contemporary Words and Categories.
Vines begins his book by describing an emotionally difficult
time in which he, as a sophomore in college, finally asked
himself the question, “Am I gay?” Implicit in this story is the
contemporary idea that homosexuals or gays constitute a
category in which attraction defines personhood. This move—



using homosexuality to define a category of personhood—is
regularly employed by defenders of homosexuality. They
use the phrase “gay Christian” or the initials “LGBTQ” as
a personal description. Since the sexual revolution, sexual
attraction has become so central that it is now definitive.

Response: Reject Contemporary Words and Categories

In the ancient world, the dichotomy between hetero and
homosexuality simply did not exist. What is now called “gay-
ness” was seen as a sexual practice, not a personal definition.
Ironically, though the word “homosexual” is a combination of
a Greek prefix and a Latin root, neither Greek nor Latin had
a single word that was equivalent to the modern notion of
homosexuality. Indeed, the word “homosexual” did not appear
until 1869 in German and 1892 in English.

“Pastor, maybe you don’t understand,” he insisted. “I'm
sexually attracted to men. I'm a homosexual.”

“] don’t doubt your sexual attraction,” I answered, “but I
deny that you can define yourself by it. You're not gay, there’s
nosuch category. You're aman who has been made in the image
of God Himself, and you are a person for whom Jesus Christ
shed His blood. You struggle with sin, like the rest of us. Now
let’s both continue the lifelong process of mortifying our pas-
sions and lusts as we become more like Jesus.”

Brett Williams is provost at Central Baptist Theological
Seminary of Minneapolis, where he earned his PhD in =
Theology. He has been a youth pastor and a senior pastor

and has also enjoyed leading backpacking expeditions in

the Colorado Rockies.

This phenomenon helps to explain why
Scripture uses a variety of words and ideas
when describing same-sex activity. Boswell,
Brownson, and Vines spend considerable
effort explaining that neither Scripture nor
historic Christians confused practice with
personhood, but then they insist on using
contemporary categories of personhood
such as “orientation” or “gay” to understand
and describe identity. Vines states, “Even
though past societies did not recognize it,
the fact is now undeniable that gay men and
women exist” (40).

Nearly all Christians, even conservatives,
have accepted and use these categories. To
say that people “are gay” is to say that their
sexual attractions define their identity in the
same way that the pronoun “he” denotes a
male. Biblical Christians should adopt the
Bible’s point of view: though the same-sex
acts were widespread, those acts were not the
same as identity. Sexual attraction, while real,
does not define the person who experiences
it. To define people by their sexual attrac-
tions is to dehumanize them and to elevate
physical passions to an improper position.
Christians must reject these categories in
favor of biblical and Christ-centered identity.

Boswell, Brownson, and Vines all attempt
to hold current secular ideas while professing
allegiance to biblical authority. They end up
merely rejecting or replacing that authority.
Unfortunately, many in evangelicalism are
ready to receive these arguments—but no one
can serve two gods. We cannot accept con-
temporary culture’s categories about identity
while claiming Scripture as authoritative.

So ... What Then?

So how should we apply these observa-
tions? Here is one way: when my church
member confessed, “I'm gay,” I replied, “I
don’t believe in such a thing.”

Dr. Kristopher Endean
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Regional Reports

Winter Board Meeting

Thank you to Bible Baptist Church in Matthews, North
Carolina, for hosting this year’s FBFI Winter Board Meeting
on February 10-11. Pastor Ron Allen and his staff cared
for us well. We were treated to some wonderful North
Carolina food and the use of excellent facilities. This meet-
ing was well attended, and the usual business (minutes,
treasurer’s report, etc.) was accomplished, but our com-
mittees also met for planning and discussion purposes.
The committees handle many of the core responsibilities,
and having the committees allows a broad number of
men to be involved.

The annual Winter Board Meeting is an important time
for the FBFI. These meetings are about far more than the
operations and finances. The winter meeting has become a
valuable planning resource for our Fellowship. This year,
much of the meeting time revolved around evaluating how
men prepare for the ministry. Several men led sessions
that reviewed the standard mode of preparation from
past years—calling, college, entering full-time ministry
under a mentor and learning the ropes—but also offered
innovative suggestions. Statistics reveal that the number
of men entering ministry is inadequate. Not only that,
but the debt load, increased instances of older men being
called into ministry, and shrinking number of places for
fundamentalists to train leads us to the need to be more
creative. Throughout the two-day meeting, the burden of
our members was evident. We would like to forge ahead
in offering quality alternatives.

South Regional Meeting

Morningside Baptist Church in Greenville, South
Carolina, hosted the March 2—4 South Regional Fellowship.
Speaking on the theme of “Discipleship for Life,” Jim
Tillotson preached two outstanding messages on heeding
the mandate and overcoming the obstacles to discipleship.
Mark Minnick followed up with messages on being com-
mitted to the tools of discipleship as well as planning to be
effective in discipleship. Mike Yarbrough finished up on
Wednesday night with lessons learned from the example
of Jesus in discipleship.

As usual, the meeting was well organized and revolved
around a central theme. In addition to the general sessions,
attendees had options from sixteen workshop sessions—
some specifically for ladies. The young people were treated
to a series of lessons on Creation by Jeff Setzer. One of the
great benefits of regional meetings is the fellowship. Tony
Facenda is to be commended for organizing the schedule
in such a way that people had time to fellowship while
enjoying both first-class refreshments and vendor displays.
Tony and his wife, Karen, were also responsible for the
meals—which means that they came early and cooked
and cleaned—and they had a great spirit.

Next year’s South Regional Fellowship is March 1-3
at Berean Baptist Church in Lilburn, Georgia.
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David Shumat

Loving Our Neighbars in a Fallen World

2018) by San Diego pastor Miles McPherson. The Third

Option is an examination of race and racism informed
by McPherson’s experiences as a self-described mixed-race
individual who identifies as black, who has placed his faith in
Jesus Christ, and who has been actively involved in seeking
racial reconciliation. The heart of McPherson’s book is that
instead of choosing sides in the current racial divide we must
choose a third option: to honor and love our fellow human
beings as image bearers of God.

