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DR. FESKO:  

…. Where I pull the pin, throw it out there, and hope that it causes intellectual tremors and disturbances. That is not at all the intention, but rather I think what happens oftentimes, for example at presbytery meetings and  I am sure we are all aware of when things like this happen is that you get into the context of a vote, perhaps on a particular candidate or a particular issue, and the pressure of the moment impresses upon  you and you have to make a decision right then and there, and it’s either yes, no, or I am going to abstain, one of the three, so hopefully some of the following observations that I’d like to make about the doctrine of creation in general would be helpful in terms of – without there being pressure – would be good food for thought.


So, what I’d like to do is I’d like to make four observations – historical observations, exegetical observations, theological and then practical observations.   So, historical, exegetical, theological and practical.  


First, with historical considerations, one of the things I think that is important to recognize is that what I would call non-literal readings of the days of creation are not something that has only occurred only within the recent past, i.e. with 19th century Princeton and the like.  That’s something that I have often heard said.  We have to recognize, I think, that non-literal readings go back to the earliest days of the church to the second century at least.  For example, Philo, a Jewish exegete, and this is from his Interpretation of Genesis, he says “it is quite foolish to think that the world was created in six days or in a space of time at all.  Why? Because every period of time is a series of days and nights and these can only be made such by the movement of the sun as it goes over and under the earth, but the sun is part of heaven, so that times is confessedly more recent than the world.  It would therefore be correct to say that the world was not made in time, but that time was formed by means of the world for it was heaven’s movement that was the index of the nature of time.”  Now, what is interesting here is he is saying essentially that apart from the sun and the moon to mark the passing of time can you really say that time actually exists.  Now, the theological observation, as interesting as it is, is even more interesting when we consider that fact that Philo was an allegorist.  But, yet, he is not making allegorical observations here, but making quite literal, if you will, observations and this is, of course, long before Darwin ever darkened the earth.  We also have, of course, the opinions of  Augustine.  St. Augustine says in his City of God, “what kind of days these were it is extremely difficult or perhaps impossible for us to conceive.”  Now, again, whether or not we agree or disagree with Augustine’s statement there is neither here nor there, it is to just simply observe the fact that again long before Darwin you had theologians making on exegetical grounds the observation that it is difficult to understand exactly how Genesis is unfolding. Now, I think that this is perhaps something that befuddles a lot of folks in our own day – because we say, well, how difficult can it be?  It’s set forth pretty straightforward, is it not?  Well, it was – quick, Alan – who translated the vulgate?  Jerome – okay, - yeah – Hieronymus- Hieronymus, there we go.  It was Jerome who commented and Luther quotes this in his Commentary on Genesis, where he says that according to Jewish scholars, and rabbinical interpreters and what have you, is that you were not allowed to read Genesis, the creation account, until you were 30 years old, according to Jewish tradition.  Why? Because it was a lot more complex than people realized and they didn’t want their students making hay of it, so to speak.  But, in particular, there is a historical consideration that ties in with the theological observation here at this point, in that there has been a difference of opinion regarding where God makes the condescension, His act of condescension in creation.  Is the condescension in His actual act of creation itself, so that He creates in six 24-hour days to accommodate His incomprehensible intellect and mind and creative power and He does that through the very act itself?  Is that where the condescension lies?  On the other hand, say for example with Augustine’s position, or others subsequent to it, is the condescension in the revelation of the act of creation, so that it’s that God is condescending in how He explains or what He says in Genesis about the creation itself?  That again, I think, is a legitimate difference of opinion that again antedates the appearance of Darwin.  Another historical observation to make is that I think that we might be surprised to know that exegetes again before Darwin held to the idea, or to the possibility that there was animal death in the world prior to the fall.  Rabbinic interpreters, and if you want the reference -  Midrash Rabbah, Genesis 34:13 – Rabbinic interpreters believed that Adam himself was not allowed to kill animals, but he was allowed to eat dead animals that had been killed by another, which I guess that means road-kill, you know.  I don’t pretend to understand why they would say these things – I’m just telling you what’s there so that- Adam could eat road-kill before the fall.  So, here you have Rabbinic interpreters depending upon how far back Midrash Rabbah goes, which it’s a Jewish commentary which records opinions that were much older than when it was recorded in written form, so it’s potentially even before the time of Christ that you had this opinion circulating amongst Jewish exegetes.  Herman Bavinck observes this, he says “Calvin and most of the reformed judged that meat-eating was also permissible for man before the flood and before the fall.  That Genesis 1:29 does not mention that explicitly cannot serve as an argument from silence.  In 1:30 only the plant world is shared between man and animals.  There is no mention of man’s rule and rights over the animal world.  That world had already been given to man in 1:28 and certainly includes, especially with fish in view, the right to kill and make use of animals.”  So, here you have Bavinck, and I’ve got a citation or two from Calvin, and one from Luther that I could read, but the point is this:  Bavinck observes that the reformers were not averse to death in the animal kingdom prior to the fall. One of the things I think that is very important in this whole discussion is that we should ask ourselves how influential has dispensational thought been upon our understanding of the creation account?  And, how much digging have we done into the reformers and to even the Patristics and even into Jewish exegesis to find out what other opinions have been held?  I think one of the most common opinions that I found, at least in my short ministry, is that so many people automatically assume it never rained before the fall.  Well, that’s a great dispensational argument, but I don’t know that it holds, if you pardon the pun “much water” scripturally.  But, anyway- so, I think there is an important point historically to be observed here, in that the following statement could be wrong, but I believe it holds up to scrutiny, that historically the length of the days of creation has never been a test for orthodoxy in nearly 2,000 years of church history, and it has only been in the waning moments of the 20th century that it became an issue or a test of orthodoxy.  I think that that should be pretty weighty.  In that sense, it shows us the animus imponentis not simply for the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, but one that extends well beyond the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.  So, that’s the first set of observations – historical observations.


