
~The G eneva Review
A Monthly Publication of Geneva Ministries

@ 1986 Ckneva Ministries ~OV 1986

.

++& h tz4#’)ot4.f

Q?gJ?p F/jQ



The Genevu RaI&IV p. 2 December, 1986

‘1
~-I

Yz_.--ll 1s11

Ifymhaveaccess toa vkkassettc~this
Chris- youwillwam to_out H- Fm@’s -
rcl~ The T* to BonntW. As witi FOO@S * _

thisalciscorKxmd withlMealld dc4i@andwith thechris-

tianfaith. Like TenAr Memies, thcsKwY makcsusawamof
thepmSenccof GodwatcMngm=Hislovedonc41md-
like Ten&r Mercies, aquotadmti* Fsakisatthe
cmterof the fUUL(In T& MwC& Fsalm2S4-5is
quotedTbut~7dl>14m*- Wthcmm’s
thandn7%eT riptoBauI@Wtiq U-- isl%ahn
91:1alcmfk)

‘mm Wasumskkmbknodagivat The Tr@to
Bamt@lwhmit played in_18St~, ~ofti
quality of @ acting. Gaaldlm “ Page’s pdonnancc as
MotiMzWatts is a tour4e-f~ and John Hctrd’s pmtrayd
ofhcrson Ludieis evcnmocehqxe@ve (tomytastc)
becauseofthcincrdib ksubtktyeh~ anti
actorsrisetotheoccasion of Footc’s-a=@

AswirhaUof Foote’sstocks Ikwc U@@~m
encomer, thisonc isrnulti~omll. mchx=ta
stdiesanddevelqxnentak=~- l%e T+to
Buu@idworth wachin&butbeymd - isthc’’phib
Sophicalhideoftheplay.lhd ilmopcnswiththegospcl
hymn “~fdy d tenderlyJcSUSis_ _ fa yOU
and fmm(Lsec atthcptwtabm’swahg d-.
watchingforyouandfa me. Comchome. come-. Ye
Whoamveary,comehome.”wson g.uscdasbackgfound

music in a variety of amangmts throughout the ~
establishes* tlEnE:

.
~l!l.

Likeall ofw%Mother Wukw/@t in history
between Eden and HeaveQ between the iIltheIlC4S of her
-y f- and he call of her HeavenlyFather.She lives
inconsUmttcmsionwithher sedmizd ti citifieddaughtcr-
iX1-kW, Wb insists that MotherWatt’shymn-ti~ makes
&r%tmwous,”andwb*md romitouttitib -
pop music fhxn the rdio. (Ckmparctbe contrastof musics
rnTeder Medes.)Hcrsab*~ --@a~
rimekrclkdfffem~~titi-tima
~.~moftieawmld abound inthc
firstpartofthefilm.

MotherWatts hasdecided tom-w tip-ofk
rearing,a small hmlet in South Texas called “Bountifid.”
Whemhegocsmmrainstati anobody ~~~
secuhratyhascver heatdofBodfd. At&h~*

istoldthat thereisnothing-mm Wpkuaued
~~1.”m*mydwua*bOthtgm

shekarnsthatnoonehshB~wu-. tiM
hxl given out. Its last inhabhmt Ml been buried that very
day.

Along thcway, wekarnthath.WaUskHa M
lifa Outofspi@her fitthcr&lpNv_M _gthe
mansheloved. AlthoughshelOvCSandnxpectsthemernory
ofherf-, wcrealizcthat the f-in BmmtUhlisq?art
animage ofourflrst -in- ~spitefUand
Unmlstworthy.Mm.watts must be Weamdfhxn b earthly
_foritis the Hiavenly FXwhok”8dUy and
tulderly calling.”

other imageSinthe fmrcinf’’this thcmexherei4
fminstmce, astress onlandandm the soil(m
compamthe htga@z@B scc=iu Te*M*), and
Mrs.Wattscannotwaitmg-~-* soiLButmm
cattnot ruumto EdenDlmdas*m Ilerfqersintothe
soilonelast *, bidding f~U~&ftim*-
so, werealize thatshe is~mg~~h~~t-m
to b IEw (1 Corinthians15:47)0