What follows is not a review of The Third Option' but
rather a meditation on its central thesis, that our attitudes
and behavior toward our fellow human beings must take full
account of the fact that they were created in God’s image.
This realization can help us respond in a Christlike way not
only to issues of race but also to many of the other conten-
tious and divisive issues that plague our society.

Irecently ran across The Third Option (Simon and Schuster,

In God’s Image

McPherson asserts that the main reason racism is wrong
is that it denies a fundamental reality of the Creation, that
all people of whatever background or social group are made
in God’s image.

When we allow racism into our hearts and society, we
minimize the priceless value of God’s image in others,
which limits our ability to honor, love, and serve them
the way God calls us to.?

In other words, racism as a practice is evil because racism
as a concept is heretical. Human beings retain the image both
before and after the Fall (Gen. 1:26-28; 5:1-3; 9:6; James 3:9).
Acts 17:26 states that God made all people of one blood,
and James condemns respect of persons (2:1), pointing out
the hypocrisy of blessing God and cursing people who are
made in His likeness (3:9). Loving and honoring people,
even though they are fallen, is like cherishing a loved one’s
picture, even though it may be smudged and torn. This does
not mean endorsing evil and error. Neither does it mean
that people are exempt from accountability.® Recognizing
the image of God in people does mean, however, that we
respect their human dignity and individuality and seek to
share God’s truth and love with them.

McPherson argues that racism reflects a universal human
tendency to implicitly sort people into various categories
depending on how much like us they seem. This sorting
can be based on things such as race, religion, gender, or
profession, and one of its manifestations is applying double
standards based on group membership. For example, we are
more likely to appreciate the individuality of those within
our group than those outside of it. We are more likely to
empathize with them and to give them the benefit of the
doubt as to their motives. On the other hand, we are more
likely to view outsiders through preconceived notions or
stereotypes, and we are less likely to think of them and treat
them as individuals. We are quicker to take offense at what
they do or say and are more likely to judge their motives.*

Proactively Demonstrating

Apart from racism, one can observe group bias all around,
from cliques in school, to double standards in political dis-
course, to class or professional snobbery. Although frequently
manifesting itself in hostile and demeaning words and deeds,
it more often affects people, including believers, in a more
subtle way. As McPherson puts it, “[Not many] people could
honestly conclude that they proactively demonstrate honor
to others.”

In other words, it is not enough for me simply to avoid
purposefully harming others. I am obliged affirmatively to
show God’s love to them. Passing by on the other side will
not do.

When we allow our mistaken beliefs about other eth-
nicities to prevent us from loving them, a different [i.e.
non-overt] form of racism causes us to withhold His love
from those God created us fo love. In other words, rac-
ism is as much a sin of omission—not doing what we are
called to do—as a sin of commission.°

McPherson’s fundamental prescription is that we make
regular, conscious choices to show honor and love to others,
“choosing to apply our in-group bias to those in our out-
groups.”” This is an extension of the command to love our
neighbor as ourselves. It means examining how we view
and interact with groups and individuals and choosing to
change where necessary to be more like Christ.
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The need for such a shift in thinking in our Christian lives
should be obvious. What pastor does not grieve when he sees
church members huddled together with their friends while a
visitor stands around awkwardly looking for a friendly face?
Or cringe when a well-meaning usher or greeter makes an
insensitive remark that hurts that visitor’s feelings? How
many times do believers’ interactions on social media reflect
the pervasive dishonoring of people commonly associated
with online discourse? How many believers are intimidat-
ed by someone’s appearance or apparent group affiliation,
assuming he or she will not want to listen to the gospel?

“A Sin of the Heart”

Of course, change is much harder to implement than to
talk about. We are not only image-bearers but fallen image-
bearers. As McPherson points out,

Racism is a sin of the heart, and Romans 3:23 says that
all have sinned. All means all: Whites, Blacks, Latinos,
Asians, Middle Easterners, and everyone in between.
Racism is an equal opportunity offender, a human con-
dition that affects all people.?

We must understand that sin in the human heart is inherent
and intractable. Absent the power of the gospel, no genuine
progress can be made against it.> Law and society can and
should do things to suppress vice. However, without a heart
transformation our efforts will have only limited success.
We suppress one manifestation of sin and selfishness only
to find another popping up somewhere else, or we drive
sin underground, making people defensive and hypocriti-
cal. Because of the reality and pervasiveness of human sin,
we must insist even more on the purity and priority of the
gospel. As desirable as mitigating racism or other social ills
may be, if we allow any social or political goal to dilute the
gospel or add to the Great Commission, we hinder both the
Great Commission and our social actions and goals.

We must also be realistic about human depravity even as we
seek to honor and love theimage of God in people. First, even if
weareborn again, we cannot grow tolove the way Christloves
without engaging daily in the spiritual battle of progressive
sanctification. Second, in a fallen world, sowing biblical truth
in love sometimes brings a harvest of hatred. While it often is
the case that a soft answer will turn away wrath, people are
still alienated from God, and the truth may offend them despite
our best efforts to show them Christ’s love.

Nevertheless, seeking to honor the image of God in people
is necessary for us to be effective in the Great Commission.
Christ sought out and ate with publicans and sinners. Paul
insisted on becoming a servant to both the Jews and the
Gentiles so that he might win them to Christ. We are to do
good to all people, especially to those of the household of
faith and to live in a way that the gospel will not be hindered.
We can all learn how to be better ambassadors for Christ. The
question is, how important is it to us?

David Shumate is the General Director of Mexican Gospel m
Mission, International, in Phoenix, Arizona. -
o

———

1Although I have reservations about some of its exegetical points
and theological emphases, I found the book challenging and
helpful and its point of view refreshing.

*The Third Option, Introduction.

*On the contrary, being properly accountable to God and others
for how I live is an affirmation of my moral significance as an
image bearer.

*The Third Option, 19-23.

*Ibid., 25.

¢ Ibid., 15. I found this statement personally convicting.
"Ibid., 23

*Ibid., 16.

" The following line of thinking, while not contradicting the book,
is not drawn from: it.

Creation, Sex, and Gender
Continued from page 15

disorders, people are born with or develop some level of
bodily sexual ambiguity or irregularity. The cause may be
genetic (as with Klinefelter or Turner syndromes). It may
be hormonal (as with androgen insensitivity syndrome or
congenital adrenal hyperplasia). DSDs may also arise from
other causes. These conditions together have been labeled
“Intersex,” and they are genuine medical conditions.

