
The Sovereignty of 

R. J . Rushdoony on The Sovereignty of God 

P. Andrew Sondlin on The Sovereignty of God In Apologetics & 

Why We Cdhhot Be Evdngelicdis 

Mork R. Rushdoony on The Sovereignty of God In Sdlvatlon 

Monte E. Wilson on Evangelism by Clowns 

Susan Burns on Abusing the Argument Against Abusive Husbands 

Steve M. Schllssel on How History Refutes Reguldfivism 

... and more 



A N e w 

C o m m e n t a r u 

The Gospel Of John 
by Rousas ]ohn Rushdoony 

T h e goal o f fa l len m a n is se l f -de i f i ca t ion , to be as G o d ( G e n . 

3 :5 ) , whe reas the goal o f redeemed m a n is to be G o d ' s cov

enan t m a n . Ch r i s t ' s per fect h u m a n i t y is ou r s tandard , no t H i s 

deity. W e c anno t have C h r i s t as ou r G o d i f w e w i l l no t have 

H i m as o u r t rue m a n , as o u r federa l head . I n the first A d a m , 

w e are b o r n in to s in a n d death ; i n the last A d a m , w e are b o r n 

in to jus t ice or r igh teousness a n d l i fe. Jesus is the t rue b read o f l i fe, come d o w n f r o m heaven . H i s 

flesh. H i s t rue h u m a n i t y , is o u r b read o f l i fe; th is H e gives for the l i fe o f the w o r l d . W e are i n H i m 

n o longer the s i n f u l a n d d e a t h - b o u n d sons o f fa l len A d a m , bu t the jus t a n d l i f e -bound people o f 

the last A d a m . C h r i s t gives us H i s flesh. H i s g lo r ious h u m a n i t y , so that w e are remade in to 

people o f r igh teousness a n d e terna l l i fe. To feed o n C h r i s t is to k n o w H i m as the t rue m a n a n d 

o u r o n l y hope for l i fe. W e become m e m b e r s o f H i m a n d serve H i s pu rpose , to b r i n g every area 

o f l i fe a n d though t in to cap t i v i t y to H i m . 

I n t h i s c o m m e n t a r y , r e n o w n e d t h e o l o g i a n R o u s a s J o h n R u s h d o o n y m a p s ou t the 

G o s p e l o f J o h n s t a r t i n g f r o m the o b v i o u s p a r a l l e l to t he b o o k o f G e n e s i s ( " I n the b e g i n 

n i n g w a s the W o r d " ) a n d t akes the r e a d e r t h r o u g h to t he g l o r i o u s c o n c l u s i o n o f C h r i s t ' s 

d e a t h a n d r e s u r r e c t i o n . 

O r d e r F o r m 

Name E-mail 

Address 

City State Zip 

Daytime Phone Amount Enclosed 
^ Check 

O Visa r3 M/C Account Number: 

Signature Card Exp. Date 

U.S. postage: add 15% (orders under $40 add $6.00) 
Orders shipped outside U.S.: Add $8.00 surcharge to above rate. 

P l e a s e s e n d m e : 

The Gospel of John Qty. at $26.00 equals $ 

Sales Tax (7.25% for CA residents only) 

Shipping $ 

Total Enclosed $ 

Payment must accompany all orders. We do not bi l l . 
Foreign orders: Pay by check payable in U.S. funds drawn on a U.S. bank, 
MasterCard, Visa, or money order in U.S. dollars. 
Payable to Ross House Books and send to: 
P O Box 67 • Vallecito, C A 95251, U S A 
Phone: (209) 736-4365 • Fax: (209) 736-0536 
e-mail: cbaloffi@goldrusb.com 



A Monthly Report Dealing with the Relationship of 
Christian Faith to the World 

The Sovereignty of God in Today's World 
P U B L I S H E R ' S F O R E W O R D 

The Sovereignty of God 
By Rev. R. J. Rushdoony 

E D I T O R I A L 
The Sovereignty of God in Apologetics 3 

By Rev. P. Andrew Sandlin 

Book Notes 5 
By Rev. R. ). Rushdoony 

Why We Cannot Be Evangelicals 6 
By Rev. P. Andrew Sandlin 

The Will of God, or the Will of Man? 8 
By Rev. Mark R. Rushdoony 

C U L T U R A L L E A D E R S H I P 
Here Come the Clowns 11 

By Rev. Monte E. Wilson ill 

M O V I E R E V I E W 
Fighting For Nothing: A Review of f/phf Q\ub 14 

By jeremy Swanson 

What Do You Do When You're Abused by Your Husband? 17 
By Robert B. Needham, Reviewed by Susan Burns 

All I Really Need to Know About Worship . . . 
1 Don't Fearn from the Regulative Principle (Part Xi) 20 
By Rev. Steve M. Schlissel 

Receiving the Chalcedon Report: The Report wi l l be sent to those who request it. At least once a year we wil l ask that 
you return a response card if you wish to remain on the mailing list. Contributors are kept on our mailing list. Sug
gested Donation: $30 per year wi l l cover only printing and mailing costs ($35 Canada, $45 foreign - U.S. funds only). 
Tax-deductible contributions may be made out to Chalcedon and mailed to P.O. Box 158, Vallecito, C A 95251 USA. 

Chalcedon may want to contact its readers quickly by means of e-mail. If you have an e-mail address, please send an 
e-mail message including your full postal address to our office: cbaloffi@goldrusb.com. 

Chalcedon Staff: Rev. P. Andrew Sandlin is executive vice president of Chalcedon 
and editor of the Chalcedon Report and Chalcedon's other pubii-

Rev. R . J . Rushdoony is chairman of the board of Chalcedon and cations. He has written hundreds of scholarly and popular ar-
a leading theologian, church/state expert, and author of numer- tides and several monographs, 
ous works on the application of Biblical L a w to society. 

Susan Burns is Chalcedon's executive assistant and managing edi-
Rev. Mark R . Rushdoony is president of Chalcedon. tor of the Chalcedon Report and Chalcedon's other publications. 



P U B L I S H E R ' S F O R E W O R D 

The Sovereignty of God 
By Rev. R.J. Rushdoony 

T he v e r y w o r d 
God i m p l i e s 
a n d r e q u i r e s 

sovereignty. T h i s is 
w h y the w o r d gods i m 
plies a contradic t ion : 
because the so-cal led 
gods imply by that title 
sovereignty, which they 
do not possess, they can 

only be seen as partially gods, i.e., one god con
trolled sea voyages; another, sexual matters; still 
another, warfare; and so on and on. Polytheism 
has many partially ruling spirits, but no God. 

The w o r d God implies ultimacy and the power 
to create, as Scripture often declares: " O f old thou 
laid the foundation of the earth: and the heavens 
are the w o r k of thy hands" (?s . 102:25). Jesus 
Christ , as G o d incarnate, tells H i s people, " C o m e 
ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom pre
pared for you f rom the foundation of the w o r l d " 
{Mt. 25:34). Because G o d is the only M a k e r of 
heaven and earth {Gen. 1:1), it fol lows that H i s 
W o r d alone can govern al l things in every sphere. 
Because H e alone has made us and can save us, 
H i s W o r d alone can govern us. Because H e alone 
is G o d , H i s l a w alone can truly rule us. 

Today, however, a church deep into heresy sees 
Christ as our Savior from sin, but not as our L o r d 
and lawgiver. T h i s is to deny Christ's deity and 
sovereignty. We have forgotten that, in the early 

church, to be a Christian was, among other things, 
to be under a higher L o r d and a higher law. 

Today, however, I hear preachers deny the sov
ereignty of G o d and who see this as an alien 
doctrine. In effect, they affirm that other powers 
rule creation, and Jesus has jurisdiction over a cor
ner of it. This is heresy, not Christianity. When 
terms such as lord, lordship, sovereignty, domin
ion, and the like are absent from preaching, so too 
is the Christ of the Bible, however much named. 

T h e sovereignty of G o d means that the holy 
Tr in i ty and the infallible Word govern us in ev
ery sphere of life. Salvation is not God's only 
sphere of operation. 

W h e n Christians think in terms of God's sov
e r e i g n t y a n d r u l e by H i s l a w - w o r d , they 
acknowledge the lordship of Jesus Christ . 

I n some circles, the w o r d sovereignty is tabu, 
w h i c h in effect means that Christ is also. H e is 
only present where H e is truly k n o w n as H i m 
self, not as a sentimentalized creature of the 
church's imagination. 

I n Mat thew 2 5 : 3 I f f . , we are told of Christ 's 
coming in H i s glory to judge all nations. We are 
then told of those w h o have professed to k n o w 
H i m reacting w i t h horror at being called the 
cursed ones because of only a verbal profession 
of allegiance instead of strong obedience to H i s 
total W o r d . The King's w o r d applies in every 
sphere of life and thought. H e w i l l hold us to it. 
G o d is our sovereign because H e alone is G o d . 
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- E D I T O R I A L 

The Sovereignty of God in Apologetics 
By Rev. P. Andrew Sandlin 

T he t a s k of 
apologetics is 
the defense of 

Christianity. It is the 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n of 
good reasons for the 
hope that lies wi th in us 
( I Pet. 3:15). A l l 
apologetic strategies 
can eventually be re

duced to two methodologies: classical apologetics 
and presupposi t ional apologetics. C l a s s i c a l 
apologetics is described that w a y because it has 
held sway during much of the history of the 
church. It started w i t h the Greek apologists in 
the patristic church w h o developed rational an
swers to the classical pagans' (and unbelieving 
Jews' ) objections to Christianity. 

Classical Apologetics 
There are several prime variations of classical 

apologetics, but this method can be understood 
in a single brief sentence: // is possible to vali
date Christianity (at least with a high degree of 
prohahility) without presupposing Christianity. 
I n philosophical terms, classical apologetics is 
foundationalist, r a t h e r t h a n contextualist. 
Foundationaiism is a view of knowledge posit
i n g t h a t w e beg in f r o m a c e r t a i n b a s i c , 
epistemologically unjustified a x i o m , and then 
gather knowledge on the basis of it. By contrast, 
contextualism holds that knowledge is a set of 
coherent beliefs. I n order to gain knowledge, 
you need to "get inside" this " sys tem." Classi 
cal apologists believe that you can start f rom a 
certain independent a x i o m — independent, that 
is , of the Chris t ian " sys tem" — and then w o r k 
your w a y outward to at least a highly probable 
val idation of Christianity. 

F o r instance, a classical apologist may say, 
" Y o u do not need to accept the G o d of the Bible 
and its Chris t ian system in order to believe that 

the historical record of the Bible is largely true. 
There were many witnesses to Jesus' resurrec
tion, and it is hard to believe that all of them — 
including some unbelievers and skeptics — were 
in cahoots to perpetrate a fraud. Therefore, it is 
highly probable that Jesus rose f rom the dead; 
and if H e arose f rom the dead, H e is most l ikely 
W h o H e claimed to be — the Son of G o d . " T h i s 
is one of the main historical arguments that clas
sical apologists use. 

T h e n there are experientialist arguments. T h e 
chief one is h o w C h r i s t i a n i t y has changed 
peoples' l ives: " T h e great transformations of 
human characters throughout history; all of those 
martyrs wi l l ing to sacrifice their very lives for 
Jesus Christ ; the joy, peace, and bliss of Chr is 
t ian experience — ai l these validate the Bible and 
Chris t iani ty . " 

Then , of course, there are empirical arguments. 
It is held that scientific evidence has great proba
tive value. T h e t w o m a i n variat ions of this 
argument are cosmological and archeological. 
T h e cosmological argument (and 1 am not refer
ring to the specific "cosmological argument" for 
the existence of God) suggests that the very ex
istence of the w o r l d and its evident design and 
nature verify the truth of the Bible and Chris 
tianity. Archeological arguments suggest that 
evidence like the physical remains f rom Noah's 
ark and from ancient cities mentioned in the Bible 
validate the truth of Christianity. 

A l l variations of classical apologetics assert that 
one can be convinced of the truth of Christianity 
by some factor or factors independent of Chr is 
tianity as a " sys tem." 

Presuppositional Apologetics 
Presuppositional apologetics, by contrast, is 

distinctly contextualist. Y o u can never validate 
the system until you "get i n t o " the "system." 
There is no ax i o m independent of that system by 
w h i c h you can "argue u p " to Christianity. 
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T h i s in no w a y implies there is not evidence 
for Christianity. Presuppositional apologists do 
not, for example, argue that the accounts of w i t 
nesses to Jesus' resurrection are unimportant, or 
that attestation for Christianity's having changed 
individual lives is wanting, or that empirical data 
supporting the truth of the Bible and of Chr is 
t ian i ty is un important . Presupposit ional is ts 
simply argue that all of these must be understood 
within a Chris t ian context. T h i s is really just 
another w a y of saying that presuppositionalists 
believe that apologetics is fundamentally an ethi
cal issue. 