Aga@ V(ZY Subtly the * points to our Lord Jesus
Christ astheanswer to M* W@s Wes~&ti~
her bagstomake thetr@to B~w=’c~=*m
anold-f-oned church fimwitia picture ofthc Good
_ait — something she leaves behind. Also, the
busshetakeS to Botmtifill is-ytitifm Coxpus
Chris& andinoneoft@ _=t~~vemff~ti
Texas passengers debate whether orxxXCOIPUS Christi
reauy means “Body of Christ.” TIE effectof the debate,of

mntinuedpage 7
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Abortion and the
Virgin Birth

George Grant

The Virgin Birth is not simply im excuse f= cele-
bration it is one of the central doctrines of the orthodox
Christian fdth. No estimad~ no concepda no per-
spective of Biblical Christianity is even remotely possible
without a fill and unhesitant acce@me thatchristis”the
Ordy begotten sonof G@ begottenof thef- befm all
worlds; God of Go@ Light of Ligh~ very God of very Go&
begotten not made, being of one substance with the Father,
by~m~ti~w=e-.-fwtifm~m~
salvati~ came down from heav~ and was incarnate by the
Holy Spirit of the virgin Mary, and was made man.”

Stuily, thezeare those inourday, parading under the
evangelicalbanner, who have no- ~m h *.
patching this great affihrnatimin fitvorof some modmized
modifkdm. The Viiin Bir@ like the inermmy of
Scripture, the sixday cmati~ the sovereigntyof G@ and
thesacramuttd churc&isjeaismed by theseperniciouspop-
uhui~becauseit nolongerfi tstkiraofrhings.

How could this be? How is it possible that rneq pro-
fessing to be devoted evangelical, could take such a cavalier
attitudetowardtisaxed truttlsofthefaith?

Perhaps the most in@tftd answer to this perplexing
question was Off&Cd by Bill @tbard When he wrote@ “A
man’s morality dictates his philosophy.”It is not the other
wayaround.

People don’t start with a fully-orbedhumamsu“ “csystem
and then develop .mqmndmg values. People start with
lusL~and deception andtherl are driven to accept
humanism. The PhikMO@y of knanism is simply a
justifkath fa an alreuly existing immomlity.

When these evangelical scholars reject the prMpd
doctrines of Biblical @i@ it is not because of pains-
taking exegesis. It is not because of systematic
exposition. It is not because of creedal amplifhaion.
They reject Scriptural teaching because it no longer
squares with their presupposed morality. “A man’s

morality dictates his philosophy.”
Examples abound. Evangelical aivocates of

homosexuality, evoluti~ and the ordinadon of
women all begin with a culturally wrought moral
comxpt and wind up, of necessity, rejecting the expli-
cit doctrines of ethic% creatiom and revelation. Sirni-
Iady, evangelical ahmcates of abortion have paved the
way for the wholesale rejection of the doctrine of the
Virgin Birth.

D. Gamh Jones, in his now infamous Brave
New People, a book published by IVP and then
reprinted by &rdmans, is clearly wanting to do away
with the supernatural incarnation in order to protect

his pcious perversions.fn commdng on Luke 1:4144,
the scene where Elizabeth (who is pregnant with Johnthe
Baptist) sees her cousin Mary (who is pregnant with the
Lord Jesus), Jones asserts, “I am not inclii to follow
those who argue that John the Bapti~ as a f- was tilled
with the Holy SpiriLnor that John’s joy was prompted by
& twmmekdd zygoteof Jesus.”

Ofcourse, what Jones negkctstotellhisredersi st,hat
amongthosewhoarc inclinedto argue such includean angel
of the Lor&whoappeamd to Zackias(Luke 1:15),andthe
whole of the orthodox Church tlom the earliest days of
Peter, Jame$ and John through Atharuadus,Augustine,
Cal* Knox, Whitefie14 Spurg~ and Schaeffer, to the
Presentday.

“The abortion issue isn’t just
about mutilated, munikwed babkw

any more. it is about all that we
believe.”