Secondly, exegetical observations.  First, let me say that I believe that the Genesis account is historical.   A historical narrative.  Adam and Eve are real people, there were real events, there is a real serpent that spoke – all of those elements I want to affirm up-front just to allay any fears.  But, the second thing that we should observe about the Genesis creation account is that I think that in many respects it is like the book of Revelation.  The book of Revelation looks into the distant future.  There are no human witnesses for those future events.  God has to reveal those events to man and He does so somewhat in a fuzzy manner. It is not an exact roadmap as all of our millennial views would attest.  Well, remember, there are no human eyewitnesses to the events of the Genesis creation account up until ostensibly Genesis 1:26 when man is created and Adam and Eve are first there – or up until maybe Genesis 2:7, in chapter 2.  So, in that sense, just as Revelation looks into the distant future, and we see what will happen in the end, I believe that Genesis 1 and 2 looks into the distant past and God reveals, and I think somewhat in a cloudy manner, how things originated, how things began.  If you were to ask Jewish interpreters, and this again comes from Midrash Rabbah, in the grand commentary on the Old Testament, if you were to ask them where they believe that the Scriptures address the “how” of creation, they believe that Genesis 1 and 2 do not describe the “how” of creation  but that instead Job 38 addresses the “how” of creation and interestingly enough when God addresses the “how” He doesn’t explain it.  He just asks a series of questions, and I can’t remember – maybe 60-some odd questions – to Job.  He says were you there?  Did you do all of these things?  And, of course, Job’s answer is to say nothing.  Moreover, I think we also have to recognize that can a historical account be topical and still be historical?  I think that’s an important consideration.  Must a historical account be chronological in order for it to be historical?  Certainly, the temptation narratives in Matthew 4 and Luke 4 they record – go back and read those – Matthew has a different order of events than Luke.  But, just because they have different order of events in those temptation narratives does not therefore negate its historicity or the reality that it actually occurred, but rather they are giving topical accounts and emphasizing different things for different reasons.  Another exegetical observation to make is that I think it’s important that we read the Old Testament the way that the New Testament reads the Old Testament.  Nowhere does the New Testament raise the question of the length of the days.  Rather, the Genesis creation account is seen as the entry point to the person and work of Christ in terms of the first Adam, and the last Adam – this is especially evident in Romans 5 and I Corinthians 15.  That, I believe, should be the test or litmus test for orthodoxy in terms of does a ministerial candidate, does a candidate read the Scriptures, the Old Testament Scriptures the way that the New Testament reads them.  I think a third exegetical - or perhaps maybe it’s a slightly theological if I am mixing my categories here then please forgive me – but I think that it’s important – is that in having discussions with people about this they always talk about the importance of six 24-hour days, the beginning is very crucial and if we misunderstand the beginning then we get everything wrong, and I always want to say well, is not the end just as important as the beginning?  And, if in terms of the end we allow diversity of opinion in terms of how long it unfolds, does that not say something about that this explains at least historically why there has been a diversity of opinion in terms of how long it takes for the beginning to unfold? Somebody asked me, well what view would you teach, your know, your child because isn’t it simply easier to teach him six 24-hour days? I said, well, let me turn the question around to you- isn’t it simpler to teach your child that it’s a literal 1,000 years? Now, I know to my right Dr. Knight would say- yes, it is.  But, nevertheless, there are those questions.  Another observation to make in terms of the beginning and the end – I don’t understand why evolution plagues views of creation and it does not also plague views of the end.  I don’t know if you heard this, and it really peaked my curiosity, because in the quote that John Muether read from Paul Woolley, I believe, he had to say “supernatural post millennialism.”  The liberals historically have affirmed “evolutionary postmillennialism” yet when somebody says I’m postmillennial, the automatic thought isn’t “are you an evolutionary postmillennialist?”  No, we assume that, of course, you are a supernatural postmillennialist in our context.  So, if that’s the case, if someone says I affirm day-age, or I affirm analogical, our automatic immediate assumption should not be – “Gasp!  Oh, you must be compromised on the doctrine of creation.”  I don’t think that that’s the case, nor should I think we look at our brothers in that light.