Those w h o do not accept Christ ianity — un
believers, in other words — are not dissuaded 
f rom their unbelief by historical , experiential, or 
empirical evidence. T h e y have their o w n con
text — an unbelieving context — wi th i n w h i c h 
to interpret this evidence. I n the words of su
preme presuppositional apologist, Cornelius V a n 
T i l , there are no "brute facts ." " F a c t s " do not 
speak for themselves. Facts speak w i t h i n a par
ticular context. W i t h i n a skeptical, unbelieving 
context, for example, wide historical attestation 
of Christ 's bodily resurrection can be easily ex
plained without recourse to the infall ibil ity of 
the Bible or the truth of Christianity. After a l l , 
the skeptics may claim, al l sorts of strange things 
happen in the universe: "Perhaps Jesus Chris t 
did rise f rom the dead. W h a t does that prove?" 
Or, "We don't deny that people who accept Chris
tianity enjoy changed lives. T h i s is simply a new 
religious self-awareness. T h e same thing is true 
of many Buddhists, Musl ims, and N e w Age prac
t i t ioners." O r even, " O f course, we accept as 
readily as you classical apologists that there was 
a Noah's ark , w h i c h corresponds to what the 
book of Genesis teaches. But this doesn't mean 
that the Bible is the 'inspired W o r d of G o d ' or 
that Christ ianity is true. I t only proves that Gen
esis gives a reasonably accurate account of a large 
boat that f inal ly came to rest in what is today 
T u r k e y . " 

Presupposit ional ists k n o w that men reject 
Christ ianity not for intellectual reasons, but for 
ethical reasons. Unbelievers w i l l a lways be able 
to discount any evidence Christ ians may offer, 

since they can interpret that evidence wi th in their 
o w n Christ-rejecting system. 

T h i s is to say that, ultimately, there are no true 
"foundationalists." A i l men are "contextuaiists," 
or presuppositionalists. Unbelievers interpret life 
in terms of their o w n covenant-breaking presup
positions. Christians interpret life in terms of 
their o w n covenant-keeping presuppositions. 
T h e variat ion is not in the " facts . " T h e var ia 
tion is in man's ethical nature. 

The Presupposional Argument 
W h a t t h e n is the a c t u a l argument of 

presuppositional apologetics? I f it refuses to ap
peal to some independent source of validation, 
how can it argue at all? The answer to that ques
t i o n is as p r o f o u n d as i t is s i m p l e . — 
Presuppositional apologists do not contend that 
history and experience and archeology and phys
ics and biology demonstrate that Christianity is 
" p r o b a b l y " true. Presuppositional apologists 
argue that unless one affirms Christianity, he can 
affirm nothing at all. Presuppositional apologetics 
is the ultimate reductio ad absurdum — it reduces 
all other perspectives to absurdity by demonstrat
ing that by their very nature they are untenable. 
Y o u have to presuppose the G o d of the Bible in 
order to k n o w or presuppose anything at a l l . 

Does this mean that unbelievers can k n o w 
nothing? O f course not, but in order to know, 
they must borrow f rom the system of Chris t ian 
truth. To put it another way, they can k n o w 
nothing if they remain consistent with their own 
unbelieving presuppositions. They must, as V a n 
T i l says, act like the little girl w h o must sit on 
her Daddy's lap in order to slap h im in the face. 
T h e y must af f i rm G o d in order to deny H i m . 

Uncompromising Apologetics 
Finally, presuppositional apologetics is the only 

val id apologetic method, because it refuses to 
compromise the sovereignty of God. Classical 
apologetics grants great autonomy to sinful man. 
It implies to the unbeliever, " Y o u are quite free 
to stand as judge, prosecutor, and jury over G o d 
and over the Bible. I f you hear all of the evidence 
and it meets your Christ-denying, covenant-break-
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ing, rebellious standard, you are free to accept it. 
O f course, if it does not meet your standard, you 
are free to reject i t . " T h i s is not merely silly; it is 
blasphemous. M e n do not judge G o d and H i s 
W o r d ; G o d and H i s Word judge men. M e n do 
not k n o w in order to believe; they believe in or
der to know. W h e n we do God's w i l l , then we 
learn of H i s doctrine (Jn. 7:17). W h e n the H o l y 

Spirit regenerates sinners, their eyes are open and 
they can then grasp the truth of the Bible and of 
Christianity. Unt i l then, they are dead in tres
passes a n d i n s i n , a n d t h e i r m i n d s a n d 
understanding are darkened {Eph. 2:1-7). 

Presuppositional apologetics alone upholds the 
standard of God's sovereignty in the preaching 
of the gospel. 

Book Notes-
By Rev. R.J. Rushdoony 

O ver the years, w i t h a rare excep
tion or t w o , the books 1 have cited 
in this colurhn are al l ones 1 believe 

you w i l l f ind w o r t h reading. T h i s is not true 
of Michael Drosnin's The Bible Code ( N e w 
Y o r k , 1997) . 1 regard it as moral ly lower 
than pornography. Stay away f rom false 
evangelicals w h o gush over it. T h e author's 
thesis is that computers have unlocked a 
code long hidden in the Hebrew text of the 
Bible and can now "predict" the future. T h e 
only future events he sees predicted thus far 
in his study is the possible assassination of 
Netanyahu, and an earthquake in Los A n 
geles (which geologists have also predicted). 

Dros in does not believe in G o d , and he 
does not see the "predict ions" in the code 
as predestined, only likely or possible. T h e n 
w h o makes these "predictions"? T h e Bible 
as the W o r d of G o d is set aside for a pos
sible "predictor" or "predictors" w h o play 
a guessing game. The G o d of the Bible speaks 
plainly to a l l . T h i s Bible code is for com
puter men! 

N o w over the centuries, many have "de
coded" the Bible (also Shakespeare) to say 
al l kinds of remarkable things. One scien
tist of a century ago s a w i n the G r e a t 
Pyramid a series of amazing "prophecies" 
fulfilled up to his time, but his pyramid code 
had nothing to say about Wor ld Wars 1 and 
11, nor anything else of this century. 

If one believes in this code, one cannot be
lieve that the God of Scripture is who He says 
He is. He is reduced, if real, to an elitist, 
esoteric, occultist force. Those who believe 
in Drosnin's thesis are people to avoid because 
they lack common sense and do not belong 
in the church community. 

If one believes in this code, 
one cannot believe that the 

God of Scripture is who 
He says He is. 

A purported key to decoding is beyond 
my ken, and 1 am reasonably intelligent. Y o u 
w i l l either reject this book or take it on faith, 
and there are better things to believe in . Stay 
away f rom those w h o accept this book as 
va l id . 

John Weaver's The Biblical Truth About 
Cod's Righteous Vengeance (order f r o m 
John Weaver, P. O . B o x 394, Fitzgerald, G A 
31750) is a brief (149pp) and superb study 
of God's justice as it relates to us, to our 
salvation, to the doctrine of the kinsman-
redeemer, and more. Few have written more 
powerful ly and succinctly on the subject. 
Sadly, thinking of this caliber is lacking in 
our major pulpits and our Christ ian educa
tional institutions. Be sure to read this. 
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why We Cannot Be Evangelicals 
By Rev. R Andrew Sandlin 

' I ' he Protestant Reformation recovered the 
I gospel of God's free grace that had been 

JL. obscured in the medieval church by a moral-
ism that dismissed man's deep depravity, by a 
sacerdotalism that interposed a religious caste be
tween men and God, and by an ecclesiasticism that 
erased the Creator-creature distinction — the church 
itself became the new Incarnation. At the heart of 
the reform was a renewed emphasis on the Biblical-
Pauline-Augustinian gospel: salvation solely by the 
grace of God on the grounds of Christ's atoning work, 
appropriated by faith alone. The Reformers and their 
churches were proud to be known as "evangelical," 
since they saw themselves as preaching the pure evan
gel, the gospel message. T h i s is the B ib l i ca l 
evangelicalism. 

But what passes for evangelicalism today is at most 
points far removed from the evangelicalism of the 
Reformation, as it is more generally removed from 
Biblical teaching at other points. When friends ask 
whether I am an evangelical, I am quick to say, " N o . " 
Because they often identify "evangelical" with "Bible-
believing" and "gospel-preaching," I take time to 
explain that it is precisely because evangelicalism does 
not believe the Bible properly or preach the gospel 
faithfully that I do not consider myself an evangeli
cal and cannot be a member of an evangelical church 
(this is largely true of modern fundamentalism, sim
ply a more restrictive and provincial version of 
evangelicalism). What are perhaps the three chief 
distinctives of evangelicalism stand in sharp contrast 
to a Biblical, Reformational belief and practice of 
Christianity. 

A Subjective, Not Objective, Gospel 
While modern evangelicals profess a firm belief in 

the Bible, at the center of their religion is not their 
view of the Bible, but their view of the gospel. Evan
gelicalism prides itself on the centrality of the gospel 
and of salvation. It is just here, however, that 
evangelicalism is perhaps the most polluted. In fact, 
ironically enough, the evangelical view of the gospel 
is much closer to that of medieval Rome than it is to 

the Biblical gospel of the Reformation. The Council 
of Trent, the Roman Catholic response to the Refor
mation, held that salvation is a cooperative endeavor 
between God and man. God sets the process in mo
tion (at baptism), but man helps the process along. 
According to Rome, man's free wi l l plays a big part 
in his salvation. The Reformers correctly recognized 
that this destroyed the gospel of the grace of God. It 
opened the way for man to assert his own contribu
tion, goodness, and righteousness. For evangelicals, 
this is almost uniformly their own "decision." At 
this point, they are at one with Rome. 

Evangelicals are advocates of "decisional regen
eration." Evangelicalism is essentially born-againism 
— the institutionalization of the conversion experi
ence. The important thing about salvation is man's 
experience, his feelings about being saved. A heavy 
dose of this experientialism was introduced into the 
church in eighteenth-century Wesleyanism, and it has 
been a mark of evangelicalism ever since. Wesley's 
experience was that he was "strangely warmed" when 
he heard the gospel, and this experience became a 
centerpiece of his theology. (To be fair, Luther's 
soteriology too was somewhat autobiographical, but 
it led him back in the direction of a salvation solely 
by the work of God.) 

For Calvin, by contrast, our salvation rests in the 
objective work of Christ's atonement. Men are not 
saved by what they experience; they are saved by what 
Christ accomplished. In His great redemptive work 
on the cross and in His resurrection, Christ secured 
the salvation of His people, fulfilling the claims of 
the law in judicially substituting for the sins of unbe
lievers. When the gospel is preached, it efficaciously 
and irresistibly draws those whom Cod chooses. 
Christ their Redeemer conquers them. They are 
brought to their knees in humble submission and can 
do nothing other than exercise faith in the redeem
ing work of Jesus Christ. This experience, though 
essential, is a result of Christ's objective atonement 
and the Holy Spirit's application of the gospel. 

For evangelicals this is too sophisticated and too 
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"intellectual." The really central fact of salvation is 
that God has forgiven their sins, accepted them into 
His family, made them happy, and prepared them a 
home in heaven. For evangelicals, the gospel centers 
on the wi l l and pleasure of man; for Reformationists, 
the gospel centers on the wi l l and pleasure of God. 

Because to be an evangelical means to embrace just 
their man-centered form of gospel, we cannot be evan
gelical. 

New Testament, Not Biblical, Religion 
The Reformed wing of the Reformation ex

pressed the unity of God's covenant in both Old 
and New Testaments. The evangelicals stress the 
disunity of those covenants — for evangelicals, the 
goal of the Faith is to reproduce " N e w Testament 
Christianity." Evangelicals believe in a one-quar
ter Bible; Reformed Christians believe in a whole 
Bible. Evangelicals routinely dismiss the authority 
of the Old Testament. The Old Testament law, they 
assert, is part of the " o l d " covenant, and it was 
only for ancient Israel in any case; today we listen 
only to the words of Jesus, John, Paul, and so forth. 
Evangelicals are among the loudest in insisting on 
"believing the Bible from cover to cover," but they 
do not believe that three quarters of what appears 
between the covers has any relevance for today. 
They talk sanctimoniously about "strict Biblical in
errancy," but this usually is simply pious gibberish 
because they deny that the provisions of the new 
covenant were operative in the Old Testament {Gal. 
4:22-31). They don't see much of the gospel, if any 
at a l l , i n the O l d Testament . A n d because 
evangelicalism centers on the gospel, this means that 
the Old Testament is largely irrelevant. Function
ally, therefore, the term "Bible-believing" does not 
apply to most evangelicals. 

A Narrow Gospel, Not the Full-Orbed Faith 
T h i s leads directly to the f inal characteristic 

of evangelicalism, w h i c h Bible-believing Chr is 
tians must expressly repudiate. For evangelicals, 
it is the evangel, the gospel (narrowly and erro
neously defined, of course) that should absorb 
our lives. For Reformationists, it is the sover
eignty of G o d and H i s absolute regal authority 
in the earth that is absorbing. T h e evangelical 

gospel is not merely warped; it is narrow. T h e 
evangelical gospel is an end in itself. "Keeping 
souls out of h e l l " is what life on earth is al l about. 
For Reformationists, life on earth is about abso
lute submission to Chris t the kingly Redeemer 
and diligent w o r k to extend that kingship in the 
earth. Evangelism is an essential means to that 
end, but not the end itself. To assert that evan
gelism is an end in itself is to espouse a warped, 
man-centered theology. T h e end is God's glory 
and, w i t h reference to H i s plan for the earth, the 
gradual but relentless expansion of H i s kingdom 
{Mt. 6:33; 13:31-34). 

Evangelicals are intensely interested in evangelism 
— their sort of evangelism. Because this evangelism 
is not only warped but also narrow, it does not relate 
to most aspects of life. Because evangelism is the 
center of their religion and because it does not relate 
to most aspects of life, the religion itself does not 
relate to most aspects of life. Because their religion 
does not relate to most aspects of life, they tend to 
think like worldlings and downright humanists in 
those areas unrelated to their narrow religion. This 
is why, for one thing, the evangelical apologetic 
method compromises the gospel, as Cornelius Van 
T i l so potently demonstrated. 