JmescaUs Johnthe Baptist af- simply becausehe
doesnot wishchauvinistically to deprive Elizabethan
Z@wias of the moral option of abortion-cmdemand.He
calls the Lord Jesus Christ a zygote simply becausehe does
not want to presume upon Mary and Joseph’s social,
mental, or financii grounds for a thempeuticabortion. He
Uashesthedoctrineo fthesupematud” mcamati~ the
Virgin Bi@ simply because it doesn’t jibe with the great
Securityhe finds inabortkm.

‘Ilte abortion issue really matters. Men like D. Gareth
Jones have proven that.To stand idly, silently by, while tie
holocaust continues, is to play accomplice to the
Vanddiza “on of orthodoxy. The abortion issue isn’t just
about mutilate@murderedbabhs any more. It is about all
that we believe.

—
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Lawsuits Among Believers
PaftonoofThm

John F. Southworfh, Jr.

My f~ boss in tkkgal busii gave me the foUow-
ing advice: “Never trust a tradingpreacheror a praying law-
yer.” While I have not followed his advi% trying to be a
praying lawyer does cauw some problems. One of these is
whea litigation is contemplated by believers against other
believers. In this series of article$ I want to explore this
topic, centering on Paul’s teaching in 1 Corinthians 6:1-11.
‘Ilie fnt two articles will discuss the Corinthian passage
itself. The third will address how to evaluate if litigation is
permissible in a given situation.

Calv@ in his commentary on this passage states “it is
strange that this question has not been more carefully consid-
ered by ecclesiastical writers.” The same comment is as true
today as it was in the sixteenth century. Apart tim the ques-
tion of judging angels (w. 2-3), very little space is given to
this passage by commentatorsand almost no attention has
bees paid to the topicby nmst theolo@cdwrks.

In 1 Corinthians 5, Paul has rebuked the Corinthians
for failing to judge those withinthe church.He then turns to
the C&npkmentaryproblemof failing to submit themselves
for judgnkztt by the church. He proceeds m a three step
~ _ * ~le m me behavior.

hd’S first point (W. 1+ — which we wi~ oonsider
inthepresent article— is that it is unacqmble fm believ-
erstoresolvc pemonaldisputeswithotherbelievers in front
of non-ChrMan cOUr’tSoThisisthehmne&te problem
whichgaverise tothissectkmoftheepistle.

Sevemlrcasonsshouldbenotedthat Rud does notgive
fmthisphibition. ’IMreis noindicaticm fiotrtthispassage
thatjustice could nothave been receivedbrnt hesecular
Corinthian courts. Leon Momis StXCS in his ~=y~
“hd’S Cor@aint is not that the believers wouldnot obtain
justice inheathen court& but that they htdnobusbssto
-bum.”

Also, there isnoindication &om this passage that the
presence of judges who personally are Christians would by
itself make a difference in the prohibition. Suppose the laws
are such that the Christian judge has to rule by heathen
standards. What Paul requires is both Christian judges and
Biblical standmds.

Finally, Paul does not assume that an explicit judicial
mechanism then existed in the Corinthian church. Each
Jewish community of that time would have had a private
arbitration boanL died M-din. The fwt that the Jewish
community could resolve its dispuws without resort to the
pagan courts should have been an example and a shame to
the Christian community. However, whatmm part this
played in the background of Paul’s teaching, it does not
control his argurmaw

The reasons Paul does give are two, each having two

parts. His fist reason is that a non-Christiancourt will haVC
a wrongstandardof judgmen~boti tie mk of decisionand
the methudof rcding that deciiionwill be faulty.

As to the rule of decisim he fdully states that b
Corinthiansshould tlOt go bdO= the “unrighteous” (V. 1) or
the “unbelievers” (v. 6) — both constructions appearing
without the anicle, which emphasizes the attribute under
consideratkm — but before the “saints” (v. 1) for judgment.
How much better to be judged by God’s people and God’s
law than by persons and laws of an unrighteous, unbelieving
society. Regardless of how much justice “common grace”
may affordin a secularcon therule of decisionis dtilcient
comparedto the rule given in the Scriptures.