How should Christians respond to people with DSDs? First,
these conditions are extremely rare and donot redefine whatis
normal for humans. Second, because DSDs are physical defects
and disabilities, they are not sinful or shameful (though they are,
of course, very personal and usually private). Third, DSDs do
not alter the fundamental structure of humanity as created in
two sexes; they do not introduce a third sex or make male and
female into a continuum. Fourth, people with DSDs face very
difficult choices, none of which may be ideal. Christian physi-
cians and counselors should help them to choose in ways that
are both moral and conducive to personal flourishing. Finally,
because people with DSDs are made in the image of God, they
deserve full acceptance, respect, and compassion.
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Human Value and Dignity

Creation in God’s image gives all humans value and dig-
nity (Gen. 1:26-27; Psalm 8). Even sinful people (and we are
all sinful) still bear God’s majestic image. People who are
confused about gender still have value and dignity. People
who commit sexual sins (including same-sex sins) still have
value and dignity. Jesus invariably greeted sinners with
compassion; He showed anger only toward those who tried
to thwart His mission.

Christians must stand against wrong ideas and wrong
conduct. Part of their calling is to expose the unfruitful
works of darkness, including deeds that are too shameful
to dwell on (Eph. 5:3-14). Rebuking a sin, however, is not
the same thing as demeaning or belittling a sinner. Part of
the Christian calling is also to bring the hope of the gospel
to all kinds of people, including people who do shameful
things. Believers can welcome and befriend sinners of all
sorts—just as Jesus did—without condoning the sins that
they commit.

Kevin Bauder is research professor of Systematic Theology v
at Central Baptist Theological Seminary in Minneapolis. He o
has been a pastor and is also a chaplain in the Air Force .
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Position Statements of 2020

Adopted February 11, 2020

Introduction to Position Statements
David Shumate

t its Winter Board Meeting in February 2020, FBFI

adopted position statements on two issues, both of
which have an important bearing on the gospel. Neither
of these issues is new, but each has become increasingly
prominent in the past few years.

The first position statement rejects what has become
known as the New Perspective on Paul, which has become
popular in some evangelical circles and which denies the
biblical doctrine of imputed forensic righteousness of the
believer through faith alone in Jesus Christ. The second
deals with the issue of Social Justice. Righteousness and
justice, both individually and socially, are important bib-
lical priorities. However, we must resist the temptation
to add social action and goals, however laudable, to the
gospel or to the Great Commission. The ultimate cause
of injustice is sin, and the ultimate remedy for sin is for-
giveness and transformation through faith in Jesus Christ.
Anything that dilutes this message is harmful both to the
gospel and to the cause of justice.

FBFI position statements reflect the consensus of the
FBFI Board and are designed to identify its positions on
important and relevant issues and to give a basic rationale
for those positions. Elaboration on different issues referred
to in the statement can be found in FrontLine magazine
and on the Proclaim and Defend blog.

20.01: New Perspective on Paul

The New Perspective on Paul, fathered by E. P. Sanders,
developed by James D.G. Dunn, and popularized by
N. T. Wright, is not only erroneous exegetically but more
importantly is heretical theologically as a nonevangelical
understanding of the apostle Paul and the soteriological
teachings of the New Testament.

First, the New Perspective reverses the Reformation’s
proper understanding of Jewish legalism and its close
analogy to the works-righteousness semi-Pelagianism
of the Roman Catholic Church.

Second, the New Perspective misinterprets Paul’s trans-
formation on the Damascus road as a calling instead of a
conversion from Judaism to Christianity.

Third, the New Perspective sees justification as a sec-
ondary and sociological doctrine in Paul’s writings with
no concept of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness to
the believer resulting in a once-for-all acceptable standing
before God.

Fourth, the New Perspective declares that “justification
is not how someone becomes a Christian” (Wright, What
Saint Paul Really Said, p. 125) and that the gospel is not
about how one gets saved; rather, it is “an announcement
about Jesus” (ibid., p. 60).

And fifth, the New Perspective proclaims that “jus-
tification, at the last, will be based on performance, not

The FBFI affirms its doctrinal position that Paul rejected
the Law as a means of salvation, not primarily because
it was a barrier between Gentiles and Jews, as the New
Perspective on Paul argues, but because of our inability to
keep it (Gal. 3:10). Therefore, all who rely on the “works of
the law” to be saved are cursed (Gal. 3:10a; Rom. 3:20), and
only those who rely in biblical faith upon the sufficiency
of the person and work of Jesus Christ are justified before
God (Gal. 2:16; Rom. 1:17; 3:21).

20.02: Social Justice and the Gospel

The original social gospel of the nineteenth and twen-
tieth centuries was the expression of the false theological
idea of the universal fatherhood of God and brotherhood
of man. The Bible teaches that the spiritual fatherhood of
God extends only to those who are born again into His
family by saving faith in Jesus Christ (John 1:12). Therefore,
there is no spiritual brotherhood among all people but
only among those in Christ.

Nevertheless, Christians can be said to be a part of the
“neighborhood of man.” Christ taught us to love our neigh-
bor as ourselves, and that our neighbors include those who
need our help and whom we can help (Luke 10:25-37).

This principle should also dictate the approach believ-
ers take toward the current debate over Social Justice.
Social Justice advocates within the church promote an
ideologically driven social transformation, which they
argue is either part of the gospel or a necessary corollary
to it. Although the gospel is often given initial priority
over social involvement, eventually social involvement
gains parity and finally replaces the gospel altogether.

Regardless of the merits of social programs or reforms,
these are not Christ’s commission to the New Testament
church. His church is neither a political body nor a means
for social justice. He created it to declare the whole truth
of God revealed in His Word and to lead its members to
believe and obey it in all aspects of their lives. As a con-
sequence, believers will reflect their growing relationship
with Christ as they fulfill their various civic responsi-
bilities. Although both individuals and churches should
strive to be good neighbors, their primary responsibility
is spiritual and eternal rather than social and temporal.