To go on to theological observations – so historical observations, some exegetical observations, and theological observations.  Whatever happened in terms of the doctrine of creation with respect to the doctrine of analogy?  Cornelius Van Til in his Introduction to Systematic Theology says this:  “The distinguishing characteristic between every nonchristian theory of knowledge on the one hand and the Christian concept of knowledge on the other hand is therefore that in all nonchristian theories men reason univocally, while in Christianity men reason analogically.  By this distinction, we mean that every nonchristian theory or method takes for granted that time and eternity are aspects of one another and that God and man must be thought of us being on the same plane.”  So, in this sense, is it not possible to say that God’s creation week is the pattern and our work week is analogical to God’s week?  And, this brings up an interesting point, an observation theologically, there is always talk of six-day, 24-hour creation.  But, there are also seven-day, 24-hour creationists.  In other words, just because you hold six 24-hours typically means that you believe that the seventh day is eternal.  That is a very common opinion.  And, so, if that is the case, then that really truly does not resolve the issue of the length of the days because if you’re six 24 hours and you hold to an eternal seventh, well then right there you are showing that one of the days of the creation week was not a 24-hour day.  So, if we are really going to decide this issue in terms of a 24-hour day then it’s not a six 24-hour position that has to be the animus of the church – it has to be a seven 24-hour day if a day is always a day.  

Last, but not least, practical considerations.  I think this is absolutely crucial in that as men who examine candidates, just because a man affirms the right opinion should not therefore automatically give him a pass on a thorough examination.  I think what happens is that someone says well, are you six 24-hour?  No, I am analogical.  And, then, the presbytery will burrow into the man’s views.  Yet, if a man says, well I am six 24-hour, little to no questions follow that up.  And, I think that perhaps belies something of what Warfield said in terms of the laxity in that we say, okay, that’s fine.  Yet, for example, and I think I can draw attention to his name, it’s in print – he has published a book on it – James Jordan has written his book, Creation in Six Days, which is a very ardent defense  of the importance of a six-day, 24-hour creation, yet you read some of his exegetical comments in there, and he has got some allegory that would make Origen smile- and beam.  He says “The  adama, Hebrew for earth, is mother, but she has no water in herself.  She must get water from a father, ed, which is the word for cloud, from the earth, erets acts as the father fluid and later adam ruler of the earth acts as father to make mother adama fruitful.  More precisely, man takes over God’s function as high father to bring erets and adama together in fruitful marriage.”  Wow –that is like really good allegory.  And, would he be able to come before a presbytery, say you are six 24-hour and then no further questions get asked, and all of a sudden you find out years later- holy cow!  What did we approve?  So, in this sense, remember, its always got to be taken on a case by case basis and just because a man says I’m six 24 hours should not therefore make us lax in terms of asking questions, but on every man regardless of his view we should always burrow down and burrow deep to find out how does the man get to the position that he holds and what are the other views that are connected with it, all of the other concomitant issues.  