The evangelicals are willing to compromise any
thing — even Cod Himself — for the sake of their 
precious idol, their narrow, warped evangel. This is 
why a majority of them see nothing whatever wrong 
in sending their children to covenant-breaking gov
ernment schools, adopting covenant-breaking secular 
psychology, teaching covenant-breaking evolutionary 
science, electing covenant-breaking political candi
dates, and endorsing covenant-breaking Bible 
translations. These are areas beyond the purview of 
their narrow gospel. Everything beyond the scope of 
their narrow gospel is fair game for a "neutral"(/.e., 
covenant-breaking) perspective. 

For these reasons, wherever modern evangelicalism 
has blossomed, it has torpedoed historic Biblical or
thodoxy; eviscerated a strong, theologically anchored 
faith; and emasculated a robust, red-blooded, full-
orbed religion. Its success has been the failure of 
Biblical Christianity. 

Consequently, to be an evangelical in the modern 
sense is to dilute and eventually destroy the Faith. 
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The Will of God, or the Will of Man? 
By Rev. Mark R. Rushdoony 

I received most of 
m y e d u c a t i o n at 
A r m i n i a n , free w i l l 

schools. 1 am grateful 
for the impact they had 
o n m e , a n d f o r the 
genuine, loving Chr is 
t ian spirit of those un
der w h o m 1 sat. Whi le 
1 n o w (as then) d is 

agree strongly w i t h their theology, 1 do not 
thereby question their sincerity and devotion. Few 
men are entirely consistent in their th inking . 
Fewer still are able to see the implication of that 
thinking. Someday, at the foot of the throne, we 
shall a l l be consistent and comprehending. U n t i l 
then, we must challenge one another, especially 
those we think are persuaded by terrible error. 

One area in which the modern church needs 
to be challenged is in the area of its soteriology 
(doctrine of salvation). L iberal ism or modern
ism can be easily recognized because it denies 
the supernatural origins of the Fa i th . It is a natu
ralistic philosophy that rejects the transcendence 
of G o d and Jesus Chris t and places confidence 
in human goodness and its progressive move
ments. It is a humanistic faith w h i c h sees the 
individual and society as the foci of organized 
religion. " T h e liberal v iew of G o d and man de
pends upon the l ibera l v i e w of author i ty i n 
re l igion" (Cornelius V a n T i l , The Case for Cal
vinism, 1968, x i i ) . T h i s " l iberal point of v iew of 
authority in rel igion" is centered on a very hu
m a n Jesus C h r i s t , w h o is s t r i p p e d of the 
miraculous and, at the w h i m of non-believing 
"scholars , " even of H i s o w n words in the gos
pels. T h e "historical C h r i s t " is custom-fabricated 
into a mouthpiece of the naturalistic faith of 
modernism. H e becomes the symbol of their ide
ology, rather than the Savior of their souls. 

T h e twentieth-century church was powerless 
to stop the growth of modernism because of its 

previous adoption of A r m i n i a n i s m , w h i c h el
evates the w i l l and reason of man to " c a l l the 
justice of G o d to the bar of reason; they dare 
confidently wade in the deep ocean of divine 
myster ies . . . " (Christopher Ness, An Antidote 
Against Arminianism [1700], Still Waters Revival 
Books, 1988, 1). I f the w i l l and reason of man 
can decide the merits of the Word of G o d (which 
is a l l a redemptive history) and freely choose be
tween Christ and rebellion based on the workings 
of that w i l l and reasoning, then what can pre
clude man's w i l l and reason from deciding the 
merits and freely choosing the validity of the 
S c r i p t u r e s or t h e i r present a p p l i c a b i l i t y ? 
Arminians did not necessarily go this far, though 
many of their churches took the ball of free w i l l 
and ran w i t h it headlong toward modernism. 
Hence the fundamentalists found it necessary to 
appropriately emphasize the cardinal doctrines 
of the Fai th . They thus avoided naturalism and 
its implicit humanism in favor of Christ 's deity, 
emphasis on Christ 's redemptive w o r k , and the 
infallibility of Scripture. But the stand of the fun
damentalists was a finger in the dike they had 
helped breech by their incorrect adherence to free 
w i l l as a Scriptural doctrine. The modernists ex
t e n d e d free w i l l a n d r e a s o n w h i l e the 
fundamentalists restricted it to human redemp
t ion. Strangely enough, in taking their stand 
against l iberalism, the fundamentalists stood for 
God's sovereignty in the revelation and preser
vation of H i s Word but not in man's salvation. 

History of the Conflict 
Arminianism and Calvinism began long before 

their namesakes in the sixteenth and early sev
enteenth centuries. The issues were even old when 
Pelagius and Augustine clashed in the fifth cen
t u r y . P e l a g i u s , b o r r o w i n g f r o m p a g a n i s m , 
claimed man had no sin nature and hence had a 
w i l l that was perfectly free to obey God's l a w 
and believe. Augustine answered that original sin 

8 The Sovereignty of Cod in Today's World - July 2000 Chalcedon Report 



had so corrupted man's nature that he is unable 
to respond to God's law or gospel. Grace is nec
essary to those predestined by God's election in 
order for man to exercise faith, w h i c h , said A u 
gustine, comes from God's grace, not man's w i l l . 
(This is a crucial point. T h e most transparently 
inaccurate criticism of Ca lv in ism is the charge 
that it denies the role of man's w i l l in faith. It 
does not deny m a n ' s w i l l a n y m o r e t h a n 
Arminianism denies God's w i l l . The question that 
each system answers in a different w a y is "Whose 
w i l l is determinative in salvation — God's or 
man's?") Pelagianism was thoroughly discredited 
as pagan heresy by Augustine's influence. 

A new teaching soon tried to take the middle 
ground between Pelagius and Augustine. Cassian 
promoted a system that has come to be called 
Semi-Pelagianism. It conceded that original sin 
corrupted man but claimed that a universal grace 
was available to all w h i c h made their exercise of 
free w i l l possible. Even in this, they gave primacy 
to the w i l l rather than to grace. They asserted 
that " i t is mine to be wi l l ing to believe, and it is 
the part of God's grace to assist" (Steele and 
Thomas , The Five Points of Calvinism, 1976, 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, 20 ) . 

The Reformat ion rejected both Pelagianism 
and Semi-Pelagianism. God's sovereignty, man's 
total depravity and inability, and unconditional 
election were held to not only by C a l v i n , but also 
by Luther, Z w i n g l i , Bullinger, and Bucer, though 
Melancthon later adopted Semi-Pelagianism. The 
Reformation's soteriology was not just about 
justification by faith without w or ks ; it shared the 
Bibl ical v iew of Augustine regarding man's in 
ability and God's grace. Hence Calvinism is often 
accurately called Reformed theology. 

S e m i - P e l a g i a n i s m w a s r e v i v e d by J a m e s 
Armin ius . I n 1610, one year after his death, his 
followers published a remonstrance (protest) to 
the State of H o l l a n d . I t contained five points and 
demanded that the Belgic Confession of Faith and 
the Heidelberg Catechism be changed to conform 
to this " A r m i n i a n " thinking. T h e Synod of Dort 
of 1618 rejected the A r m i n i a n theology and de
mand. It decided to respond to each of the five 
tenets of Armin i an i s m w i t h five corresponding 

points, which are k n o w n to us as the "f ive points 
of C a l v i n i s m . " They are 1) total depravity, 2) un
condit ional election, 3) part icular or l imited 
atonement, 4) irresistible grace, and 5) persever
ance or eternal security of the saints. 

The Great Contrast 
T h e d i f ferences be tween C a l v i n i s m a n d 

Arminianism are fundamental because they dif
fer on the nature of G o d and man. Calv in ism 
preaches a G o d W h o Himself saves sinners while 
they are dead in their sins; Arminianism peaches 
a G o d W h o makes salvation possible. Calv inism 
teaches that Cod's election, redemption, and call
ing are all to the same persons; Arminianism must 
distinguish God's election as referring to those 
w h o respond, H i s redemption as referring to all 
mankind, and H i s calling as referring to all who 
hear the gospel. Ca lv in ism teaches that Cod's 
election, redemption, and calling save men who 
are given the gift of faith to express the determi
n a t i v e r e g e n e r a t i o n of the H o l y S p i r i t . 
Arminianism teaches that God's w o r k prepares 
the path for the determinative w i l l of the indi
vidual . Calvinism sees faith as a gift; Arminianism 
sees it as an aspect of man's free and conscious 
w i l l . Calvinism holds that Cod's grace alone saves 
man; Arminianism holds that God's grace put 
the mechanism (Christ's atonement) in place for 
sa lvat ion . To the A r m i n i a n , G o d in eternity 
awaits the outcome of the sovereign w i l l of the 
sinner. To the Calvinist , G o d decrees, redeems, 
proclaims, calls, justifies, sanctifies, preserves, 
and defends H i s own; man is passive except when 
G o d stirs h im to respond by H i s Spirit. 

A r m i n i a n fa i th is centered on m a n ; hence 
A r m i n i a n religion is centered on man. The gos
pel is the sum of the church's w o r k , then. It is no 
accident that dispensationalism and its effective 
dismissal of the bulk of Scripture gained rapid 
acceptance in A r m i n i a n churches. I f man's deci
sion was paramount, there had to be an endless 
obsession w i t h preaching to the " w i l l " rather 
than preaching of the Word. Christian action was 
reduced to preaching the gospel of free w i l l . 
Holiness and righteousness were reduced to the 
subjectivity of pietism, whereby, once again, the 
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w i l l and reason of man (though ostensibly led by 
the H o l y Spirit) chose its o w n path of duty to 
G o d . W i l l and reason, first enthroned on the 
A r m i n i a n path to just i f icat ion, st i l l ruled the 
Arminian 's sanctification. Subjective piety tends 
to rule in A r m i n i a n churches unless a charismatic 
or dictatorial leader supplies artif icial authority. 

Because man's w i l l is elevated by Arminianism, 
Scripture (what remains after the ravages of 
dispensationalism) is depreciated. " T h u s saith the 
L o r d " is a r r o g a n t l y a n s w e r e d w i t h " B u t I 
t h i n k . . . . " T h e " fundamentals" of the Fai th are 
in constant retreat before the onslaught of man's 
demand for increased autonomy for his w i l l and 
reason. T h e naturalism of modernism keeps rear
ing its head and sincere A r m i n i a n s do not 
understand why. T h e church's battles become de
fensive even wi th in its o w n doors. Outside it is 
seen as irrelevant. It produces no great social 
manifestations of Chris t ian thought or activity. 
Without a theocentric perspective, progress and 
victory seem hopeless. I t sees itself reduced to 
social irrelevancy and tends to choose defeatist 
eschatology to justify this. T h e soteriology that 
begins w i t h man's free w i l l becomes bogged down 

in endless appeals to man's free w i l l . I t sees no 
place for other Chris t ian activity and awaits its 
rescue and r e w a r d i n eternity. A R e f o r m e d 
soteriology that begins w i t h the sovereign decree 
of G o d gives the redeemed man perspective, pur
pose, direction, and an authority under w h i c h 
he can w o r k for his C o d and Savior. T h e preach
ing of the gospel (of grace, not free w i l l , as they 
are different gospels) is an integral part of his 
w o r k , but not its sum total. 

Fortunately, not all Arminians are entirely con
sistent, though the effects of their theology are 
plainly evident in modern Christianity, and their 
outworkings that I have touched on are appar
ent. T h e abandonment of the Reformation's ful l 
soteriology has crippled the modern A r m i n i a n 
church and left it vulnerable to modernism, sub
jective pietism and defeatist eschatology. Even its 
admirable stand for justification by faith has been 
compromised by its equating faith w i t h free w i l l . 
T h e majority of Western churches and individu
als that s incere ly profess f a i t h i n C h r i s t ' s 
atonement are A r m i n i a n . T h i s , by Cod's grace, 
must change if they, too, are to avoid a slide into 
modernism and subjectivism. 

Teach Me While My 
Heart Is Tender 

A collection of 30 of Judy Rogers' best loved songs 
for children on CD from her previous 

recordings: Why Can't I See God?, Go To 
The Ant, Walkin' Wise, and Stand Up! 

"Judy Rogers' music is one of a kind. Biblically 
concerned parents should obtain her music at all cost. " 

Jay Adams - Author of Competent to Counsel 

To view and order all of Judy k music go to: 
www.judyrogers.com 

e-mail: judypsalm8@ aoL com 

Regular price: Special offer: + $3 Shipping 

Most previous 
casserre recordings 

now available on C D . 

For More Information contact: 
Judy Rogers • 65 Deep Springs Way • Covington, GA 30016 
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How Christians Can 
Really Inherit the Earth 

Topics: 
u g u s t 1 8 - 1 9 , 2 0 0 0 

S a c r a m e n t o , C A 

A u g u s t 2 5 - 2 6 , 2 0 0 0 

F u l l e r t o n , C A 
Defeatist Eschatologies 
How Eschatology 
Creates a Worldview 
The Theology of Culture 
Christian Education and Culture: 
Againist the Neo-Amish Movement 
The Church as a Center of Christian Culture 
The Family as a Center of Christian Culture 

Time/Place: 
Sacramento: Friday, August 18 
from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; 
Saturday August 19 from 9:00 a.m. 
to 3:00 p.m.; at Delta King Hotel, 
100 Front St., Old Sacramento, CA. 

Southern California: Friday, August 25 from 7:00 p.m. 
to 10:00 p.m. at Southern California Center for 
Christian Studies (714-572-8358); Saturday, August 26 
from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.; at the University of 
California/Fullerton, Titan Student Building (Pavilion C) 

F o r more information, contact Susan Burns at 
( 2 0 9 ) 5 3 2 - 7 6 7 4 or sburns@goldrusfi.com. 