Injustice exists because of sin, from which no individual
or group is exempt. Therefore, the ultimate answer to all
injustice is the gospel of Jesus Christ. In Christ we are one
new people. Our ethnicity, biological gender, and posi-
tion in life do not determine our worth before God, and
they should not affect our brotherly love for each other.

Sadly, injustice will exist in the world until Christ
returns. Until He reigns, our mission is to proclaim Him
to the world, making disciples of all peoples, baptizing
them and teaching them to be more and more like Him,
and realizing that the ultimate solution to the injustice
in our world is the unadulterated gospel of Jesus Christj

Epossession” (Wright, “Romans,” p. 440).

May/June 2020  FrontLine




FrontLine

Editor
Kevin Schaal

Managing Editor
Malinda Duvall

Publication Editor
Steve Skaggs

Contributing
Editors
Mark Minnick
Layton Talbert

Design
Mike Moreau

President
Kevin Schaal

Executive Officers
David Shumate
Chairman

Taigen Joos
Vice Chairman

Bud Steadman
Secretary

Michael Privett
Treasurer

Advisory Board
Mark Brock
Ron Ehmann
Mark Herbster
Marty Herron
Jeff Kahl
Greg Kaminski
Tavis Long
Brock Mawdesley
Bruce McAllister
Nathan Mestler
Dan Pelletier
Mike Shellman

Executive Board

Ron Allen
Mike Asher
James Baker
Earl Barnett
Dave Byford
Robert Condict
Jeff Davis
Gordon Dickson
Roger Duvall
Ken Endean
Tony Facenda
Gary Fisher
Terry Hamilton
Mike Harding
Craig Hartman
Dale Heffernan
Arin Hess
David Innes
Don Johnson
Stephen Jones
Larry Karsies
Mark Minnick
Jeff Musgrave
Larry Oats
Dave Pennington
Chuck Phelps
Kent Ramler
Matthew Recker
Stephen Russell
Dale Seaman
Will Senn
Ron Smith
Michael Sproul
Bud Steadman
Jeremy Sweatt
Dan Unruh

Wayne Van Gelderen

John Vaughn
Joe Willis
Doug Wright
Mike Yarborough
Aaron Young

Board Emeritus

Rick Arrowood
Charles Britt
Gerald Carlson
Ed Caughill
Walt Coles

Johnny Daniels Peter Maruyama

Collins Glenn
Phil Golden
Bill Hall

Mission Statement: The Foundations Baptist Fellowship Internation-
al exists to provide a rallying point for Fundamental Baptists seeking personal revival and
the opportunity to work with committed Bible-believers in glorifying God through the
uncompromising fulfillment of the Great Commission.

As the journal of the FBFI, FrontLine Magazine provides a forum for God’s people to rever-
ently express a conservative Christian perspective on pertinent issues. In an effort to keep
readers informed, quotes and references to many different individuals and organizations
will appear. This does notimply the endorsement of the magazine or its board. Unsolicited
manuscripts and artwork accepted for review.

Advertising: Forinformation contact Harvest Media at (847) 352-4345 or FAX
(866) 583-5709. All advertising in FrontLine is for the sole purpose of sharing valuable
resource materials with our readers. Although we carefully screen the materials, we are

Fred Moritz
Ed Nelson
Tom Nieman
Les Ollila
Wilbur Schoneweis
John Stevens
Bob Taylor
George Youstra

not giving a blanket endorsement of any products or advertisers.

FrontLine Magazine
FBFI Chaplaincy Endorsing Agency

2801 Wade Hampton Blvd., Suite 115-165 - Taylors, SC 29687

(800) 376-6856 - (864) 268-0777
E-Mail: info@fbfi.org « www.fbfi.org

COPYRIGHT 2020 FrontLine Magazine. No materials may be reproduced in

any manner without prior written permission of the publishers. ISSN 1526-8284

on LANGUAGE
EiISCRIPTURE

friend recently asked me about the Pure Word New
Testament (thepureword.com). I’m the all-translations-
are-good guy, right?

No. I cannot recommend the Pure Word. Anybody who
has to attack the trustworthiness of other translations in
order to promote his own loses my trust, and this is the
first text I see on the Pure Word site: “There are over 450
English New Testament translations; all riddled with inac-
curacies that never referenced the original Greek scriptures.
The Pure Word research project was started to fix this
problem.” The upshot of this is, “Trust me rather than the
translators who made your Bible!” But the site is vague
about who did this work. Who is Brent Miller Sr.? What are
his qualifications to translate the New Testament? Having
credentials doesn’t make you a good Bible translator. But
neither does not having them!

The presenter in the video (is it Miller?) mispronounces
“Koine” Greek. He says that English is an imprecise lan-
guage compared to Greek, which is simply not true. Greek
has areas of precision English lacks, such as the singular vs.
plural “whom,” but English has areas of precision Greek
lacks, such as its tendency not to use the ambiguous geni-
tive construction (“Mark’s book” is less ambiguous than
“the book of Mark™).

“Monadic hermeneutics” is something I’ve never heard
of. I’'m guessing it means what we would usually call “lexi-
cal concordance”: one English word translates each Greek
word? If so, this is a terrible idea that simply doesn’t work.
No language maps in a perfect, word-for-word way onto
any other. The discussion of the four “very precise” Greek
words for love in the promo video is breathtakingly bad.
Agape is not the Greek word for divine love. It is used for
the “love” Demas had for this present world (2 Tim. 4:10),
the “love” the Pharisees had for the chief seats at the feast
and greetings in the marketplaces (Luke 11:43), and the
“love” we’re not supposed to have for the world (Rom.
12:2; 1 John 2:15-17).

And if the proof of the pudding is in the eating, this is
terrible pudding that I can’t eat even a verse of: “Because,
God has Loved in such a manner the satan’s world, so that
He Gave His Son, the Only Begotten Risen Christ, in order
that whoever is Continuously by his choice Committing
for the Result and Purpose of Him, should not perish, but
definitely should, by his choice, be Continuously Having
Eternal Life.”

I usually try to be balanced in my judgment, I really do.
But every once in a while a book reviewer gets
to say, “Pure Blech.”

Dr. Mark Ward is an academic editor at Lexham Press.