Those are the observations that I wanted to make basically.

NARRATOR:  Thank you.  Time for questions now.  Kevin, you had something.

QUESTION:  I regret that my question isn’t going to immediately follow up on some of what you have just been talking about, but a question that I’ve had and has come up in a number of conversations I have been having with people and it pertains both to you and to Dr. Knight in terms of your earlier presentations, and I have already asked for permission to engage both of you on this.  You described system subscription.  Dr. Knight, you described full system subscription.  And, I guess my question is, I would like to at least briefly hear each of you interact with the other view and help us see from your perspectives where do you align, where do you see yourselves, these two views, differently and then as something of a follow-up to that, Dr. Fesko, early in your presentation you had said that system subscription was the practice of the OPC and just for my own clarification I’d like to know from Dr. Knight do you concede that that is the practice of the OPC or do you have a different take on that?  So, those are the things I’d like to hear you all at least briefly interact with one another on.  Thank you.

DR. FESKO:  Dr. Knight, let me see if I could point out our agreements.

DR. KNIGHT:  That’s what I was going to begin with, too.  (laughter).

DR. FESKO:  I think Dr. Knight and I agree on many things, and so that in one respect I almost thought maybe we should just combine our presentations and then just spend 15 minutes saying where we disagree.  We both agree that the system is the whole enchilada – if I can use that word out here on the West Coast.  It’s everything.  It cannot be boiled down to some sort of subset of Calvinism.  It cant be boiled down to basic evangelical truth.  It can’t be boiled down to only those things that impinge upon the Gospel.  It is the whole thing.  Secondly, I think Dr. Knight made a comment in his presentation and perhaps there is lack of clarity on my part, is that I agree with him that Hodge and Warfield both subscribed to the confession because they believed it was Scriptural.  Now, I am not sure if this next point would reveal a disagreement, but I still think we are in agreement here- but that with Hodge and Warfield they would take exception or allow exception to propositions within it in terms of only insofar as those particular propositions might adhere or be a part of that system, so that I don’t want to give – I think you asked me at the break – were they in the exact middle?  I don’t think that they were in the exact middle and that they were the exact middle ground between, you know quia and quatenus.  But, rather, I don’t know – analogies break down at some point, but maybe they are left of quia.  In other words, they wanted to affirm it because it was Biblical, but they also wanted to give men a safety valve, an escape hatch to say well, I am not so sure about that particular proposition.  

DR. KNIGHT:  Aren’t you saying because they do not think that proposition is as important?

DR. FESKO:  Correct.  Correct.  I think the third observation that I would make – so in that sense I think we are in great agreement on that – because I think in much of the recent debates in the last 10 or 15 years, others from other denominational contexts I think put forward system subscription or perhaps it has been labeled “good faith subscription” and I don’t think it is what you see with old school Presbyterians like Hodge or Warfield, it’s much closer to a quatenus where it’s kind of like boiled down to these basic essentials.  Because I have been at some presbytery meetings of other denominations where they take exception to the Sabbath and I understand well, Sabbath observance doesn’t impinge upon soteriology, but both Dr. Knight and I would say what?  You don’t agree with Sabbath observance?  I’m sorry  we are not going to vote for you despite or whatever disagreements we have – because the system is the whole and so that is one little block that you pull out and it crumbles to the ground.  


Where I think that we may disagree is in terms of how to handle the exceptions.  I think I am correct.  Dr. Knight believes that the exceptions – that someone can take exceptions regarding wording which I would agree with – I think that they can take exceptions regarding propositions – which I think Dr. Knight would also agree with – but where the difference comes in is what you do with those exceptions.  And that is something we really didn’t quite address too directly.  I would be of the opinion that you vote a man up or down.  You don’t put any restraints upon him.  You either like his views or you don’t like his views and you can live with them and that’s that.  Whereas Dr. Knight I think would say – correct me if I’m wrong –that well, we will grant you that you can hold that exception but we would ask you – as one of his points was – that perhaps you do not teach that view.  And, I am not comfortable with that, but that’s another subject.  


Does that get close at answering those two questions and Dr. Knight?

DR. KNIGHT:  I think for example in the paedo-communion discussion we have asked that people not try to foster or practice in their local congregation paedo-communion, I was using that to demonstrate what I felt the presbytery had a right to do.