C U L T U R A L L L A D L R S H I P 

Here Come the Clowns 
By Rev, Monte E. Wilson III 

I n trying to explain 
h o w the w o r l d 
viewed the church, 

Soren Kierkegaard told 
the fol lowing story. A 
travelling circus had set 
up just outside a village 
in Denmark. Somehow 
a fire was started that 
was spreading so fast 

that the circus people needed help in putting out 
the blaze. The manager sent a man to the nearby 
village to summon the people for help. When the 
man arrived, he pleaded with the people to come 
and help control the fire or it would burn down 
both the village and the circus. The problem was 
that the man was dressed as a clown: make-up, big 
nose, long shoes, the works. The villagers thought 
that he was part of an act to arouse attention and 
attract customers. Being amused, they clapped for 
his stellar performance. The clown wept and tried 
even harder to explain the precariousness of their 
condition. Again, the villagers thought the clown's 
performance was even better the second time 
around and gave him a standing ovation. The fire 
destroyed both the village and the circus. 

I n considering the subject of evangelism, the 
church must face the fact that all too often its 
face is not a reflection of the Triune G o d , but of 
a c l o w n . Worse, we are seen as one of those 
clowns that perform so horridly that we do not 
elicit laughter and applause but a painful grimace 
and a quick grab for the T V remote. W h e n the 
average unbelieving American thinks of evangeli
cal Christianity, I wonder h o w many of them 
think of fat hicks , purpled-hair chicks and that 
guy w i t h the funny hair knocking people down 
at the altar? N o t exactly images that elicit seri
ous reflection, are they? 

Other people see religion as merely customs 
and traditions. The church is a harmless club that 

"probably helps people" . . . somewhat like a pla
cebo. Is this a case of unbelievers seeing only what 
they w i s h to see, or is it a form of Christ ianity 
that traded in its stumbling blocks for pomp and 
circumstance? 

H o w many are reticent even to admit that they 
are Christians, not because they are ashamed of 
the gospel, but because they fear being lumped in 
with the passing parade of weirdoes and whackos? 
M y hand is raised. When I do share the gospel, I 
have found that quite often my initial apologetic 
does not involve concepts of Truth , God, Sin and 
the like, but a litany of explanations: This , That , 
and The Other is N O T Christianity. 

The troubling fact is that we have been com
missioned by Jesus Christ to share His good news 
with the world around us. Evangelism is not a take-
i t -or- leave-i t proposi t ion: it is a mandate, a 
command. As we go about our day-to-day lives, 
we are to be ready to take advantage of appropri
ate opportunities to speak of the Truth of Jesus 
Christ . T h i n k about it: even if the unbeliever re
fuses Christ's offer of salvation, you w i l l at the 
very least have an opportunity to disabuse him of 
his T V induced illusions of what Christianity is 
and does! 

As I travel around the U . S., I find that serious 
believers are struggling wi th the act of evangelism. 
They w i l l argue against abortion, explain why their 
presidential candidate is the best choice, present 
their case for the superiority of home schooling 
children, but they cannot seem to tell others of 
Jesus Christ and His salvation. Why? Because they 
do not wish to be identified with modern evan
gelical weirdness. But as much as I empathize with 
this sentiment, isn't it the truth that their being 
"pro-l i fe" is seen as a Neanderthal-like denial of a 
woman's rights? That their candidate has some 
strange ideas? That home schooling parents are 
often some of the weirdest people in society to
day? Yet, we still take our stand on these ideas. 
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We cannot sit around and wai t for history to 
present us w i t h an opportune time for the gos
pel. There has never been such a time. G o back 
and read what happened to the people w h o first 
received the gospel. I n spite of the persecution, 
in spite of heretics, they insisted upon sharing 
the Fai th . A n d G o d blessed their obedience. 

So as to provoke our thinking regarding evan
gelism, I offer the fol lowing ideas. I suggest we 
reflect on these points and pray about what we 
should do to become a more effective witness 
for Jesus Chris t in the coming mil lennium. 

1 . Your first responsibility is to "seek 
first the kingdom of God and His 
righteousness" (Mt. 6:yy). 
W h o is Christ? W h a t , is Christ ianity? What 

exactly is the gospel of the kingdom? Further
more, w h o is Chris t to you} W h a t is Christ ianity 
to you} H o w does the kingdom w o r k in your 
life} H a v i n g the correct message is crit ical . H o w 
ever, the messenger is also crit ical . A Chris t ian 
"testimony" is an assertion of having experienced 
the T r u t h and Love of Christ . We are not merely 
passing out truth-claims. We are saying, " T h i s is 
the Bibl ical gospel and this is how it has seized 
my life, my family, my vocation, etc." 

Furthermore , it is not s imply proposit ions 
about Jesus Chr is t that are to be presented, but 
the God-man Jesus Christ Himself W h o is to be 
presented. T h i s is not simply a matter of seman
tics. A l l too often we sound as if we are asking 
an individual to accept certain facts rather than 
to yield to this Person w h o is (partial ly, yet 
salvifically) understood via these Bibl ical asser
tions concerning w h o H e is. W h e n our witness 
gravitates to doctrine in such a w a y as to over
shadow the Person, Jesus Christ , I believe our 
witness loses much of its spiritual dynamic. I 
think it was Peter Kreeft w h o said that Jesus 
Christ came to H i s people w i t h a marriage pro
posal, not a syllogism. Let us not forget this. 

2. We are not witnessing to "humanity" or 
to a "public." There are no such things. 
There are only individual persons. 

T h e person w i t h w h o m you share the gospel 
is a unique, never-to-be-repeated creation of God. 
T h i s is especially pertinent for ministers. W h e n 
we speak to a public or to humanity or to a con
gregation we are, in people's minds, speaking to 
an " i t , " or to " t h e m , " but not to " m e . " The only 
w a y to reach into people's hearts is to engage 
them as individuals, w i t h their individual fears, 
concerns, and needs — all of which Jesus Christ 
speaks to in the Scriptures. 

T h i s individual to w h o m we speak has given 
us an opportunity to share our faith and its rel
evance to both their present and their future 
(eternity). Maybe it is a marital difficulty or a 
moral dilemma that has motivated them to speak 
w i t h us. I f we speak to them w i t h the mindset of 
all-people-are-this-way (a dehumanizing gener
alization) then we w i l l fai l to speak to them as 
the unique creation of G o d that they actually are. 
The result of such an approach is that the gospel 
is not heard as something for them as an indi
vidual but for people in general. Since they do 
not see themselves as people-in-general, this mes
sage is not for them. 

W h e n we treat individuals and their needs as 
generalizations, then we come across as insensi
tive and even arrogant. Humanity does not repent 
and give its life to Jesus Christ — individuals do. 
W h o is this person to w h o m I am speaking? What 
are their specific questions, fears, concerns, sins, 
hopes, and dreams? H o w does the message of 
the gospel apply to this individual's life? 

3 . Purely rational arguments for the 
Faith are not always successful, largely 
because most people have not rejected 
the gospel because of rational reasons. 

I n Pascal's Pensees, he writes: 
Order. Men despise religion. They hate it 

and are afraid it may be true. The cure for this 
is first [1] to show that religion is not contrary 
to reason, but worthy of reverence and respect. 

Next [2] make it attractive, make good men 
wish it were true, and then [3] show that it is true. 

Worthy of reverence because it really 
understands human nature. 
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Attractive because it promises true good. 
People do not reject Christianity because they 

do not believe it is true, writes Pascal. N o , people 
reject Christianity because they fear it is true and 
hate it. The problem is not intellectual but attitu-
dinal and volitional. Consequently, Pascal writes 
that, while we should utilize reasoning, we must 
also reveal the gospel's attractiveness by showing 
how it alone understands human nature and prom
ises the true good. To fear and hate the gospel is 
to fear and hate what is best for every human. 

Most people I k n o w who do witness spend all 
their time and effort focusing on the intellectual 
(rational reasons for yielding to the T r u t h of the 
Bible) and ignoring the psychological (only Chris
t iani ty t ru ly understands h u m a n nature and 
promises true good). We w i l l far more effective 
if we take Pascal's advice. 

4. It is not enough for the church — for 
individual helievers — to take off the 
clown's mask. We must he authentic 
humans who are followers of Christ. 
Seeker-sensitive churches changed clothes long 

ago. They now dress like stockbrokers and talk 
l ike G a r r i s o n K e i l l o r of N P R ' s Prairie Home 
Companion. Whi le this can be far more effective 
in the arena of evangelism than what we see and 
hear on T B N , it still may fai l to present the truth 
of Christ ianity and Christ ians. For in the pro
cess of changing clothes, we often change the 
gospel so as to r id it of its stumbling blocks. Fur
thermore — and more important ly — w h a t 
people need to hear and see in us is our human
ity. I t is not enough to merely look like humans 
w h o live in the twenty-first century; we must ac
tually reveal our humanity. We are not c lowns, 
angels, or Stoics: we are humans w h o are w o r k 
ing out our salvation. 

Paul said that Christ was glorified in our weak
ness. Contrari ly, how often do we think and act 
as if H e w i l l only be glorified in our strength and 
perfection? T h e unbeliever needs to k n o w of our 
struggles, our questions, our doubts, and our 
failures (when appropriate). Christians get the 
f l u . Christians have business failures. Christians 

have marital difficulties and their children do not 
always grow up to be valiant men and women of 
G o d . Chr is t ians say dumb things. Chris t ians 
struggle w i t h their faith in G o d and in H i s ways . 
Let's stop acting and start being honest about 
who-what-and-where we are. 

Christ ianity is not magic. Christianity waves 
no w a n d over a person's life exempting him of 
all difficulties. Christians experience self-doubt, 
temptations, and wrestle w i t h how to live their 
faith on a consistent basis. Whi le we certainly 
should not boast of sin or make light of it, unbe
l i e v e r s need to k n o w that w e e x p e r i e n c e 
difficulties. W h y ? Because unbelievers k n o w bet
ter! To act as if we were angels rather than 
humans tells other people that we are either de
lusional or hypocrit ical : neither of which is al l 
that great of an advertisement for the Faith. Shar
ing our humanness w i t h others creates a bridge 
across w h i c h we can maintain honest dialogue: 
a prerequisite for serving those who are pursu
ing the truth. Furthermore, by our honesty, we 
prepare them for the real battles that all Chr i s 
tians w i l l wage unti l they go to heaven. 

Dr. Monte E. Wilson is a noted Reformed 
speaker and writer. He can be contacted at 
(770)740-1401, montethird@aol.com, or P.O. 
Box 22, Alpharetta, CA 30239. He is available 
for preaching, lectures, and conferences. 

—-H—rsj)^!—I— 

p g 
r PASTOR SOUGHT i f 

The Jupiter Presbyterian & Reformed Covenant Church is seeking a fuil-time 
pastor with the following qualities; 

• in agreement with the Chalcedon principles of Christian Reconstruction 
•Ability to make application of the W ord to our culture - a Kingdom builder 
• in-depth understanding of Scripture in general and Reformed doctrine in 

particular 
•Ability to teach and preach - Seminary training not required 
• Pastoring abilities and willing to counsel (limited) 

We are a small Reformed congregation located in Jupiter , Florida (Palm Beach 
County) committed to the Christian Reconstruction movement and are looking tor 
a pastor with a compatible background and teaching emphasis. 

If you have an interest or know someone who does, please call Elder 
Ron Bull at (561) 745-2429 or Elder Lou Poumakis at (561) 625-6146. 

O B 
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M O V I E R E V I E W -

Fighting for Nothing: A Review of Fight Club 
By Jeremy Swanson w hat i f there 
was no God, 
or, at best. He 

hated us? What if val
ues were indeed relative 
due to either fate or 
truth? What would our 
opt ions be? A l l a n 
Bloom in his book The 
Closing of the American 

Mind mentions two paths taken by those who pay 
homage to value relativism: Either it can be " a 
great release from the perpetual tyranny of good 
and e v i l " and allow us to "have one peaceful, 
happy w o r l d , " or it can prompt a fanatical devo
tion to one's self-created values that exalts dying 
for these values as "the noblest of acts." I n the 
movie Fight Club, we are presented wi th both of 
these options stemming from value relativism. I n 
the final analysis, they are both found wanting. 

A t the beginning, we are presented w i t h the 
emptiness of materialism. E d w a r d N o r t o n plays 
a young, clean-cut, nameless, conventional em
ployee of a major car company whose job is to 
determine if there should be vehicle recalls for 
faulty or dangerous parts. W h e n he is not busy 
calculating if the potential lawsuits w i l l cost more 
than a vehicle recall , he describes the " n e w por
nography," that is, the agonizing over " w h a t k ind 
of dining set defines me as a person." H e nar
rates his "need" for the latest refrigerator, w a l l 
hanging, or dust-ruffled bedspread as superim
posed price tags jump out of the aforesaid objects. 
A l l of his musings are presented in a monoto
nous , in t rospect ive , c o m i c a l l y w r y manner, 
seemingly indicative of his inability to become 
truly excited about such soulless, inanimate gar
bage. T h i s m a t e r i a l i s t i c , s h a l l o w , base ly 
capitalistic existence w h i c h neglects the spirit or 
anything like the spirit renders h im unable to 
sleep for months at a time. W h e n a doctor makes 
light of his narcoleptic condition and facetiously 

tells h im to go see those who are "real ly in p a i n " 
(men at a testicular cancer support group), he 
goes. H e goes and becomes addicted to support 
groups and attends every k ind of meeting for ter
minal ly i l l people imaginable. These support 
groups provide an out f rom his mundane, mate
r ia l is t ic l ife. T h e y become his "op ia te , " his 
religious experience. They affect h im emotion
ally, cathartically dispelling his insomnia. I n his 
words , he "dies and is born again every night." 
Whi le he discovers " f reedom" in these meetings, 
his w o r l d also becomes smaller, since part of the 
therapy dealing w i t h the pain of bowel cancer or 
tuberculosis involves descending into one's cave, 
into one's pain (defined by the group's medita
tion leader as an "empowering ball of l ight" ) . 
T h e therapy and the support groups show him 
the true futility and hopelessness of life (he de
fines freedom as "losing all hope") , and they also 
become tools to escape reality. 