At A Glance

Layton Talbert

Evangelical OT scholar Victor Hamilton asserts that “one
could make an impressive case of the fact that without
Genesis 1-2, the rest of the Bible becomes incomprehen-
sible. That includes both Testaments” (Reading Genesis 1-2,
1). Without a characteristically literal reading of Genesis
1-2 (like we read the rest of Genesis or the rest of the
Pentateuch), some of Christianity’s most fundamental
teachings become incomprehensible—or worse, erroneous.
The failure to affirm the historicity of the first directly cre-
ated humans (identified in Scripture as Adam and Eve) has
titanic ramifications for multiple, major areas of theology,
worldview, ethics, behavior, and the very nature of your
relationship to God through the Bible.

Anthropology

Human Dignity and the Image of God. The doctrine of the
image of God in man (Gen. 1:26-27) implanted on the day
He created them (Gen. 5:1-2), furnishes (a) the sole, express,
biblical rationale against murder, (b) the only biblical ground
for capital punishment, and (c) the basis for God’s solemn
assertion (3x) that He Himself holds accountable anyone who
commits murder (Gen. 9:6). The image of God in man is
even the biblical rationale against abusive language towards
others (James 3:9). Without the express creation of Adam
and Eve in God’s own likeness, on the day that He created
them, there is no scriptural basis for explaining or defend-
ing the imago dei in women and men, and all the ethical
ramifications of what that means for human dignity and
the sanctity of human life.

The Institution of Marriage. OT scholar Tremper Longman
writes, “Eve’s creation from Adam’s side teaches that they
are equal; that she is created from Adam’s body demonstrates
mutuality” (Reading Genesis 1-2, 106). The problem with that
statement is what precedes it: “the text does not intend to tell
us how God created the first woman, but something about
women and their relationship to men” (ibid.). Longman
doesn’t believe that God actually created woman that way,
or that the writer of Genesis ever meant us to think that God
actually created woman that way. Longman calls Genesis
1-2 “theological history”—broadly historical but metaphori-
cal stories designed to communicate theological truths; in
other words, God did make everything, but not in the way
He describes it in Genesis. Once you deny the factuality of a
historical text, you undermine the very basis for its capacity
to teach theological truth.

The question that must be asked is not just how should
we read Genesis 1-2, but how did Jesus read it? When
the Pharisees asked Christ a question about divorce,
He based His view of marriage squarely on the biblical

The Necessity of

account of the creation of Adam and Eve (Matt. 19:4-5).
According to Jesus’ reading of Genesis 1-2, the statement
defining the one-flesh nature of marriage (19:5) did not
originate with Adam nor was it an editorial insertion
by Moses. It was God Himself (“he which made them”)
who said, “they two shall be one flesh.” If Eve wasn't
actually created the way Genesis describes, then any
authoritative, scriptural basis for viewing marriage as
a covenantal relationship of unity and solidarity evapo-
rates into mythology. The Genesis description of a literal
creation of a historical Adam and Eve was the basis for
Jesus” own understanding and teaching about the defini-
tion of marriage, the inviolable solidarity of the marriage
bond (“shall be one flesh”), the sanctity of the marriage
relationship (“what . .. God hath joined together”), and
the intended permanence of marriage (“let not man put
asunder”). To deny the biblical description of Adam and
Eve as historical is to imply that Jesus Himself seriously
misunderstood Scripture, history, and cosmogony. That’s
a particularly awkward claim if, as John 1 teaches, Jesus
was actually there at the Creation.

Gender Identity and Roles. In the same passage Jesus also
assumed the original establishment of distinct genders based
on the biblical account of the creation of Adam and Eve (Matt.
19:4). The Son of God grounded His teaching on the direct,
divine origin of Adam and Eve (“he which made them at
the beginning”) and their divinely intended gender distinc-
tion (“made them male and female”) on a literal reading of
Genesis. Again, if Genesis 1-2 is not intended literally, then
Jesus was simply mistaken. “If Jesus taught a view, I am
bound to follow it. . . . I do not see how, within orthodox
Christology, one could say that Jesus taught error about
creation and then justify rejecting Jesus’ view” (Jud Davis,
Reading Genesis 1-2, 211, 213).

Paul, too, grounded his inspired teaching regarding
gender roles and distinctions on a literal reading of Adam
and Eve and their historical actions described in Genesis
(1 Tim. 2:12-14). The apostle assumes the literalness of
both the biblical description of Creation (“Adam was
first formed, then Eve”) and the Fall (“Adam was not
deceived, but the woman”)—and builds Christian doctrine
on that reading of Genesis. If the NT has any authority
for the Christian at all, the ultimate test for your reading
of Genesis 1-2 is whether it agrees with Jesus” and Paul’s
reading of Genesis 1-2.

Soteriology

Death and Sin. An evolutionary worldview—even a theistic
evolutionary worldview—normalizes death as a natural
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and necessary dimension of life, progress, and develop-
ment. Yet the Bible consistently depicts death as the con-
sequence and penalty of human sin (Ezek. 18:4, 20; Rom.
5:12, 21; 6:16, 23, 7:5, 13; 1 Cor. 15:3; James 1:15) and the
enemy of humanity (1 Cor. 15:26; Heb. 2:15; Rev. 21:4) that
ruined an originally good creation (Rom. 8:19-23). Without
the biblical description of Adam and Eve, therefore, the
Bible’s explicit connection of sin and death is not only
wrong, it is nonsensical.

Original Sin. The Bible also explicitly connects our experi-
ence of death to our sinful condition, and our sinful condi-
tion to Adam’s sin (Rom. 5:12-19; 1 Cor. 15:22). “Original
sin” is the Bible’s explanation for both our individual sin-
ful propensity from birth (depravity) and our personal
culpability from birth (guilt). That means that without the
biblical description of a historical Adam and Eve, includ-
ing their historical actions, there is no actual basis for these
teachings that lie at the very heart of the gospel and the
Bible’s explanation of our need for redemption.

The Last Adam. Citing Genesis 2:7, Paul links Adam—
specifically in his created and life-receiving role—with
Christ in His redemptive and life-giving role as “the last
Adam” (1 Cor. 15:45). Paul says that Adam was a type of
the one who was to come—referring to Christ (Rom. 5:14).
A type is not a symbol or an allegory; typology is about
actual fulfillment. And fulfillment requires that “a type is
an actual historical event or person”—otherwise there is
no basis for identifying it as a type (Grant Osborne, “Type,
Typology,” Evangelical Dictionary of Theology). Without a
historical Adam, Paul’s teaching about Christ as the Last
Adam sinks to the level of fairy tale.