As to the method of reaching the decisiou there is a
striking comparison between the adversarialnature of the
secular court (“judge” or “go to law” in v. 1) with the
arbitrativenatureof the Churchforum(“arbitrate”or “decide
between”in v. 6).This differencein methods(eachnecessary
its given sphere) determines that only the f- of the
Church is proper to provide lawfuldecisionsin a contextof
loveandreconciliationwithina Christiancommunity.

&cundly, Paul insists that to submit to judgment by a
secular court shows misundersmdingof the-a

.wm&mdng bothofthe missionand Ofthewisdumof
thechurch.

As to the misskm of the Churc&verws 2-3 argue that,
if the missionof the Churchincludesthejudgmentof angels
and the _ surely believers are worthy to judge mere
earthly issues.Whateverthe preciseeschatologicalmeaning
of this Passagq the f- of these Comparisonsis clear. If
Christiansatcorinthwill someday sitatthegreatest assize
in history, why do they need to go elsewhere to fd
sonwanewhocandecide petty matters?

Astothemh@mdmg ● Ofthewisdorn inherezttin
the ch~ it should be rernernbered that this same
congregationhtuitoberebuked byl%ul inchaptemoneand
two fm its puflkd up view of its own wisdom. Why, he
writes, whenyouclaim so much wisdoqdo you runto
someoneelseforjudgment?Whetherversefouris a question
or an ironic statemen~its thrust is the same.These matters
are small.Theyareworldlyandpassingaway.Therefore,the
worst the Corinthians could do in the Church would be good
enough.

In the next two anicles, we will discuss the rest of the
passage and then attempt a hnework to applyi~
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Recent Creation Science Books
Part TwooflWo

~efffey Meyers

As establishmentevoluticmists are roaring “Evolution
is u fxt!” many of their peers are quietly publishing some of
the most hard-hitting critiques of biological evolution to
appear in decades. Most of these books come from non-
Christianswhohaveno associationwith thecreationscience
movementwhatsoever.This makes theirworksall the more
significant. Thereare scores of thesebooks and articles. I
will only list some of the most significantworks, making
briefUXnmentswheremcesary.

The fmt and most importantof all is MichaelDentOn’s
Evofutwx A Theory in Crisis (1986). Drawing upon Kuhn
and Fey- Denton arguea that evolution is a paradigm
in crisis. Most evolutionarybiologists concede that ~
blcms exist but nearly all take a conservative star@ believ-
ing that the Daxwinian ffarnework can be salvaged by mak-
ing minor adjustments. Denton takes a radical approach.

Evolution should be scmpped in favor of a new paradigm.
He is a sdfanscious ~gm-breakez.

Denton, a Ausmlian micr~lologis~ pulls all the
skeletons out of the evolutionarycloset and parades them
aroundfor everyoneto see. The first 4 chaptemarc master-
fully writtenand provideone of the best explanationsof the
preciseproblemsinvolved m biologicalevolution. Denton
cogently argues for discontinuity in zoology,exposing the
flimsy evidencefor the idea of continuityand its offspring,
the phylogenictechique of classification. He speads three
chapterson ckdfkationo His explanationof cladistics,the
newest f- of *tinuous chssifkati~ is very
convincing.Ciadisticshas been called evolutionaryheresy
by establishment scientists since it is a classification

scheme that dOCSnot C@EItd Upon or imply _&d

reladonsh@ be$wexmOrga&ms.
There is not a singleBible referencein thebook nor are

there any references to authors in the creation science
movement. This is a fi’eshapproachwithnone of the worn-
outcliches f- in many creationist books. Ewkfwn is
an absolute must for every Christian university student. It
is precisely the kind of book you would be comfortable giv-
ing to one of your professors. I predict that this will be one

~ of the most significant contributions to creationist literature
this year. Lfyou can buy only one book on the subject this
year, buy this one.

Running a C1OSCsecond to Denton”s book is Michael
Pit.man’sA&n A Evolution (1984). Pitrnanalso critiques
biological evolution, concentrating on biological mechan-
isms and their obvious teleological character. Pitnum, who
teaches biology at Cambridge Universit~. reaches some
very provocative conclusions. He solves the mystery of the
Piltdown man and concludes, “Teilhard dc Chardin almost
certainly fixed and planted the tooth” (p. 94). This is

anotherbook @f m dv-sity StUbt OU@t to OWtl ad

read. Biologyand mcontoIogy studentswill find this M
very helpful.