DR. FESKO:  Does that help?

DR. KNIGHT:  But, there was a last comment addressed to me.  Will you repeat that again?

QUESTION:  Dr. Fesko, you had said early in your presentation that system subscription that you were going to describe was the practice of the OPC, and I am wondering if Dr. Knight concedes that point or is there disagreement as to what our approach to subscription is?
DR. KNIGHT:  Since he has described us as almost identical, I would concede the point gladly.  

DR. FESKO:  While they are resolving the sound issues – Dr. Knight and I got a chance to sit in the Phoenix airport a little while before we caught our flight – and we made this interesting observation, and this I think is also helpful and important – is that – now, Dr. Knight has never painted me in this category, okay?  But I’m just using this to illustrate and make the point.  System subscription is often categorized as liberal subscription – -you know, loose, whatever –and full subscriptionists would be considered as the conservative position.  And that is often the way it has been painted by others – never by Dr. Knight who is a scholar and gentleman.  But, at the same time, we found it interesting, we were both chuckling about this – that at the last couple of meetings of presbytery about a year or so ago, we had a candidate come forward who scrupled or took exception to issues related to the chapter on the trinity.  And, people might not perhaps guess where we landed on voting on all of that.  Dr. Knight believed that it was a semantic issue, and I believed that it was a substantive issue – so Dr. Knight voted in favor of the candidate and I voted against him.  Whereas, if you take the stereotypes  I should have been voting for the candidate and Dr. Knight should have been voting against him.  So, in that sense you really have to not paint with a broad brush and listen to the nuances, listen to the positions, listen to what they are saying and then see what they do in practice and see how it actually works out.  So, just that interesting observation.

QUESTION:  This is a question for John.  John, on a practical note, we catechize our covenant children and we also catechize our children in Sunday School and question nine of the shorter catechism says “what is the work of creation?”   Answer: “The work of creation is God’s making all things of nothing by the word of His power in the space of six days and all very good.”  Now, if there is not a una mente of opinion within your church or your denomination on the days of creation, and you come across this when you are catechizing children, and I think for children the plain and simple reading would be a 24-hour day.  So, how would this be addressed practically within the church, is this something we don’t address?  We wink and nod and we’ll talk about it later?  And, or if somebody is teaching Sunday School and has a view that is contrary to the parent of the child, so that the practical aspects of explaining this to children, if you could address that, please.
DR. FESKO:  Yes.  I think that’s a good question.  Let me make a broader observation and then get to the specific pastoral question.  I think the broader observation is that we certainly affirm the perspicuity of the Scriptures, but the Westminster Standards are very specific in that regard with matters pertaining to salvation.  So that, yes, the Scriptures are perspicuous, but the first chapter also says that there are some things  that are difficult to understand in the Scriptures.  So, in that respect, personally, I don’t believe that, and I am not saying this is the intent of the question, but as I have heard it in the past from others, I don’t believe that the ultimate test of truth for a doctrine should be whether or not a child can understand that doctrine.  To wit, we talk about election and we teach election, but that doesn’t necessarily mean that in a Sunday School class to the toddlers or the 7-year-olds I am going to start about supra- and infralapsarianism.  I just might simply say well, you know what?  The Lord chose you and let’s be happy about that and that’s that.  It might be a much more simpler presentation of that particular truth.  I mean, I am saying that in terms of as you expand out and begin to teach children the deeper truths of the Scriptures and the more challenging doctrines of our faith.  But, at the same time, I still think that to answer that more pastoral question is that obviously it depends upon the session, the pastor, how they would want to handle it, but me personally I would be comfortable again saying that there have been a variety of opinions on the subject, talk with your parents and work it through with them because there has been a difference of opinion on that matter. Just as it would be – granted, we could say, you know, come back to the six versus seven days, there is still a seventh day there.  And the standards only talk about the six days.  Now, I suspect that they didn’t talk about a seventh – and I’m just guessing –because there was perhaps division of opinion on whether or not that was a 24-hour day or an eternal day.  So, in that sense, you could still get it – and I’m telling you – I did Sunday School with the 7-year-olds a couple of weeks ago, and it was their chance to ask the pastor any questions they want.  And, I had a 7-year-old say in my Bible it says in the Gospel of John that in John chapter 7 verse 53 to John chapter 8 verse 11 is not contained in some of the older manuscripts.  Can you please explain that?  (laughter).  And, I have always told the candidates, you’ll get far tougher questions from your church than you’ll ever get at presbytery.  So, how do I explain that to a 7-year-old?  Well, I know some people would say well, stop reading the NIV.  (laughter).  There is the question.  So, I can just hear a child in Sunday School saying, but pastor there are seven days in the week.  What about the seventh day?  Well, show him Hebrews and John.  I think it’s an eternal day.  Well, could the other days be longer?  That has been an opinion of the church, yes, in the past, it has been.  So, in that sense, I say, don’t be afraid to teach the child these various views and trust the Holy Spirit, and not only that, and this is to echo something that Alan said, this isn’t to say that everything is up for grabs.  Well, pastor, what about justification by faith alone?  Well, you know – whatever you want is fine – you know – works, works and faith – it’s okay.  Of course not!  But, there are certain issues that we have historically had a number of opinions on and I think it’s healthy for the children to do that because otherwise, you know, and again this is all anecdotal, but you send a child to college later on and they have never heard of anything else, and then they think, well, were they hiding this from me?  I mean there are all kinds of other scenarios, so I say tell the child that, yes, the majority opinion has been that they are six 24-hour days and that’s certainly an exegetical option.  I may not use the word exegetical there.  It is certainly an option.  But, there have been other opinions, and godly men, saintly men, even within the Presbyterian church have held other opinions.  I think that children are far more capable of understanding a lot more maybe than we give them credit for. So, that’s my own opinion.  I would have to run that by my session. (laughter).  Because I am a man under authority – so…