The redemptive-historical correlation between Adam
and Christ determines the framework in which . . . the
redemptive work of Christ has its place. . . . Whoever
divorces the work of redemption from the framework
in which it stands in Scripture no longer allows the
Word to function as the norm that determines everything.
There has been no temptation through the centuries
to which theology has been more exposed than this
temptation. There is no danger that theology has more
to fear than this danger (J. P. Versteeg, Adam in the New
Testament, 67).

The Purpose for Christ’s Coming. Embedded in the
biblical account of Adam and Eve is the first promise
of a coming redeemer (Gen. 3:15). The purposes for
that coming include deliverance from sin as the result
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a Historical Adam and Eve

of the Fall (Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 15:22; Heb. 2:14) and the
restoration of creation from the collateral consequences
of that Fall (Rom. 8:19-23; cf. Col. 1:19-20).

All the previous arguments, significant as they are, fun-
nel into a final argument of cosmic consequences related to
the character of God Himself, and your ability to reliably
relate to Him through His words. Psalm 19:7 assures us that
“the testimony of the LoRD is sure.” A testimony is a solemn
attestation to what is so. The word “sure” means “faithful,
dependable, trustworthy.”

The record of Genesis is not merely a human writer’s
imaginative telling of Creation; it is God’s testimony
to those past events. If the doctrine of Scripture as the
inspired self-revelation from God means anything, then
the Lord’s testimony to His creation of man and his world
is a reliable record of exactly what happened and how. For
God, through Moses, to describe so graphically how they
came into being, to name them, to quote their speech, to
recount their precise actions (and, in later revelation, the
consequences of those actions), to include their names in
subsequent genealogies (as if they were actually historical
people) puts the historical narrative of the Genesis account
into the category of divine “testimony.” And Psalm 93:5
echoes the fact that the Lord’s testimonies are completely
reliable. If the account itself is not a truthful record of not
only what happened but sow it happened, then its testi-
mony to the reliability of God’s words is itself unreliable.
If what God said is not what happened, then what God
says cannot be trusted.

Genesis is being reinterpreted by otherwise evangelical
theologians inside the church. In a kind of hermeneutical
gerrymandering, many evangelical scholars have redrawn
the interpretational boundaries of Genesis in a way that
allows them to contradict a plain reading of the text in
ways that they would (presumably) never dream of doing
in any other passage.

The move within the Church to normalize an evolu-
tionary reading of Genesis has theological and personal
reverberations far beyond an academic, esoteric debate
over hermeneutics. It pulls the rug out from under God'’s
testimony not only to the event of Creation but to the reli-
ability of His words and the very integrity of God Himself.
The notion that one can embrace God’s testimony about
Jesus while dismissing His testimony about Creation is a
dangerous form of theological schizophrenia.

Dr. Layton Talbert is professor of Theology and Biblical Exposition at BJU
Seminary in Greenville, South Carolina.



Offering Hope to the Homc

and Transgender

1 Sarah” (not her real name)! contacted Global Media

Outreach (globalmediaoutreach.com)® in May 2018. She
indicated that she had received Christ as her Savior, but she
opened with this comment: “I'm a FTM (female to male) and
want to serve Christ, but I don’t want to leave this life. . . ..
I'm confused.” Eventually, I learned prior to her transition,
she lived as a lesbian for seventeen years. How would you
answer? Can someone like this ever change?

Even more challenging, how can someone outside this
lifestyle begin to understand, much less help, those who
are struggling with homosexuality or transgender issues?

Over the years, I have worked with many individuals as
they looked for answers. Following are some of the things
that I have shared with individuals with whom I have contact.

I start with this: We all have sinned. God loves all of us
and the Lord Jesus died for all of us. The ground is level at
the cross. I care for them and want to help them.

I don’t take hostility, defensiveness, or verbal attacks per-
sonally. I remember where they are coming from. I try to
defuse any anger that they may have. I've found we should
treat hostile individuals graciously, with kindness, and with
reasonableness. We must treat them differently than they are
treating us. Their impression of us may be the only impres-
sion they have of Christianity and the Bible.

exual

A very important first step is to probe their motivation
for wanting to leave homosexuality or wanting to make a
change in their life. Wrong answers would be, “I'm afraid of
AIDS,” “I'm picked on by society,” “I want to be accepted by
parents,” or “I'm just so unhappy.” The right motivation is,
“I want to love and obey God. I want to bring my life into
conformity with the Word of God.” The right motivation is
paramount for leaving an ungodly lifestyle.

In order to get to this point, of course, they must hear
and receive the gospel. Getting motivations right involves
getting right with God.

Then comes this big question: Are they willing to do what-
ever it takes to get into conformity with the Word of God?

We must be careful about saying all sin is the same. In
God’s eyes, the remedy for sin is the same, but the conse-
quences of sinful choices and behaviors are different. We
don’t punish a child who lies in the same way that we punish
someone who commits murder. Consequences for sins differ.

Keys for Victory

1. Separation—The individual needs to separate himself
completely from homosexual and transgender friends
and activities. This is critical, and can be very hard.
He may need to get a new job. When we ask this of
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him, we are asking him to give up
everything. He is weak, and it’s a

his life. He will also need to sepa-
rate from wicked influences of the
media and other activities that will
pull him down.

2. Immersion—He must immerse
himself in Christian things. He
will need to get new friends, to be
in church, to study God’s Word,
and to establish a solid prayer life.
He needs someone to disciple him
and be an accountability partner.
(He should not have an account-
ability partner who is struggling
to overcome homosexuality or is a
transgender. Some support groups
do this to their peril.)

3. Change of focus—He needs to get the focus off of self
and on to spiritual things. The answer is not looking
deeper into one’s self for the answer. The goal is to move
the person away from focusing on self and his issues,
putting the focus on Christ and maturing spiritually.