‘Rtebook doeshave its flaws. The explanationof DNA
replicationand functions is short and inadequate for a bio-
logicalneoph~. 1foundh.i$sirttplifidorts of genetics and
metabolism insuftlcieng and in both instances I found
myself consulting my old university biology textbooks to
fully appreciate his arguments. Nevertheles&once appre-
Cie his critiquesam devastating.

Pitmanand Dentonare the bestnon-christian evo-
lutionary critics m the field of biology. Other scholarly
critiques of biologicalevoluth include Francii Hitching’s
The Neck # the Girq&e (1982), Th Secret ~ the Sixth
Edition by RandallHWtkc (1983), The Evohdion qf Living
Organ&m by Rem P. GraSSC(1982), and Charles Thax-
ton’s The Mystery of L#e!r Oti@t: Remmrssing Current
Theories (1984).

Twomore books needmbe singled out. ThCybOth
deal with fi’aud and Cormption within the scienwlc
community. Betmyens# the Ttuth by W- Broad ami
Niichok Waie (W82) “~ COml@Xt Withk b $ci~.
tific community at large, and Wm. R Fu’s l%e Bone
l%ddks exposes the tlasmes of anthropologists and
paleonto@istsr nM-f a*- link
According to FW the whole evolutionary entaprise is
nothingbutabig~~.”

Allofthethese arepublishedby secularpubIishersand
a Biblical creationist will certahdy not agree with
everything. Nevexthelm they m excellent tools fa
evangelismand apologetics,exposing as they do the crisis
within the scientMc community over the evolutionary
-P

Jordan, continuedj%ompage 2

course, is to stressfor the viewer the eventual destination of
the bus as HeaveQ not Eden.

One last look at fallen Eden. One last farewell to one’s
earthly father. Gne last cortfixmation that this world cannot
offer salvation. TherA softly and tenderly weaned from
earthly hopes, Mother Watts is ready to hear the call of the
Good Shepherd.

P.s. — Watch for more horn Hotion Foote. We have
arlier reviewed 19/8 and Terder Mercies in these pages. A
.sequcl to 1918, On Valentine’s Dq, played in a few themers
in Te.xx ‘at S@JIg. and should be available on
videocassette soon. .4ctor Robert Duvall is making a film of
the Foote play Convicfs, though I don’t know when it is
supposed to be rckxtsed. You might keep an eye out for it
next year, in case it plays in your town or city.
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A Judicial Model of Prayer

Peter LeiYhatt

Prayer is clearly c@rai to the Chridan life. David
mponds to his accuserswith a strikingphrase that literally
means “1 am a prayer” (Fso 109:4). Rayer in some sense
def~ the essenceof David’sbeing. In theNewTestamenL
Paul exhmted the Thessaloniansto pray without ceasing(1
T&w. 5:17). To the Rornans, Corin_ and ColossiarE&
Pi@ WrO~ that bdie~ should bC “dCWOtCdto ~yl%”

(Rem. 12:121 Cor. 7:% Cd. 4:2), and among the things
to whichthe post-PentecostalChurchdevoted itself in prac-
tice was prayex (Acts 242 423-31).

Unftmnately, thewesternUndentandingof payer b ,
been influencedby mysticism and Stoicism. Ubder these
influ~prayer hascometobe undersmodas primwilya
means of self-improvement.As one scholarhas put i~ “The
Stoic in prayer attains clarity cmceming his own ~,
nothing which comes from without can aff~ him The
mystic withdrawsfkomall thin~, his soul experiencesthe
delights of mysticalviskm.” (7heo&gicufWodbuok c# the
New Tes&rmenf, ~ 80S.) In his Theo&gy # the (W
Tesmm@t, Waltk Eidm)dt draws this disdnah baween
krdte d-mystical piety: “Indi&dve of the _ of Old
Testament piety is the fact that the dominantmotives of
prayer never included that of losing oneself, through
contemplatia in the divine infiity. ..The pious Israeliteis
no intoxicate world4enying mystic revelling in the
Beyor@ but a warrior, who wrestles even in ~yer, and
looks for the life of power in communionwith his divine
LAW&”Volume z p. 176.) In ~ mystical and Stoic
influenceshavecombinedtoproducearadicallysubjectivized
understanding of prayer. Of course, prayer does have
subjective and internal effects on the believer, as even a
cursoryreadingof the Psalms “ticates (cf.Ps.3234A+
etc.). In prayer we “draw neaf’ to communicate with the
LNing God who is a consuming fm. No one can be
unaffected by that! But when this subjective effect becomes
the primary purpose of prayer, we have crossed the line into
subjectivimt.