MR. MUETHER:  Maybe if I could just follow up here.  And, this may be belaboring the obvious here – and forgive me if it does, but when the Creation Committee was describing these views, we stumbled over how to call this ordinary day view position – is it literal, is it 24-hour, is it a solar day?  Is it an ordinary day?  And, however long you believe the day is, we have to concede these were the most extraordinary days in human history.  So, you’re not going to escape the challenge of describing the extraordinariness of these days to anyone including little children.  The challenge of explaining those things  is significant no matter what view of the days you hold.

QUESTION:  Hi.  First, thank you all for coming and answering our questions.  My question was about the nature of subscription and in particular what if a man is not convinced of every proposition in the confession?  Can he sincerely receive and adopt them in submission to the church, recognize the wisdom of the church, even if he doesn’t hold a full conviction of himself, not certain either way?  Does that meet the requirements of sincerely receiving and adopting?
DR. FESKO: It depends.  I mean, I say there are four words that drive Christians nuts:  Christ is the first one, and that is because so often we are all good pelagians at heart, we want to save ourselves, so that the idea that Jesus saves us just goes against the grain.  The second one is wisdom.  We don’t way to say – or we say seek the mind of Christ, and people say no, tell me what to do.  And, then the third and fourth words are Christian liberty. We want to hear that everybody has to look the same, and – no- we can’t have any Christian liberty.  There can’t be any differences of opinion.  Everybody has got to walk in like step.  And that always kind of drives people nuts, I think.  I think like Dr. Knight says it depends- it just calls for wisdom.  There may be one case where with one candidate you say – okay, you know what?  We will grant you that scruple.  We can understand that a certain agnosticism on that particular point would be acceptable.  But, on another point, we might say – no way, no how and you’re not getting into the church this way.  I’m sorry, it’s not going to happen. And, you know, the man gets overwhelmingly rejected.  And, it depends on the issue.  I mean, there are obviously some issues that there is just no debate over.  I believe in justification by works – okay, sorry!  You know, - but maybe a common one is I’m not so sure about representations of Christ – you know – in terms of pedagogical purposes.  I have heard that one before. Now, me personally, I’m against it.  I don’t think any pictures of Jesus are necessary.  But, you know, I have heard that one and I’ve seen presbyteries say okay, that’s permissible.  So, it depends upon the issue, I guess.  I don’t know , Dr. Knight, if you have anything you wanted to add.

DR. KNIGHT:  I would think it would be illustrated by our presbytery meeting as already cited, a person took exception to various things, but we zeroed in on only the one on the trinity, and obviously Dr. Fesko and others of the Candidates and Credentials Committee, the majority of the presbytery on two votes felt that that proviso, that exception, disqualified him from being ordained.