H i s existential pietism does not last. H i s wor ld 
of escapism crumbles when he meets M a r i a , a 
w o m a n who has no diseases, but attends the sup
port groups (even the testicular cancer support 
group) in order to be w i t h people who "real ly 
listen instead of just wait ing to speak." Her lie 
exposes his lie, and he cannot achieve his neces
sary emotional catharsis. H i s w o r k schedule also 
becomes more chaotic, and the return of his in
somnia, combined w i t h flights through every 
single N o r t h American time zone causes h im to 
be in a continual state of altered consciousness. 
H e begins wishing for his planes to crash, just so 
he can escape the toil of a meaningless, "single 
serving" society. O n a particular flight, he meets 
Tyler Durden (played by Brad Pitt) , who really is 
a psychological manifestation of his fanatically 
nihilistic self (as opposed to his easy-going nihi l 
istic self w h o defines himself through the latest 
Stairmaster or designer couch or refrigerator). 
H e becomes neurotic, l iving out alternate per
sonalities, that is, w h o he is and who he wants 
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to be, as a very real lastman and as a theoretical 
Nietzschean ubermensche. W h e n his apartment 
blows up (actually when he — his fanatically n i 
hi l ist ic self — blows up his apartment using 
homemade explosives), he calls Tyler Durden, 
meets h im at a bar and discusses the pathetically 
non-excellent lifestyle led by most people in mod
ern liberal democracies. The fanatically nihilistic 
element of his personality manifests itself more 
and more as an " a c t u a l " person distinct f rom 
w h o he thinks he is. Tyler rebels against being 
"perfect" or "complete" in the crass, economic 
sense, and instead promotes "letting the chips 
fal l where they may , " and " e v o l v i n g . " Society's 
"self-improvement" is "masturbation," but "self-
destruction" is really where it is at, according to 
Tyler. H e rejects "the basic assumption of c iv i l i 
za t ion" or "the need for material possessions" 
as a standard by w h i c h to judge ourselves. 

After his anti-consumerist statements in the 
bar, our narrator and his more extreme self en
gage in the very first "F ight C l u b . " Tyler asks 
the narrator to hit h im, w h i c h the narrator finds 
incredible and at first refuses to do, but eventu
ally complies. They revel in the pain. I t is an act 
of self-discovery, as opposed to the dul l , satiat
ing shopping mall lifestyle. Pain is good, because, 
in Tyler's words "wi thout pain, without sacri
fice, we w o u l d have nothing." Tyler and the 
narrator decide to fight again, and are soon joined 
by other curious, needy men. Fight Club grows 
and acts as the vehicle through w h i c h men redis
cover what is " h i g h " in their natures, that is, in 
the Nietzschean sense, the " w a r and courage 
whi ch have accomplished more great things than 
love of one's neighbor." I n subsequent meetings, 
Tyler laments the existence of " a n entire genera
tion pumping gas and wait ing tables . . .wasted." 
H e laments that there is "no great war, no great 
depression." Instead, "our w a r is a spiritual war, 
o u r d e p r e s s i o n is o u r l i v e s . " I n a t r u e 
ubermenschean sense, Tyler promotes the fanati
cism of dedicated nihil ism, the k ind of fanaticism 
that instills values w i t h meaning (since they have 
no meaning in themselves), the k ind of fanati
cism that says " i t is the good w a r that hallows 
any cause." 

As the Fight Club following grows among men 
like a spiritual revival (despite the first and sec
ond rules of Fight Club being that you do not 
talk about Fight C l u b ) , Tyler's w a r spills out into 
the streets as he assigns " h o m e w o r k " for the 
Fight Club members. This " h o m e w o r k " includes 
intentionally picking fights w i t h strangers and 
losing, blowing up computer stores, vandalizing 
public statues, and kidnapping people. Eventu
ally, it evolves into "Project M a y h e m , " that is, a 
w a r against the corporate consumerist lifestyle. 
Tyler even trains an army of nihilistic zealots, 
impervious to the threats of the c ivi l magistrate, 
the law, or any other "enemy." H e indoctrinates 
them w i t h the harsh truth that they are all "part 
of the same compost heap," just "monkeys be
ing shot into space." They are not "beautiful 
individual snowflakes , " but they are "not their 
k h a k i s " either. D y i n g while carrying out a mis
sion for Project M a y h e m is reason to endow a 
nameless, valueless fanatic w i t h both name and 
value. Tyler shows the narrator that nearly dy
ing in a meaningless car wreck is " a near life 
experience." 

Eventually, the narrator's easy-going nihi l ism 
of peace and "respect" for everyone reasserts it
self. H e cannot deal w i t h the death of a member 
of Project M a y h e m (a member who was also a 
part of the testicular cancer support group that 
the narrator attended in the beginning of the 
movie) . H e also has qualms about Tyler's plan 
to blow up several square blocks of the city in 
the name of chaos. I n the end, the narrator con
fronts his hardcore nihilistic self, accepts that he 
is responsible for what has happened, and real
izes that Tyler is merely a manifestation of a 
darker part of his mind. (During the whole movie, 
Tyler is seen by us and the narrator as a totally 
different, distinct person from the narrator.) 

Dur ing the grand finale, in order to free h im
self f rom his fanatical phantom, the narrator 
sticks a gun in mouth and blows off part of his 
face. Whi le this act liberates h im from the bond
age to this part of himself, it is too late to prevent 
the destruction of several skyscrapers. As he and 
M a r i a watch the majestic buildings bril l iantly 
crumble, he says to her " y o u met me at a very 
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strange time in my l i f e . " W h a t is more strange is 
the ambiguous message of this movie: T h e medi
o c r i t y a n d e m p t y m a t e r i a l i s m of h a p p y , 
peace-loving value relativism is nauseating; but 
for some reason the alternative, fanatical value 
is slightly more unbearable. I f there is no G o d , 
then w h y is the second alternative not more ( in
stead of less) appealing? W h y do we recoil so 
dramatically f rom the fol lowing Nietzschean ad
monitions? 

" A n d whoever must be a creator in good and 
evi l , verily, he must first be an annihilator and 
break values. T h u s the highest evil belongs to 
the highest goodness; but this is creative." 

" M a n m u s t become better a n d m o r e 
e v i l " . . . " T h e greatest evi l is necessary for the 
overman's best." 

I f these fanatically dedicated nihilistic passions 
grow in our society, those w h o blindly esteem 

the value of tolerance w i l l be required to provide 
a more substantial defense of their dogma of rela
t i v i s m . P e r h a p s they s h o u l d cons ider the 
horrifying possibility that such a defense does 
not exist. Perhaps they should consider the rami
fications of the incredible closedness of their 
" o p e n " system. 

Jeremy Swanson is a home schooled student 
who recently graduated with a B.S. in Political 
Science from Hillsdale College. He hopes to 
continue his studies at the graduate level in 
political philosophy or international politics. He 
is a member of Sunnyside Orthodox Christian 
Reformed Church. He can be reached at 
FinalNihil@email. com. 

Chalcedon Vision Statement 
Chalcedon labors to articulate In the clearest possible terms a distinctly Christian and explicitly Biblical solution to the prevalent evils 

of the modern world. Our objective Is nothing short of setting forth the vision and program for rebuilding the theological fortifications 
of Christian civilization. These fortifications hove been eroded by the forces of humanism and secularism over the post three centuries, 
We ore not committed, though, merely to reproducing a glorious Christian post. We work to press the claims of historic Christianity as 
the Biblical pattern of life everywhere. We work for godly cultural change across the entire spectrum of life. We strive to accomplish this 
objective by two principal methods. 

First, Chalcedon Is committed to recovering the Intellectual foundations of Christian civilization. We do this In two main ways. Nega
tively, we expose the bankruptcy of all non-Chrlstlcn (and alleged but compromising Christian) systems of thought and practice. 
Positively, we propose on explicitly Biblical system of thought and action as the exclusive basis for civilization, Only by restoring the 
Christian Faith and Biblical low as the standard of all of life con Christians hope to re-establish Christian civilization. 

Second, Chalcedon Is dedicated to providing the tools tor rebuilding this Christian civilization. We work to assist Individuals, families, 
and Institutions by offering explicitly Biblical alternatives to ontl-Christlcn ideas and practices. In this way we guide Christians In the 
task of governing their own spheres of life In terms of the entire Bible: in family, church, school, vocation, arts, economics, business, 
medio, the state, and all other areas of modern life. 

We believe that the source of godly change Is regeneration by the Holy Spirit, not revolution by the violence of man. As God 
regenerates more and more individuals, and as they reorient their lives and areas of personal Influence to the teachings of the Bible, 
He employs them to advance His kingdom and establish Christian civilization. We believe that God's low Is the divine pattern of 
sanctlflcatlon in every area of life, but It Is not the means of justification; man Is saved by grace, not by low. The role of every earthly 
government - Including family government, church government, school government, vocational government, and civil government 
- is to submit to Biblical low. No government In any form con moke men Christian or truly obedient; this Is the work of God's sovereign 
grace, Much less should civil government try to impose Biblical low on on unbelieving society. Biblical low cannot be Imposed; It must 
be embraced, 

A guiding principle of Chalcedon, In foot. Is Its devotion to maximum individual freedom under God's low, Chalcedon derives its 
name from the great ecclesiosticai Council of Chalcedon (A, D, 451), which produced the crucial Christologlccl definition of Jesus 
Christ OS Cod of very Cod and Man of very man, a formula directly challenging every false claim of divinity by any human Institution: 
state, church, cult, school, or human assembly, Christ clone is both Cod and man, the unique link between heaven and earth. All 
human power Is therefore derivative; only Christ may announce that, "All power (authority) is given unto me In heaven and In earth" 
(Matthew 28:18), Historically, therefore, the Cholcedcnlan creed Is the foundation of Western liberty, setting limits on all authoritarian 
human institutions by acknowledging the validity of the claims of the One who is the source of all human freedom (Colotlans 5:1), 
Consequently, we oppose top-heavy, authoritarian systems of government, which ore, by definition, non-Chrlstion, We advocate 
instead a series of independent but cooperative Institutions and a highly decentralized social order, 

Chalcedon Is on educational Institution, It supports the efforts of Christians and Christian organizations to Implement the vision of 
Christian civilization. Though unapologetlcolly Reformed, Chalcedon supports the kingdom work of all orthodox denominations and 
churches, Chalcedon is on Independent Christian foundation governed by a board of trustees. Christian men In accord with Chalcedon' 
vision statement. The foundation Is not subordinate to the authority of any particular denomination or ecclesiastical body, 
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What Do You Do When 
You're Abused by Your Husband? 

By Robert B, Needham 
Reviewed by Susan Burns 

I have no toleration for people w h o abuse oth
ers. 1 have friends w h o have suffered terribly at 
the hands of others' physical abuse, sexual abuse, 
and emotional abuse. One friend is currently 
spending thousands of dollars on dental w o r k to 
repair problems that are the direct result of beat
ings she endured years ago. 1 have seen women 
being treated shamefully by their supposedly 
Chris t ian husbands in public places. 1 have w o n 
dered what their lives were like when they went 
home and the door was closed to the outside 
w o r l d . A n d 1 have become angry when this oc
curs and the men who also witness this behavior 
do not go to the man and tell h i m that his w i c k 
edness must stop. 

There is a need for clear. Biblical thought about 
this serious problem. T h e W o r d of G o d needs to 
be applied to this issue. One man who attempts 
to dea l w i t h the abuse issue is R o b e r t B . 
Needham, a pastor in the Orthodox Presbyte
r ian C h u r c h ( O P C ) in Cal i fornia . More than one 
person has told me that Needham's counsel has 
saved thousands of marriages. T h a t is remark
able. 1 cannot say if his one-on-one counsel is 
Bibl ical because 1 have never been in a counsel
ing situation w i t h h i m . However, the purpose of 
this review is to objectively assess the counsel 
presented in his pamphlet, " W h a t D o Y o u D o 
W h e n You're Abused by Y o u r H u s b a n d ? " and 
to determine if it is based on sound Biblical truth. 
To the extent that his counsel is Bibl ical , readers 
of the pamphlet should be blessed and G o d hon
ored. I f there are areas outside Bibl ical perim
eters, 1 pray the author w i l l prayerfully seek to 
bring his w o r k into conformity wi th Biblical truth 
for the glory of the K i n g he serves. 

T h e first problem 1 noticed came f rom the 
author's (mis)use of Scripture references. H e com

ments, "Abusive behavior always comes from an 
undisc ip l ined s o u l . " H e then cites Proverbs 
15:32, 16:32, and 25:28. Whi le these passages 
speak of an undisciplined soul, they do not refer 
to abusive behavior; and their use as proof texts 
for that subject appears unfounded to me. The 
same is true w i t h Scripture references used to 
back up this statement, "Abusive behavior a l 
ways includes the failure to recognize one's re
sponsibility for disciplined, careful and righteous 
speech under al l circumstances." This may seem 
a small complaint, but I am uncomfortable when 
the proof texts do not prove the statements they 
are alleged to support. 