The scriptural images of prayer guard against
. wbjectivisxn by emphasizing the personal and objective

f
nature of prayer. The several human relationships that are
used to image the relationship of the praying believer to the
Lord stress that prayer is fundamentally communication
between persons. The Imrd’s Prayer, for exampl% uses the
language of Father and son. The prayers of Nehemiah
generally employ the terms of a Lord-semnt relationship
@eh. 1:5-11, e.g.). Another, less axnrnordy recognized
model of prayer is the judicial model, the subject of this
tiefessay.

The saims of the Bible operated in
blessing and covenant mm. This

terms of covenant
comprehensively

cmmanud view of liie i8 mmiksted intheir prayem. In

covenantprayer thebelieverasksGodto keep His covenant
promises to covenant-keepersand pour out His covenant
curses on covenant-breakers.Thus, covenantprayeris inev-
itablyjudicial in ~, it is a call to God to judge in terms
of the covenantand to execute those judgments. Indeed,it
has been suggestedthat the basic meaningof the mostcom-
mon Hebrew wad fmpayer(pulhf) is”toinvoke Godas
Judge.”

SeveralOld Testament exampl= maybe xmted.Ih both
Numbm 11:2and 21:7, Mosesasks the Lord to deliverthe
Israelites from a fiery destruction. F= is here used as a
symbol of God’s judicial condemnation. Moses’ inter-
Cessia in other words, is an appeal for judicial mercy.
Similarly, *lomOn’S prilytX of dedication in 1 Kings 8 is
m of judicial imagery. The ~g - “=Y Yom
eyes beopento this temple”kas Meredith Kline has
=IP* a judicM image God’s eyes me opened so that he
can renderjust judgmeat. Moreover, in 1 Kiigs 8. manyof
Solomon’sspecificrequestsare pleas that God wouldjudge
rightly and mercifully (vs. 32 34, 36, etc.). ‘Ihe temple
built as it was on a threshingfloor,was God’searthlycourt,
the place ofjudgrnent as well as of worship.Prayersoffered
towanl the temple were legai petitions fm the Lord’s
fava’ablejudgmez&

A fti Old Tesmment exampleis Hezddah’s prayerin
~~s~ “b’s bhsphemous letter (2 Kings
19:14-19 and Isaiah 37:14-20). Several signifkant details
should be noted. F- Hezekiah takes the letter into the
temple. Secon&HezekiA appeals to the Lord as the one
enthmnd(asJudge) betweenthecherubmThir& respreads
out the letter before rhe Lo@ in effect presenting the
evidence of Sennacherib’sblasphemy.Four@ he requests
that the Lord“seeandhear,”a phrasewithjudicial and legal
connotations.Fiily, he asks for deliveranceso that“all the
kingdOmsOftheearthmay lmOwthatyOUal~OLOr&are
God.” ‘Thatis he appeals to God’scovenantpromiseas the
basis fa his petition.