4. Renewing the mind: The individual needs to get the focus
off of sex. He shouldn’t dwell on the struggle with lust
and sin. When the temptation comes, he should ask,
“Is this a biblical and pure thought?” (Phil. 4:8).

A key question: “What things am I doing that feed my
desire to sin?” With God'’s help, he needs to stop doing or
looking at things that feed the lust.

Eventually, the frequency and intensity of temptation
will decrease. God will change the perspective of the
temptation. Change takes time. Most often, it’s a process,
not instantaneous. Trust in God and obey God. Say “no” to
the flesh. God is patient. Draw near to God.

The Battle in the Mind

The battle is not just about stopping bad behavior. An
individual must deal with his thinking by the washing of
the Word of God. Often fleeting thoughts can awaken lust
in a moment. The one who struggles needs to slow down
the thought process:

Analyze the thought by asking, “What does God want me
to do with this thought and desire?” “What does God say
about it?” He should use discernment, make a decision on
it, and ask God’s help to make a choice moment by moment
to do the right thing.

Those struggling with homosexuality or transgender issues
are dealing with the same issues of the heart that are com-
mon to all. Even believers struggle with sin and sinful desires
(Rom. 7:15-24; 1 Cor. 10:13).

God’s greatest desire for believers is holiness.

2 Corinthians 10: 5: “Casting down imaginations, and
every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge
of God, and bringing into captivity every thought to the
obedience of Christ”

For nearly a
war. He is in a spiritual battle for Y@@y, she fought
this battle with
God's help. She
is a transformed
person. Her
transformation
1S due only to
God's power and
work in her life.

1 Corinthians 6:11: And such were some
of you: but ye are washed, but ye are
sanctified, but ye are justified in the
name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit
of our God.

Psalm 103:11-14 “For as the heaven
is high above the earth, so great is his
mercy toward them that fear him. As far
as the east is from the west, so far hath
he removed our transgressions from us.
Like as a father pitieth his children, so
the LORD pitieth them that fear him. For
he knoweth our frame; he remembereth
that we are dust.”

AsIbegan with Sarah, I shared the gospel
with her and wrote, “I would counsel you to
reach the place where you love God with all
of your heart, soul, and mind. Whatever decisions we make
about life must be done out of love for God and wanting to
obey Him.”

For nearly a year, she fought this battle with God’s
help. She is a transformed person. Her transformation is
due only to God’s power and work in her life. Changing
her name back to her birth name, coming off of hormones,
leaving her transgender friends and all associated with
that lifestyle did not come easily. It was a spiritual battle
of giant proportions. She wrote, “Please pray that the Lord
will mend this broken heart and crushed spirit because
this journey is no picnic.”

Over more than six hundred e-mails, we covered many
Bible truths: God’s holiness, His plan for our lives, apply-
ing practical Bible principles to her life, and many more.
Recently she wrote, “With His sovereign power and His
ways . . . He transformed me. I want to give my life com-
pletely to God, obeying Him, serving Him, and living for
Him. Living who He created me to be . . . with a new body
and mind. . .. God’s Word helps me to live my real identity.”
She also wrote in another e-mail, “In the beginning of this
wonderful walk, I was making my own plans. I would say,
‘I gave my heart to God; I will be a good person.” So this
meant I could stay with the hormones. . . . WRONG! God
let me know He wanted 100%. So like a little kid, I cried
and told Him, I did not like it.” “Sarah” wanted to do it her
way, but she realized God wanted her to depend totally on
Him. To her, it was impossible, but God reassured her that
nothing at all is impossible with Him. She said, “Now I live
to please the Lord.”

Annetta Small and her husband, Gary, live in Washington State, where
they now serve in a ministry of helps to local churches, with Gary supply-
ing pulpits and holding special meetings. Annetta also serves in an online
ministry discipling people in despair over “alternate” lifestyles.

1 ..
“Sarah” gave permission to share her story because she wants
God to get the honor and glory.

* Individuals wanting help with these issues could submit their
names at sites such as jesus2020.godlife.com or 4steps.godlife.
com. Currently it isn’t possible to make submissions directly on
the GMO website noted here.
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Christian Torres

Suffering and Surviving COVID-19

s a healthcare worker wheeled me to the isolation room,

I waved goodbye to my wife, who was placed across
the hall from me in the ER. Brittany was thirty-eight weeks
pregnant when she and I tested positive for COVID-19. I'm
profoundly grateful to the Lord that she and our four girls
remained asymptomatic.

Lethargy was my first symptom. Nothing that couldn’t
be remedied by a cup of latte, right? Wrong. Fever and chills
arrived later. On March 161
quarantined. My symptoms
were tolerable enough dur-
ing the day—that’s why the
urgent-care provider told
me I absolutely didn’t need
to be tested with COVID-
19. During nighttime,
however, my fever brought
two friends—Mr. Dry
Cough and Mr. Shortness
of Breath! My respiratory
rate was through the roof!
I couldn’t say two words
without coughing and try-
ing to catch my breath.
This shot pain into my stomach and back. My head felt like
exploding. Hours passed. Recalling Romans 8:28, Psalm
46:1, Psalm 91, and humming “It Is Well” allowed me to fall
asleep, thank the Lord.

In the hospital’s isolation room, as the brave nurses hooked
me up to all kinds of monitors, I asked for a Bible. I wrote out
Psalms 23 through 28. It was then that Psalm 24:1 arrested my
attention. “The earth is the LORD’s, and the fulness thereof;
the world, and they that dwell therein.” This opened up
some refreshing insights about God'’s possession, position,
and distinction.

Horatio Spafford, author of “It Is Well,” lost his son to
pneumonia. The great Chicago fire devoured his livelihood.
Two years later, he lost his four daughters in a shipwreck on
the Atlantic. On his voyage to see his wife in England, the
ship’s captain showed him where his daughters drowned.
Over the waves he wrote “When peace like a river attendeth
my way, / When sorrows like sea billows roll, / Whatever
my lot, Thou hast taught me to say, / It is well, it is well with
my soul.” Spafford realized his family was God's possession.