Throughout the pamphlet, Needham indicates 
that abuse, if not corrected, w i l l most l ikely es
calate, even to the point of the abuser's murder
ing or maiming the wife and children (Needham 
does not address the issue of wives ' abuse of hus
bands, an acute but largely ignored sin). T h e in
tent behind each of these statements seems to be 
to urge women to get help before it is too late 
for them. The conclusion seems to be that all cases 
of abuse w i l l necessarily worsen to the point of 
physical violence unless measures are taken. T h i s 
is an illogical assumption. Good writers learn 
quickly to avoid the use of hyperbolic language: 
never say never, a lways, etc. N o t only is the use 
of such language illogical; 1 believe it can be par
ticularly detrimental in a counseling context. 1 
am concerned that making these statements to a 
w o m a n w h o is emotionally upset and angry wi th 
her husband could fan her distress into a ful l -
fledged hysteria. Years ago when 1 sought help 
for a troubled marriage, each time 1 used " a l 
w a y s " or "never," my godly counselor immedi
ately stopped me and said things l ike, " N o w , 
Susan, are you certain he does it always"; or " S u -
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san, are you sure he has never done th is?" I had 
to back d o w n from those statements. I can only 
imagine what a w o m a n w h o is unhappy w i t h her 
husband w o u l d do if her counselor used always/ 
never language! 

Furthermore, Needham uses a very broad defi
nit ion of abuse. According to his definition, I 
think every person w h o was ever created w o u l d 
have to say that he is not only a vict im of abuse, 
but an abuser himself! Is it responsible to say, 
given this broad definition, that every instance 
of abuse could, in fact, result in murder and 
maiming? 

Needham presents a checklist of characteris
tics that he believes are common to abusers and 
states: " [ B ] u t if more than a few [of the charac
teristics] apply in your case, clearly you may con
clude that your husband is abusive and that you 
need help if your marriage is to survive and g row" 
(4) . H e lists thirty-three characteristics of abuse; 
some are of physical abuse (shoving, bullying, 
rough handling, slapping, hitting, grabbing body 
parts, etc.). But the author's elements of emo
tional abuse far outnumber the elements of physi
cal abuse. "Emot ional abuse" is a subjective term 
that often leaves specifications of abuse up to 
the " v i c t i m " w h o can say, " I feel emotionally 
abused w h e n you do th is . " I w i l l give but one 
example f rom Needham's list: "Does he [the hus
band] consistently disregard or discredit your 
views, feelings, interests and preferences?" I f a 
husband watches a ballgame and eats pizza when 
the wife wants h im to go shopping w i t h her and 
take her to a nice restaurant, is this emotional 
abuse? T h i s can become very significant, because 
emotional abuse can, according to the pamphlet, 
eventually lead to physical abuse and murder and, 
thus, could be a legitimate ground for separa
tion. 

H a v i n g established his definit ion, he urges 
women to seek help. T h i s help is for women w h o 
are physically abused and/or emotionally abused. 
H e insists: 

" D o not, repeat, do N O T make the fatal error 
of telling your concerns to a family member or 
close and sympathetic friend, church officer, or 

even your pastor, unless he has been specifically 
trained to counsel biblically. Well meaning [sic] 
friends and counselors often lead women to ei
ther under react, overreact, or improperly react 
to an abusive s i tuat ion" (18) . 

I do understand some of the rationale behind 
this advice. However, our question must be, is it 
Biblical? I believe it is not. I f a wife followed this 
counsel, she would distance herself from her God-
given family and friends who support her. They, 
as wel l as her pastor and elders, should k n o w 
what is going on. I n particular, the pastor and 
elders are r e q u i r e d to k n o w . 1 u n d e r s t a n d 
Needham's concern that these folks may not be 
able to help or counsel her — especially if the 
family are not believers. 1 have seen cases where 
this has, in fact, occurred. However, if they are 
believers, they can help by prayer if nothing else. 
Further, because family and friends often k n o w 
both parties, their cautioning the wife that she 
may be overreacting could be very appropriate, 
advice a trained counselor may not be k n o w l 
edgeable enough of her situation to offer. I n ad
dition, family and friends and others close to the 
wife may have some additional good advice to 
give. To call talking to family, friends, and church 
leadership a fatal error is nonsense. Remember 
that the author has given this restriction to the 
w o m a n whether her husband is physically abus
ing her or if he is just being churlish towards 
her! 

Second, Needham says, " I f correcting the prob
lem means a period of physical separation until 
the husband has not only admitted his sin, but 
received real help in overcoming it, that is a small 
price to pay for the long term [sicl restoration of 
the marriage, and possibly the salvation of his 
s o u l " (20) . 

Everyone w o u l d agree that if a woman's life 
and the lives of her children are threatened, she 
must leave until the immediate danger is over. 
But separation should be a last-ditch move in a 
marriage. The God-ordained roles of husband 
and wife must be retained until "death do us 
par t . " I f there are problems in the marriage, the 
best w a y for them to be worked out is together 
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in the family setting w i t h pastoral and counsel
ing oversight, to be sure. But to separate hus
band from wife is to establish a scenario where 
neither party learns to w o r k together Biblically 
as husband and wife ; it undermines the marriage 
itself. Apparently, according to Needham's sce
nario, separately the husband and wife learn their 
marriage skil ls and come back together once 
those skills have been learned. M y contention is 
that only w i t h i n the context of the marriage can 
they learn those skil ls . Y o u don't learn to live 
together by l iving apart. 

N o r does the Bible support Needham's coun
sel. T h e only reference to a type of separation is 
in 1 Corinthians 7:5: " D e f r a u d ye not one the 
other, except it be w i t h consent for a time, that 
ye may give yourselves to fasting and prayer; and 
come together again, that Satan tempt you not 
for your incontinency." I am not saying, nor does 
the Bible teach, that a w o m a n has an obligation 
to stay w i t h her husband when she has legiti
mate concerns for her safety and that of her chi l 
dren. T h e Bible requires self-defense. C i v i l ac
tion can and should be taken when necessary. 
However, is it wise or Bibl ical to a l low separa
t ion in cases for something as subjective and dis
putable as emotional abuse? 

H a v i n g given the wife the freedom to separate 
f rom her husband, Needham tells her that she is 
the least objective person to determine the 
husband's sincerity and repentance! H e urges her 
to continue her separation " u n t i l a third party 
(i.e., a competent pastoral counselor), is truly 
satisfied that your husband has humbly accepted 
the counseling, has clearly acknowledged his sins, 
has plainly expressed repentance, has humbly 
sought forgiveness and has demonstrated the 
fruits of true repentance for a reasonable period 
of t ime" (21) . 

N o t only does this advice remove the husband 
from his lawful headship position; it replaces h im 
w i t h someone else. T h i s is the person the hus
band must convince of his repentance. T h e coun
selor becomes a de facto head of the relationship 
— head over the wife and the husband! Further, 

if the husband has truly repented, he is left be
reft of means to bless his wife w i t h the fruits of 
that repentance — his changed behavior. The only 
w a y you can really practice and refine your skills 
as a husband or wife is to w o r k on them w i t h 
the spouse G o d has ordained. Instead of teach
ing the husband how to be a better husband to 
his wife within their marriage context, Needham's 
counsel removes husband and wife from their 
l aw f u l positions and replaces the husband w i t h 
the "B ib l i ca l counselor"; to top it off, the hus
band cannot resume his role as lawful head until 
the counselor says so! 

The only way you can really 
practice and refine your skills as a 
husband or wife is to work on them 
with the spouse God has ordained. 
There are two examples in the Scripture that 

w o u l d serve unhappy wives wel l as they consider 
"emotional" abuse. The example of Abigail w i t h 
N a b a l is pertinent, as is Sarah, when A b r a h a m 
gave her into the arms of other men to protect 
his o w n hide. By today's feminist standards, both 
women would have been justified in leaving their 
husbands. Both stayed and submitted to their 
husbands in very hard circumstances. It couldn't 
have been easy for either woman . But they chose 
the path of godly obedience and God blessed 
them for that obedience. 

One friend who has read Needham's pamphlet 
has said that it is basically a manual on how to 
build a case against your husband and then how 
to leave h im. 1 concur w i t h her thoughts, as do 
several other women who have read the pam
phlet. Although the pamphlet makes some good 
points and offers some insight, in essence the 
advice given is not Bibl ical and, in my opinion, 
can do more harm than good to marriages that 
are already strained. 

VV¥VVV¥yVVVVVVV 
Susan Burns is Chalcedon's executive assistant 

and managing editor of the Chalcedon Report 
and Chalcedon's other publications. You can 
contact her at sburns@goldrush.com. 
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All I Really Need to Know about Worship 
. . . I D o n ' t L e a r n f r o m t h e R e g u l a t i v e P r i n c i p l e ( P a r t X I ) 

By Rev. Steve M. Schlissel 

s When History Won't Do, Re-do 
peaking of h is 
tory, let's move 
on to it . For the 

r e g u l a t i v i s t has i m 
p o s e d h i s R P W as 
sumption not only on 
the Bible's history, not 
o n l y o n the W e s t 
minster Assembly's ac
tual teaching, not only 

on the Second Commandment , but he's also 
sought to impose it on Continental Reformed 
churches. We now hear the rather audacious as
sertion that no one can honestly cal l himself 
" R e f o r m e d " unless he subscribes to the R P W . 
W i t h the stroke of a pen, a vast segment of the 
Reformed wor ld is simply removed from the ros
ter. It seems that some regulativists not only cannot 
abide Scripture's testimony against their tradition; 
they feel compelled to revise history too. 

N o w before we proceed wi th a discussion of 
this point, let us reiterate that we do not wish to 
dispute that this or that Reformer, or even a ma
jority, may have personally adhered to the R P W 
like wet on water. (We do not regard as blasphemy 
the proposition that C a l v i n or others were wrong 
on points.) So let us grant for the sake of argu
ment that the hymn-writ ing Ca lv in was really a 
regulativist. Fine. What we do dispute is the as
sumption that all ministers and churches in the 
Reformed tradition have regarded the R P W as an 
essential component of our Reformed confession. 

For we have recently heard the charge that a 
minister w h o signs a subscription to the Three 
Forms of Uni ty (the Heidelberg Catechism, the 
Belgic Confession, and the Canons of Dordt) 
cannot retain his integrity as an oath-keeper if 
he rejects the Regulative Principle of Worship. 
Such a charge — that one cannot legitimately 
cla im to be Reformed unless one holds to the 

R P W — viewed against Continental (and other) 
Reformed history, leaves one breathless. We are 
led to wonder if the advocates of the R P W can 
honor any limits in controlling their urge to as
sume what they ought to prove. 

I n an effort to keep this brief (Heidelberg #96 
has already been discussed), 1 w i l l hunt and peck 
for evidence to demonstrate that the above alle
gation is not merely untrue, it is unbecoming. 
Let's begin w i t h the man w h o supervised the 
wri t ing of the Heidelberg Catechism. Frederick 
111 was " . . . to the end of his life, the great sup
p o r t e r by b o t h t r o o p s a n d m o n e y of the 
Reformed church in both France and the Neth
erlands."^ But was he a regulativist? 

N o t according to the yardstick employed by 
some sons of Westminster. Rev. Robert Davis , a 
R e f o r m e d ( R C U S ) minister, has s h o w n that 
" w h e n Frederick 111 came to power the need for 
a German Reformed H y m n a l was a high prior
ity after the Catechism and Directory of Worship 
was printed in 1563. Work on the hymnal was 
begun in 1565 and by 1567 the first Palatinate 
hymnal was in c irculat ion. . . .The musical section 
of the hymnal is separated into three divisions: 
Psalter, Canticles, and H y m n s . T h i s German Re
formed H y m n a l had 44 Psalms and 66 Hymns. 
T h e sources for the canticle and hymnal sections 
are as fol lows: 2 1 are from M a r t i n Luther, 2 1 
are f rom other Lutheran authors, 11 stem from 
Reformed circles, 6 f rom the Bohemian Breth
ren, 3 f rom Bonn, 2 are pre-reformation and 2 
unique to the Palatinate itself." 

So much for exclusive Psalmody being a condi
tion of Reformed-ness. As van Popta has written, 
" A careful reading of [the] data demonstrates that 
throughout history the Reformed Churches had a 
thread that allowed for hymns. One might dispute 
the validity of hymn singing, but one cannot dis
pute that the Reformed churches have sung hymns 
in church for centuries." 
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O h , Henry! 
But there is much more. T h e Second Helvetic 

Confession " w a s adopted, or at least highly ap
proved, by nearly al l the Reformed Churches on 
the Continent and in England and Scotland."^ 
Its author, the esteemed H e n r y Bullinger, exerted 
" a commanding influence throughout the Re
formed C h u r c h , " second only to C a l v i n . H e was 
" i n friendly correspondence w i t h C a l v i n , Bucer, 
Melanchton, L a s k i , Beza, Granmer, Hooper, Lady 
Jane Grey, and the leading Protestant divines and 
dignitaries of E n g l a n d . " 

" A s to theological merit, [the Second Helvetic] 
occupies the first rank among the Reformed C o n 
fessions." 