In the New Testament a striking use of the judicial
imagery is found in Luke 18:1-8, the parable of the
importunate widow. Jesus told this parable to encourage
believers to persevere in prayer (v. 1). What k~res~ U
however, is the comprehensively judicial imagery of the
parable. God is depicted as a Judge. The woman comes with
a legal complain~ she asks for justice against an enemy
(literally, an adversary at law). Signifkantly, the same word
is used of Satan in 1 Peter 5:8. Thus, in Luke 18, we
apparently have an image of a wornan (the Church)
submitting a legal petition for justice against her accuser
(Satan). Christ has already cast Satar4 “the accuser of the
brethrn” from his position of power in heaven (Rev. 12:7;
cf. Job 1:6-12; 2:1+. But the prayer of the Church in the
time between the two comings of Christ is that the accuser
wOUld ~ fully ~d ftily IUkd Out of COW, and h.k
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accusiDgvoic8h!4minom.hMw (k)mtdt’awIh
connectionbetween the-h M 18aUil*
5:8, itisstill cl~ULti 18@_ payer as the
submissionofalegal~Mmti M~J~.

A fd illustration is Revelation 81-5. H&c we are
given aglimpseofthedfectof~~~ inheavca.in
~tothe~gpy=ofti- thetmgel
casts firetothe eart&which pmducesall mamwrofchaos.
Fqjud~tis_outd~to~.

several Conchlsiorlsmay be drawn fkom this survey.
F~maintaining thejudicial natIKcof~ isabedge
W- sub~vism m ~y=. _ vyers am not intemkd
-y fa SeK-@XOv_ but arcobjectiv~ legalpc&
tionstothe btaveniyJudge

- b judicial -1 of prayergives some insight
intothe proper content of prayer. Whatweareto askin
prayer islimitedby the Law-Word of GO(LAgainatM@@
thepfayers ofscripture areappealstoood to fulfiims

pn=Mesandthreats. TheLordbasswomwithupraisedM
that Hewillbeexalted ontheear@ ourrequestsshouMbe
basedonthis”legallyb-”~~ ~~~
obvious examplq weask that God_ f@ve our sins
because He bas@omisedtodom, we asktlW His
@@=*be=mk=dinac coKlwithHiswor&Or,to take
anexamplethatism~ Mficultfw some
Christians topay, weask GOdm g&e us@itical
influcncG because Hehaspmmised todo so(cf. Rw.
2M!%notethecon ditionsaUacbedtothqlr@@. hall
ourpmyers weask God to&~_ and execute
theminwcxxdwithllis~ * pnises.

“Covenan&#ly speaking, the
world is rukd by the pmyers of

the Church.”