I'am the Lord’s. My family is His. My sleeping or waking
moments are all His! Everything is the Lord’s. Whether we
realize it or not, God possesses us because He made us. He
created the universe for Himself. Then this truth hit me—He
can do whatever He wants with my life as His possession!
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Should He give my unborn son COVID-19? Should He spare
him from it? That’s His prerogative. In the midst of incred-
ible suffering, Job said, “Though he slay me, yet will I trust
in him” (13:15). Why? Because he realized that everything,
including his breath, is God’s—and God can do with it how-
ever He pleases!

God’s possession points to His position. Paul writes, “God
that made the world . . . he is Lord of heaven and earth”
(Acts 17:24a; cf. Col. 1:16—
17). The psalmist records
for us what this position is
like: “He that sitteth in the
heavens shall laugh: the
Lord shall have them in
derision” (Ps. 2:4). Because
God occupies the highest
position, no one can slap
His hand and say, “Hey,
what are You doing?” He
literally just laughs at them!

I'sent a text to my church
and family: “Guys, they just
confirmed I tested positive
for COVID-19. The Lord is
not surprised by this at all. He’s not on His throne scratch-
ing His head trying to figure out what He should do next.
I'm so glad to be under His loving providential care.” This
brings me to the third principle I learned—God’s distinction.

The God who possesses everything is distinctly good in
everything. The God who does whatever pleases Him is a
good and kind God. He doesn’t do things on a whim. In
His goodness, He prompted hundreds of people around
the globe to pray. A missionary in Chile sent us groceries! A
Filipino pastor led a prayer meeting where I was the speaker
via Facebook live. Haven Ministries interviewed me for an
Easter radio program where I got to brag about our distinctly
good God. ATV station in the Philippines picked up my story.
I had the wonderful opportunity to proclaim the gospel to
their 110,000 viewers. Now, tell me if God isn’t good! He is
distinctly good. Suffering and surviving COVID-19 fine-
tuned my understanding of God'’s possession, position, and
distinction. “O LORD my God, I cried unto thee, and thou hast
healed me” (Ps. 30:2). Glory to God!

CH (CPT) Christian Torres has been the pastor of
Riverside Baptist Church in Riverside, California,
since 2019. He is also the Battalion Chaplain of the
418th Quartermaster Battalion (US Army Reserve) in
Marana, Arizona. He and his wife, Brittany, have five
children.




Jerry Sivnksty

f a person sets no goals in his walk with the Lord, he will

live an unfulfilled life. Goals are important. The apostle
Paul had a goal. He said under the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit in Philippians 3:14, “I press toward the mark for the
prize of the high calling of God in Christ Jesus.” His goal
was a worthy one! Paul also wrote in Acts 20:24, “But none
of these things move me, neither count I my life dear unto
myself, so that I might finish my course with joy, and the
ministry, which I have received of the Lord Jesus, to testify
the gospel of the grace of God.” Paul’s goal was to finish his
work for the Lord with joy.

For me, there is nothing more satisfying and enjoyable
than completing a goal I have set for myself. Others will
find this to be true as well. Proverbs 13:19 states, “The desire
accomplished is sweet to the soul.” You may have heard this
statement before: “If you aim at nothing, you will hit it with
deadly accuracy.” Our lives are too short to be characterized
by wasting away the time the Lord has given us. Let us now
consider some important goals we should set for ourselves.

First, we should set a goal of growing deeper in our knowl-
edge of God’s Word. We all need to take heed to the admoni-
tion given by the apostle Paul in 2 Timothy 2:15: “Study to
shew thyself approved unto God, a workman that needeth not
to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth.” Studying
the Scriptures requires spiritual “perspiration” by diligently
concentrating our thoughts on God’s Word.

Not too long ago I came across a profound statement that
deeply challenged me. It is a quotation from a man named
Robert Chapman. He said,

The scriptures contain the mind of God, the state of
man, the way of salvation, the doom of sinners, and
the happiness of believers. Its doctrines are holy, its
precepts binding, its histories are true and its deci-
sions are immutable. Read it to be wise, believe it to
be safe, and practice it to be holy. It contains light
to direct you, food to support you, and comfort to
cheer you. It is the traveler’s map, the pilgrim’s staff,
the pilot’s compass, the soldier’s sword, and the
Christian’s character.

What a tremendous summary of what we have in God’s
Word! If we want to go deeper into God’s Word, we need to

\

cry out the words of Psalm 119:18: “Open thou mine eyes,
that I may behold wondrous things out of thy law.”

Second, we should set a goal of growing stronger in
our separation. We are living in a time when the Lord’s
people are bombarded with the world’s ungodly ways. In
John Bunyan’s The Pilgrim’s Progress, the main character,
Christian, was constantly being allured and tempted to go
to Vanity Fair. Likewise, the world’s bright lights of laughter,
pleasure, and lust are enticing and appealing. But they are
devastating and destructive to the Christian who embraces
them. Jeremiah 10:2 declares, “Thus saith the LORD, Learn
not the way of the heathen.” Romans 12:9 says, “Abhor that
which is evil; cleave to that which is good.” So there is a
separation from worldly practices that a Christian should
practice. But there is also a separation from some believers
who are walking disorderly. It is a scriptural mandate! We
read in 2 Thessalonians 3:6, “Now we command you, breth-
ren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw
yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, and
not after the tradition which he received of us.” Not only
is there the necessity of withdrawing from those who walk
disorderly, but sometimes there is also the necessity of avoid-
ing them as well. Romans 16:17 says, “Now I beseech you,
brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offences
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid
them.” This kind of separation must be done with a godly,
humble spirit. It is a firm tenderness that says, “You are my
friend, but I cannot condone your lifestyle of disorderly
conduct and unscriptural offenses.”

Third, we should set a goal of growing more fervent in
our service for the Lord. Psalm 2:11 says, “Serve the LORD
with fear.” That means we are to serve Him with a godly
reverence. Psalm 100:2 states, “Serve the LORD with gladness:
come before his presence with singing.” Our service should
be displayed by a joyful spirit coupled with songs of praise
to His name. And when a believer gives more of himself in
serving the Lord, he will be greatly honored by Him. Jesus
said in John 12:2b, “If any man serve me, let him follow me;
and where I am, there shall also my servant be: if any man
serve me, him will my Father honour.”

Evangelist Jerry Sivnksty may be contacted at PO Box 141, Starr, SC
29684 or via e-mail at evangjsivn@aol.com
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