H a v e you ever read it? It's marvelous! Here is 
an excerpt f rom Chapter X X I V . Reading it w i l l 
make it pla in that the Reformers were by no 
means of one mind concerning "special d a y s " 
and, hence, they were not of one mind concern
ing the R P W . T h u s it is spurious to make the 
R P W a determinative factor in deciding w h o may 
be called Reformed. Listen to how balanced the 
Reformed faith is: 

If in Christian liherty the churches reli
giously celehrate the memory of the Lord's 
nativity, circumcision, passion, resurrection, 
and of his ascension into heaven, and the 
sending of the Holy Spirit upon his disciples, 
we approve of it highly. But we do not ap
prove of feasts instituted for men and for 
saints. Holy days have to do with the first 
Tahle of the Law and helong to Cod alone. 
Linally, holy days which have heen instituted 
for the saints and which we have aholished, 
have much that is ahsurd and useless, and 
are not to he tolerated. In the meantime, we 
confess that the rememhrance of saints, at a 
suitahle time and place, is to he profitahly 
commended to the people in sermons, and 
the holy examples of the saints set forth to 
he imitated hy all. 
N o man in his right mind could have written 

this while believing, " I f it is not commanded, it 
is forbidden." Yet , next to the Heidelberg, the 
Helvetic " i s the most widely adopted, and hence 
the most authoritative of all the Continental Re

formed symhols" (Schaff; italics added). It is most 
interesting that the religious celebration of Christ
mas, etc., is justified w i t h an appeal to the First 
Tab le , home of the Second C o m m a n d m e n t ! 
Moreover, the church is seen as exercising its 
" C h r i s t i a n l iberty" in choosing to celebrate such 
events, whereas regulativists claim they are guard
i n g C h r i s t i a n l i b e r t y by forhidding s u c h 
celebrations. H m m m . 

Bullinger picks up the theme of liberty again 
in Chapter X X V l l : If different rites are found in 
churches, no one should think for this reason the 
churches disagree. Socrates (not the Creek phi
l o s o p h e r ; the c h u r c h h i s t o r i a n , s u r n a m e d 
Scholasticus, 380-405) says: " I t would be impos
sible to put together in wri t ing all the rites of 
churches throughout cities and countries. N o 
religion observes the same rites, even though it 
embraces the same doctrine concerning them. For 
those w h o are of the same faith disagree among 
themselves about r i tes" (Hist , ecclesiast. V .22 , 
30, 62) . T h i s much says Socrates. A n d we, to
day, having in our churches different rites in the 
celebration of the Lord's Supper and in some 
other things, nevertheless do not disagree in doc
trine and faith; nor is the unity and fellowship of 
our churches thereby rent asunder. F o r the 
churches have always used their liberty in such 
rites, as being things indifferent. We also do the 
same thing today. 

Wel l , not al l of us. Please pay careful atten
tion. Chr is Coldwel l brings to our attention a 
very different spirit which emerged 80 years later 
and continues to today. " T h e appendix to the 
[Westminster] Directory [of Publick Worship] is 
entit led, ' A n A p p e n d i x , Touching D a y s and 
Places for Publick Worship. ' The key clause of 
interest to this study is, 'Festival days, vulgarly 
[commonly] called Holy-days, having no warrant 
in the w o r d of G o d , are not to be continued.' 
T h e Directory is explicitly against the observance 
of set 'holy days, ' and in light of the wide adop
tion of the document noted above, it is clear that 
this rejection was endorsed by the governments 
and churches of England and Scotland." 

It seems fair to conclude that some sons of 
Westminster began to use the R P W like a blan-
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ket. They smothered the spirit of liberty w h i c h 
had characterized the earlier Reformed faith, the 
very liberty articulated by Bullinger and widely 
embraced in subscription to "the most authori
tative of the Continental Reformed" creeds. Their 
blanket — woven from unproved assumptions 
— is now routinely tossed by regulativists upon 
everything that stands against their theory, f rom 
the Bible to history. It's time to pul l the covers. 

Rev. J o h n Barach (United Reformed Churches 
of N o r t h America) is among several of my friends 
who has called my attention to significant insights 
f rom church historian, Hughes Ol iphant O l d . 
T h e following is especially pertinent, demonstrat
ing as it does that the R P W was by no means 
uniformly held by Reformers: 

We take it as a basic principle of our in
quiry, then, that it is toScripture, first of all, 
that we must go when we would try to find 
an answer to our questions about the mean
ing of worship. That our worship should he 
according to Scripture is obviously one of the 
principles that we have inherited from the 
Protestant Reformation. Early in the Refor
mation it was expressed hy Martin Bucer in 
his C r u n d und Ursach. It was developed with 
particular clarity hy John Oecolampadius, 
who distinguished the principle from a naive 
hihlicism. There had heen those who felt that 
worship was biblical as long as nothing was 
done that was expressly forbidden in Scrip
ture. On the other hand, there were those 
who insisted that for worship to he biblical, 
only that could he done which was com
manded in Scripture. As Oecolampadius saw 
it, neither of these approaches is satisfactory. 
He developed the principle that our worship 
should he "according to Scripture." To he 
sure, we do not find a ready-made liturgy in 
the Bible, hut we do find many teachings 
about worship. In the sacred pages we find 
all kinds of examples of worship that was 
genuine, true, and spiritual. We discover gen
eral principles for doing things "decently and 
in order" that we should follow in our wor
ship. That our worship should he according 
to Scripture is a sound principle.^ 

So much for the notion that the Informed Prin
ciple of Worship is a novelty emanating from 
some Jewish fiction writer in Brooklyn . T h i s is 
an approach that goes right back to the center of 
the Reformation, and 1 mean the center: It re
jects both extremes. 

I t is a n ind isputab le fact of h i s t o r y : the 
churches w h i c h have employed the Three Forms 
of Uni ty as summary statements of their Bibl ical 
convic t ions have not heard them say w h a t 
regulativists force them to say. T h e books in 
which the Three Forms of Unity were bound were 
Ps2i\ttT-Hymnals. T h e C h u r c h Order to which 
subscribers were bound included the requirement 
that "Worship services shall be held in observance 
of Chris tmas, C o o d Friday, Easter, Ascension 
Day, and Pentecost, and ordinarily on O l d and 
N e w Year's D a y . . . . " The men w h o adopted these 
Confessional statements and the church order 
were not schizophrenic, and neither are their 
sons. They knew very wel l that there are no com
mands to worship on the days indicated. N o r is 
there a command to worship twice on the Lord's 
Day. Yet they felt, and continue to feel, no con
tradiction between these practices and sincere 
subscription to the Three Forms. 

When the Whip Comes Down 
T h e problem is not a Reformed one. To be 

perfectly frank, it is a Presbyterian one. N o t all 
Presbyterians are guilty, to be sure, just as not all 
Reformed are innocent. But the R P W is held as a 
given far more commonly among Presbyterians. 
A n d it is often joined to the conviction that al l 
the wide w o r l d must be compelled to conform 
to this odd and extra-Biblical principle. It stands 
against Chris t ian liberty just as other oddities of 
a like fundamentalism do: no long hair for men, 
no short hair for women, no pants for women, 
no kilts for men, no smoking, no drinking, no 
movies, and so on. I 've already written that there 
are many good reasons that w i l l lead sincere 
worshippers toward a worship style that very 
much resembles regulative worship. But these 
reasons must be advanced along a path paved 
w i t h wisdom. Wisdom has fallen on hard times. 
L i k e D y l a n said, "We live in a political w o r l d . 
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W i s d o m is thrown into ja i l . It rots in a cell , dis
carded as hell, leavin' no one to pick up the t r a i l . " 
We should be able to commend Reformed wor
ship to people without relying upon unproved 
assumptions, legalisms, and impositions. A col
league in V i r g i n i a characterized the R P W as 
" P r e s b y t y r a n n y . " Too often this is true. F o r 
regulativists sometimes blithely eschew the sound 
reasoning that might persuade people of what
ever wisdom there may be in the practices or 
convictions they advocate. Instead they try to 
impose them upon God's people. 

Some have objected to this characterization. 
One friend f rom the O P C has recorded, " 1 am 
constrained to point out that this is a serious 
misrepresentation! 1 do not know, and 1 have not 
even heard, of anyone w h o has ever been 'forced' 
to accept the R P W . " A l l o w me to enlighten my 
brother. Space limits me to two examples."* We 
could start a "Recovering Regulativists Anony
m o u s " movement. 

Dear Rev. Schlissel, I am writing to tell 
you how much I have heen hlessed and 
helped hy your series on worship. Three 
years ago our new, struggling, [denomina-
tion-named-here] church plant was literally 
torn in two hy the first pastor we called. A 
few months into the call it became evident 
that he was a minimalist. He became very 
contentious over things such as offertory 
music and preludes as we gathered for wor
ship. Finally he revealed that he was an 
exclusive Psalmist. That was pretty unheard 
of "around these parts." Needless-to-say, we 
got a crash course in "Reformed" worship. 
He became an authority on the evil motives 
of anyone's worship that did not agree with 
his. It was a horrible ordeal that scattered 
the small flock we had labored for 2 years 
to gather. 
Notwithstanding the dreadful introduction the 

above-quoted correspondent had to RPW-style 
worship , this child of G o d could still write to 
me: " I n spite of that experience 1 am very con
victed that 1 need to learn to sing the Psalms. 
W h i c h Psalter w o u l d you recommend for a neo
phyte like myself? Are there any good tapes to 

help one learn to sing the Psalms?" T h i s person 
became "convicted" of the need to sing Psalms 
from hearing a series on the Informed Principle 
of Worship. 

I n another incident, in another state, a "re
covering regulativist" could write to a colleague: 

Dear Pastor, Thank you for forwarding 
the email on the RPW. It is more familiar 
than you know. We were just talking about 
this last night. The three of us and one of 
[Name's] friends were singing some chorus 
songs and reflected on it afterwards. We 
found that there was still a feeling of guilt; a 
sense that we could not sing some of these 
songs from the heart or with a pure con
science. Things such as private and public 
worship regulations were swimming around 
in our heads. Old sermons preached on the 
importance of exclusive psalmody in the 
worship service popped hack into our 
memory. One of us said " [unnamed pastor] 
was so intelligent I couldn't even question 
him." We couldn't even question his con
clusions. He used Scripture like the good 
exegete that he was! It was so difficult to 
fight hack even though deep down I knew 
there was something wrong. 

Good friends around me began to em
brace this doctrine; they were dropping like 
flies. I also had my moment of embrace hut 
I soon saw the fruit of this doctrine. My 
questions and rebuttals would he thrust hack 
into my face with the arrogant comments, 
"Don't you seef! You are in direct rebellion 
against the teaching of the Bible." This was 
a painful arrow that was thrust through my 
chest into the fabric of my being. The worst 
part of it was that this arrow was shot at 
me from someone on the same side of the 
battlefield as me, a friend. I was then shot 
through the hack with an arrow named her
etic and left for dead. 

It still affects us today even after we left 
that church. The archers behind the arrows 
have heen forgiven and we strive for relative 
peace, hut our hearts have heen bruised and 
our worship has become sour. [Name, Name] 
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and I have difficulty gathering as helievers 
to sing praise songs to God in fear of His 
displeasure. We are in a period of recovery 
now, and we must seek the Lord for our re
pair. Despite all of this, glory to God for His 
continual loving kindness. He sheds His 
mercy upon us always through these diffi
cult times. Glory to God in the highest for 
His hand of salvation has rescued us from 
death and given us life. We now forge for
ward with scars that will remind us of the 
past; hut our future is bright as we wait upon 
the Lord and His coming glory. 

Honey, I Shrunk the Covenant 
There is a very big difference between the 

regulativists and the Continental Reformed in 
their respective approaches to many things, wor
ship being just one. I t is the covenantal character 
of the Continental Reformed that Presbyterians 
have sometimes been unable to understand and 
rarely have been able to emulate. (Speaking as a 
re-engrafted son, it's hard enough keeping it alive 
among ourselves!) T h i s difference in "approach" 
is discovered in the character of the Westminster 
Shorter Catechism compared to the Heidelberg. 
We might put it this w a y : I n the Shorter Cat 
echism we hear someone tell us what a Chris t ian 
ought to believe. I n the Heidelberg we hear the 
Christ ian who believes it. I n the Shorter, the Word 
comes from outside. I n the Heidelberg, it only 
comes to us after it has been absorbed by a trans
formed child of G o d . As such, our catechism is 
m i l i t a n t l y anti-ahstractionist w h e r e a s the 
Westminster Standards, for all their magnificence, 
have come to us in a form w h i c h al lows, invites, 
or even encourages abstractionist theology. 

T h i s is a difference of note (and I ' l l expound 
on it i n the future if you ask me to). It helps ex
p l a i n w h y i t is d i f f i c u l t f o r a R e g u l a t e d 
Presbyterian to hear what is being said on this 
issue. I t helps explain w h y our Confessions (par
t icular ly our catechism), whi le expressing the 
same truths as Westminster, express them in such 
a vital ly different manner. 

T h e Regulative Principle of Worship — and 1 
refer to it here as it is understood and pressed by 

its " s t r i c t " adherents — is expressive of what 
might be a fundamentally different w a y of look
ing at the law, the Bible, the Confessions and, in 
a very real way, expressive of a different w a y of 
looking at G o d . W h e n the R P W (in the strict 
sense) becomes a core holding, a different char
acter comes to inhabit the church . A n d that 
character is not compatible w i t h the r ich cov
enantal legacy as it has come down to us and as 
is presently enjoyed in some of our Reformed 
churches. 