~~ .wxbtmdqdpayergivcgwa~
Umtcxt fm .

~~~-.~Y
CM&&us are reluctant to pray these prayersbecause they
fmd them unchristian in tone. But rhese Psalms are not
motivatedby primitivebl~t or vengdidness. Ins-
they arc petitions that God’s promise to Abraham be
fidfWd “I will bless those Whobless yOUand curse those
who curse you.” Imprecations are simply the obverse of
prayersfor bkssin~ in lmth cases, believersmy that God
renderjudgmentsm axard with His Woxd.

F~ly, a judicial model of prayer places prayer in its
pp. exaltedplace in the life of the Church.The wOdd is

gowned by thejudicialpmmmamats (andexecutions)of
God. In its prayem the Church is drawn up into the
h%lvttdy p- with and in Mst @h. 2:6) ad
participates in the judicial governmcnt of W Wofid.
Covena!itdy -g, the world is ruled by the ~yU’S of
* church

* St8w-0 Zip
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(111.mehkdiiaofthsvkd)
.

c.7hewkw? vu?d Godghsstlhwwd inwbnbrrn. llbsumdis
Ilotidsnb lwilhan ypdcula rbitofpspsrorin (Ofraoodngtaps,

or~orwhawsr), buthsmawa#s oonwyedbydls ppsr
andinkorothsf nlsdlun iBidTn&cdn#? God’svafyvKHd. ttisno

bBsstlewod of Godhanhpmphscy, hvatiJd msSsagsgivsn
indmopbly, oranyounmfutbmoe of81swdof God Ths
Writtsn wodh, iikapmphscy, aldnd Oflncamaht:advins

mssasga klhsfoml ofhumsn hn@qpandcmawmsdaof
commdca$on. tthssbohhandh~. ~, no
basofpowar orauhxity aswanmvehxna @b.10Q

i. ~ ~: Books0/ Gwwa#wm Gan. 28:1~, 35,
14f.; am 12:7f.; 13:18; 363: W 2A: w; 69, 101; 11:1011 27;

25:1Z 19: 36S 372 — ~ ~ -m~tiw
of~~ ~ofcoVenuM ,
Itllsbsgid ngofumthiskxy.

i. C%mantlhxammtKlins,SO’l@amd m%d Atdm@.

iii.

(A) TbLodaddrwmsa 8tssmmw@dsondvhs
auhxship Ex.24:12 31:18; 32:15f.; 34:1, 27f., ~, cf. Daut

“4:13: 9:lm, 1024; 31 :14:+9 (God’s Wrwss” ~ Uls

psopls, not #m psqds’s Uwdss b God.).

(B) GiginSkma%OOk of W?(cbumsy, %iaChh#and EWbd
-, p. 42,noq.Ex432S?; 17:14; On!. 121, m.

(C)N.8.:hqdh~ndd~~mt~

Wiel twentwwenwy ~ w WantssnWx?8Jry
mtkmahm orndsvddohddsm ~~
dsbShnsss orh*Jswhhlsgskn. lt6snhddsdin #la

dginalconslikdon ofhspsopls of Godandbassunsd

~e(-~.

Wit&r? Pi@&?cy 16a 8:1; 30*.; 34:16f.; k. 25:13; 302;
=:1+2 51 SOff.; Dm. 9:lf (cf. hr. 25:1 lt 2 *. 3621; Ezr. 1:1):
cf. Jsr. 26:17ff. WW Mc. 3x?f.; Isa. 22-4 WI Mii. 4:1-6: FM.

2:14; Isa 11S: h. 9Sf.

iw.ma$matmw Uawda

(A) Ewmubsand MswssdMUT.:ltiS~-~
itsays—God says:(waddd, lt Say8, Oe.: m hqhMbtl
and Mlo?ifydt#?e ah4s,pp.29H48), wdw,”
(wafwd, m, p. =1-7)s w: (q pp. 229-241),

‘Holy Scdp8Jf’a? *:wQphsts: %oydlm#oftibsrty: arG

(B)MX-atibO.X:d.M~rntilm~
variow adidss of WadisId. Mat S:17-19; Jotn 5X5; 10=,

Roim 15:4; 2 Tim 3:16; 2 m. 121; Jas. 45,11.

(o)w~bacal’aflA thatyoudonot mSk#tsvdldS~

r*~~z~~m3:led2**121,_ti.
dismmadbylibsmls astabandbgaaStk. Though lhSSStwo
pfmagSSam impOrmt tismomhpOdant hatpsopls COmS
bsaahowtn9 ”kJsaof antitwtwrd of Godpmmti39dt0f

Sciiptm. of. la= dsassmn “ on Ttla Nscadtyofhewxd.=

v. m b mmurwn!

(A)lnthsnatm ofttacass, hhLT. oouldmttak aboutitsdf
asaoon@std oobctbn ofwihga Yatitlsavas nodoubt
htRis GOUspuposs bgivemchacdsctbn btis

(B) Probsbifitiss: If God pranked, hsn gave. a cftstinctivsVIM&I
IWVSWonfof$tsnswcovanantcmmuity (above,b, viii.), ws
umuldnswrdy expact Wthisrsvelak lik8wofthe0.T.,
VmlIldbe insuiptufti, unlssathws wsfacogsntreasons for

bilking Ohswisa.

(C) lb N.T. mvdaton“ vvasccuMsd”ma~%Odyof
MIO~tition):Matt 11* 1*. 152f.:2nlsss.
215 (cf. 2 Tim. 3); 2 Thesa 3= 1 Tm 620 (cf. Ran. 31ff);
2Tn. l:l%22; 2Pet221:JJds3.

(D) N.T. whrscMnsd thisstWS for Uwirwrithgs, dsimsdcfMne

inqhtkm = W SOU’OS:Cd. 4:16:1 Thsss. 527; 2 Thsss.
314 (cf. 2:15); 1 Cor. 1437; 1 Tm. 5:18; (DeU 25:4: Id@
10:7): 2 Wt. %16).

(E) Wlidl boks? cf. COUMSSin N.T. oanon.
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