1 may be wrong in this view, but 1 am not alone 
in it . One correspondent f rom the Protestant 
Reformed Churches wrote to me: " Y o u r obser
vat ion about the Continental vs . Presbyterian 
v iew of things struck a deep chord in me. 1 have 
recently come to the conviction that there is a 
barrier between the two views. The Presbyteri
ans v iew things more in a legalistic construct, 
whereas the Continental (Reformed) have greater 
liberty: not contrary to the law, but wi th in the 
f ramework of the law. 1 think what you said 
about 'covenant' is absolutely right, except 1 think 
when a Presbyterian thinks of that word he thinks 
about contracts w i t h stipulations, etc. 1 do not 
believe that the Westminster Assembly represents 
the 'high water m a r k ' of the Reformed F a i t h . " 

Neither do 1. 
Let me review what I 've tried to prove: 1) The 

regulativists never establish f rom Scripture — 
because they cannot — that their principle is 
taught therein. Instead, they assume it and bring 
it to the Bible. 2) They've been so busy assuming 
the R P W that they failed to detect the I P W stealth
ily alive and there in the Westminster Standards. 
3) Regulativists refuse to deal fairly w i t h the Sec
ond Commandment. The only reason they find it 
there is because they put it there. C o d certainly 
didn't. 4) Some regulativists go so far as to seek 
to impose their principle on the entire Reformed 
w o r l d , denying the name " R e f o r m e d " to anyone 
who dissents from their unbiblical view. This is 
assumption run amok. A n d it's got to stop. 

Some have tried to stop the controversy by 
redefinition. Whi le we much appreciate the spirit 
of a peacemaker, peace cannot be found if the 
truth is veneered. By asserting that " a l l Protes-
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tants are regulativists," those attempting to be 
consistent regulativists rightly get their ire fired 
up. A n y truly staunch regulativist knows what 
his principle is and he wants to press it to the 
bone. H e doesn't take k indly to people claiming 
his initials while functionally denying what those 
letters have stood for. D y l a n again: " L e t us not 
talk falsely now, the hour is getting late ." T h e 
Reformed churches have never had one mind on 
this matter. 

But as we pursue a common mind, let us not 
fal l into the trap of Reformed primit ivism, an 
affliction wherein the Reformation period — or 
a slice of it — is made the best, the last, the only 
w o r d in what G o d wi l l s for H i s church. 1563 
was not the best, nor was 1618-19, nor 1645. 
T h e best is yet to come. 

One of the great regulativists has writ ten that 
it is obvious "that the visible unity of the Apos
tolic C h u r c h was not grounded in uniformity in 
organization, forms of worship, or even details 
of faith. We al l have much to learn, we ail have 
a long w a y to go. Let's continue to discuss these 
issues vigorously, lovingly, and honestly. 

R S . Further explanation, examples and il lus
trations of specifics of the Informed Principle of 
Worship w i l l appear in Messiah's Mandate, sent 
to supporters of Messiah's Ministr ies . I f you are 
not a supporter, there's time to repent. To be 
added to the Mandate mail ing list send your do
nation to Messiah's, 1405 Avenue Z , B o x 110, 
Brook lyn , N Y 11235. Y o u may donate by credit 
card: cal l 1-800-288-6202. Be sure to mention 

that you want the f inal installment of the R P W 
series. T h a t and subsequent issues w i l l be mailed 
to you. 

^ The Wycliffe Biographical Dictionary of the Church by 
Elgin S. Moyer. 
Quotes in this and the next paragraph are from Schaff's 
The Creeds of Christendom. 
Hughes Oliphant Old, Themes and Variations for a Chris
tian Doxology (Grand Rapids, 1992), 10. Old adds, "For 
a detailed study of how Oecolampadius developed the 
principle of 'reformed according to Scripture,' see my 
study. The Shaping of the Reformed Baptismal Rite in 
the Sixteenth Century (Grand Rapids: W i l l i a m B . 

^Eerdmans, 1992), 119ff." 
Regulativists don't seek to impose their wil l on God's 
beloved people? Then what is it called when they tell 
them that God hates their worship (which conforms not 
to their R P W ) , when they tell people that God abomi
nates their rememhrance of Christ's birth in corporate 
worship on a designated day, that our covenant God is 
so offended hy the singing of "man-made" hymns such 
as "Abide With M e " that He regards it as being on the 
same moral level as child sacrifice? 

^ B. B. Warfield in True Church Unity. What It Is. Re
printed as a booklet and available from Messiah's Minis
tries. . • g ^ s i • . 

Steve Schlissel has heen pastor of Messiah's 
Congregation in Brooklyn, NY since 1979. He 
serves as the Overseer of Urhan Nations (a mis
sion to the world in a single city) and is the Di
rector of Meantime Ministries (an outreach to 
women who were sexually ahused as children). 
Steve lives with his wife of 25 years, Jeanne, and 
their five children. 
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Uleformed Smgles 
F o r a n a p p l i c a t i o n , c o n t a c t : 

SCHLISSEL FAMILY SERVICE 
2662 East 24th Street, Brooklyn, NY 11235-2610 
(718) 332-4444 • Reformed.Matchmaker@usa.net 
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Steve Schlissel at Reformed Heritage Church of San Jose, CA (3:00 p.m.). For more infor
mation contact Gary Wagner at (408) 866-5607. 

P. Andrew Sandlin at Grand Ledge Christian Center, Grand Ledge, Ml. For more informa
tion contact Pastor Craig Dumont at (800) 290-5711 or 1wcog@tcimet.net. 

P. Andrew Sandlin at the Witherspoon School of Law, Luray, VA. For more information 
contact The Vision Forum at (800) 440-0022. 

TEACHER VACANCIES 
We are a Confessionally based Association and there
fore embrace the whole word of God as expressed in the 
four Reformed forms of unity (Heidelberg Catechism, the 
Belgic Confession of faith, the Westminister Confession, 
and the Canons of Dort). 
We are seeking godly highly motivated enthusiastic Re
formed Christian teachers, to deliver a curriculum from a 
biblical Christian perspective. 

T e a c h e r s a re Required For: 
Primary School 

Teaching Year 1 & Year 2 
(5&6 year olds) 

Class size approx. 16 

College 
Teaching Year 7 & Year 8 

and/or (12&13 year olds) 
Class size approx. 23 

The ideal candidates should hold suitable degree-level quali
fications, having experience in teaching in the particular level 
applied for. An appreciation of the classical Christian ap
proach to education would be an advantage. 
Commencement date is negotiable, staff are needed for 
January 2001 start at the latest. Position descriptions can 
be obtained from the Principals of each school. 

Silverstream Christian Primary Schooi 
Principal: John Steenhof 

P.O. Box 48-010 • Silverstream Upper Hutt • New Zealand 
Ph: +64 4 528-4700 • Fax: +64 4 528-4711 

E-mail: scs@xtra.co.nz 
Wainuiomata Christian College 

Principal: Martin Keast 
P.O. Box 43-127 • Wanuiomata Lower Hutt • New Zealand 

Ph: +64 4 564-8552 • Fax... +64 4 564-9305 
E-mail: wainuiomatachristian@clear.net.nz 
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{Prepare your Child 
for c o l l e g e ... a n d b e y o n d ! 

With Covenant Home you 
get far more than just 

a stack of books! 

Covenant 
Home 

Curriculum 
PO Box 257 

Sussex, Wl 53089 

(800) 
578-2421 

You benefit from: 
• A Complete, K-12 Curriculum 
• Individual Subject Modules 
• Prepared Test Sets W ith Keys 
• Day-by-Day Scheduling 
• Grade Auditing Services 

Your chi ldren benefit from: 
• A Worldview W ith a Proper Focus 

on the Sovereignty of God 
• A Solid Academic Foundation 
• Development of Biblical Thinking 
• Lasting Study Habits Such as 

Note-taking and Outlining Skills 

Visit us on the internet! www. covenanthome. com 
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C f i a f c e d o n jDundaticm 
"Pressiiig the C r o w i i Rights of Jesiis C lu l s t i i i A l l Spheres of Life" 

"My G e n e r a t i o n D e f i n e d " 
By Jeremy Swanson 

February 22, 2000 

My recent graduation frorri college has given me time to 
ponder what I have seen and experienced in the last three 
and a half years. One recurring question that will not be 
silenced is what characterizes my generation? The rea
son this question haunts me is, I believe, due to the dis
turbing answer: My generation is a generation of nihilists. 

What do I mean by "nihilism"? Nihilism is a rejection, im
plicitly or explicitly, of our Creator. It is a willful destruction 
and a will-less degradation of what is good and beautiful. It 
is an assertion of one's personal values separate from the 
principles of God. It is an annihilation of the fruits of the Spirit. 

"If there is no God, then all things are permitted," so 
said Dostoevsky. He saw nihilism as an epidemic plagu
ing the young people of his time and culture as well. 
"There is nothing new under the sun." Yet my genera
tion has a new strain of this very old disease. . . . 

" T e r r o r a s P o l i t i c s " 
By P. Andrew Sandlin - December 17, 1999 

The recent demonstrations in Seattle against the WTO 
remind us faintly of the 60s' massive protests against 
"The Establishment." Despite variations, both were the 
expression of political revolutionists who obviously had 
no Christian outlook on life and on social change. Theirs 
is the politics of terror, not of Christianity. 

This sort of political protest is the child of the French 
Revolution. The French Revolution was the first atheistic 
revolution in the history of mankind — the first truly politi
cal revolution of any kind, in fact. As Robert Nisbet observes 
in his masterly The Social Philosophers, it set the prece
dent for violence and terror as principled tactics of political 
resistance, forced into the service of an ideology. It was, in 
other words, violence and terror by political calculation. It 
has been a technique of many on the Left for 200 years 
and lately certain desperate and deluded figures on the 
Right have co-opted it in their war on abortion . . . 

" T h e A r i s t o c r a c y of A c h i e v e m e n t " 
By Monte E . Wilson III 

January 19, 2000 

I love B I G . I love S U V s (Sport Utility Vehicles); large 
sprawling estates; five-carat diamonds; and double co
rona Cuban cigars. Of course, given my budget, I enjoy 
these things from a distance! I love big business, big 
shopping malls and bigger bookstores. I love big 
achievements, big families, big churches and big hearts. 
This is not to say that "bigness" is always synonymous 
with quality or virtue: simply that, all things being equal. 
I prefer big. 

Today, however, big is bad. Always. Well, except in 
reference to Big Government. "Big business" is a curse 
word. "Big profits" are always "immoral." Big S U V s 
should be outlawed. Big estates are not fair so must be 
taxed out of existence. Even in sports, Big Teams (i.e.. 
teams that consistently win) are reviled because it is 
just "wrong" for any one team to always win. . . . 

God, Not Bob Jones , Is Left 's Real Target 
By P. Andrew Sandlin - March 1, 2000 

The Left (both Democrat and Republican, but espe
cially the major media) is in an uproar over George W. 
Bush's speaking at Bob Jones University in Greenville, 
S . C . This is a Christian fundamentalist university of high 
academic reputation started early in the 20th century 
by a clean-living, courageous Methodist evangelist who 
had more Christian character and integrity in his pinky 
than most moderns (including professed Christians) do 
in their whole bodies. B J U has unwaveringly defended 
basic Christian orthodoxy throughout its long history. 

In addition, it is vocally anti-Roman Catholic and for
bids interracial dating. The latter practice is not permitted 
on campus. In fact, for many years blacks were not per
mitted to enroll in B J U , though, according to the adminis
tration, this had nothing to do with discrimination. Being 
opposed to interracial dating, the school believed that an 
interracial student body would threaten its convictions . . 
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The Current Crisis of Cultural 

Leadership, a n d O u r Way O u t 

AI 
We Must Create a New 
Kind of Christian 
by P. Andrew Sandlin 

mm 
There will always be an establishment. The only question is 
whether it wil l he Christian or anti-Christian. There will he 
either a Christian establishment with Christian cultural 
leaders or (as today) an anti-Christian establishment with 
anti-Christian cultural leaders. What there wil l not, and 
what there cannot, he is a Christian culture without a Chris
tian establishment and Christian cultural leaders. 

But Christians have heen culturally disenfranchised for 
so long that they now see culture as an enemy. In this 
learned, provocative statement, P. Andrew Sandlin throws 
down the gauntlet to a Christian right wing whose prin
cipled opposition to cultural leadership has laid the groundwork for the very evils they so loudly 
decry. It is a ringing manifesto for all Christians who want to recapture today's pagan culture for 
Jesus Christ. 
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of 

by H Amiriw Sandlin 

Order Form 

Name E - m a i l 

Address 

C i t y State Z i p 

Dayt ime Phone A m o u n t Enclosed 

( ^ C h e c k 

• v i s a • M / C Account N u m b e r : 

Signature C a r d E x p . Date 

U.S. postage: add 15% (orders under $40.00, add $6.00) 
Orders shipped outside the U.S.: Add $8.00 surcharge to the above rate. 

Please send me: 
We Must Create a Qty. at $4.00 equals $ 

New Kind of Christian 

Sales Tax (7.25% for C A residents on ly ) 

Shipping $ 

Total Enclosed $ 

Payment must accompany all orders. We do not bil l . 
Foreign orders: Pay by check payable in U.S. funds drawn on a U.S. bank, 
MasterCard, Visa, or money order in U.S. dollars. 
Payable to Chalcedon and send to: 
P O Box 158 • Vallecito, C A 95251, U S A 
Phone: (209) 736-4365 • Fax: (209) 736-0536 
e-mail: chalolfi@goldrush.com 
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Advertising 

Chalcedon is now accepting limited paid advertising. For ad rates and 
additional information, contact Susan Burns: sburns@goldrush.com 

or phone (209) 532-7674. 