DR. FESKO:  Yes.  I mean, this particular man had 13 pages of exceptions, and we didn’t ever really get around to the other 12 pages.  We just kind of zeroed in on this particular one.  So, maybe on the other 12 pages we would have said okay, that’s fine.  I mean, there are some things with wine and the Lord’s Supper and some pretty common ones – but like Dr. Knight said, we all kind of zeroed in on this one particular issue.  

DR. STRANGE:  And, if I may say – just to help you understand.  We want this all nailed down. We want a set of rules we can equally apply to everybody.  I am not saying you do.  I do.  It doesn’t work that way.  And this young man about whom they are speaking is someone whom I have known for many years, many years.  And, you say, 13 pages, this guy is an obvious nut-case!  Not at all.  He is a very godly young man.  I think he is wrong on this issue.  I think he is quite confused.  But he is a very godly young man and many of you would be happy to have him as a pastor.  You see, we sit here in the abstract and we say – no wonder!  Why were you even thinking about it?!  Well, this is not an easy case.  That’s why Dr. Knight voted as he did.  This is complex.  Sorry.  

NARRATOR: We will have one more question and then we will move on to the moderator.

QUESTION:  This is a follow-up to John’s question for advice to pastors and elders on this matter of Genesis 1 and when it should be read.  We are taught that when we teach people how to interpret Scripture, it’s the clear passages that you go to to teach the ones that aren’t clear, and then you probably take the first passage that they come to and they thought was clear and now, you know, a Jew wasn’t allowed to read it until he was 30.  So, what do you do in trying to identify which passages are clear when you get those kinds of anomalies jumping up at you?
DR. KNIGHT:  I would begin by saying we don’t follow the Jewish tradition.  (laughter).  

DR. FESKO:  I agree.  I think – I don’t know – maybe people find this unconvincing, but again I think that the end is just as important as the beginning.  And, you read the book of Revelation and at a plain first glance reading 1,000 years seems to be 1000 years.  And, to be honest with you, for a good part of my life growing up in the broader evangelical church, I thought 1,000 years was 1,000 years, and that’s that.  You know, and just like Alan, I wondered pre-trib, post-trib, mid-trib?  I just wondered all those questions.  I didn’t know.  You know, in that sense.  So, there is that but then you study, and you look more closely to it, and before ever I taught on the book of Revelation I was so worried about those types of things, I studied it by myself in my office for nine months with four commentaries from different views before I ever decided to open my mouth on it – because I wanted to make sure that I wouldn’t get half-way through the book and go uh-oh, now what do I do?  Maybe the 1,000 years aren’t 1,000 years.  You know?  And, I want to say that the same thing applies to the beginning.  My own take on Genesis 1 and 2 is that they are the most familiar but yet unfamiliar chapters in the entirety of the Scriptures.  I think that there is so much there that the church has not yet tapped into because we are concerned, we have been so concerned with how long the day is when the New Testament never talks about the length of the day.  It talks about Christ.  You look at I Corinthians 15 and as Paul reflects upon the days of creation, he is reflecting upon the bodies of the stars – day four, the bodies that animals have – day five, the body that man has – day six, and it’s all in relationship to the last Adam and the resurrection.  So, I don’t know.  I guess where the disagreement would lie, what I always like to do is place my finger on where the disagreement lies so at least we know what the disagreement is – is that there are some that believe that Genesis 1 and 2 is entirely perspicuous, open and shut – okay, that is very possible.  But, then, there are others like myself who believe I don’t think it is necessarily that perspicuous.  And, there are tons of passages of Scripture what we have all read where we think we get a good grasp of it from the first time out, and yet we go back later on and we think – how did I miss that?  How did I miss that?  So, I don’t know if that is a satisfactory answer, but that is at least, I guess, how I would respond to that.  I don’t know if these other men have anything else that they would contribute.

DR. KNIGHT:  I would just add, and I didn’t want my humorous remark to be the only response I gave – I have taught a lot of courses and preached a number of sermons on the question of how men and women relate to one another, the question of headship in marriage and the church.  And, obviously, if we are going to deal with that question we need to go back to the source of where Paul argues his teaching of headship comes from.  And inevitably it brings us back to the early chapters of Genesis, so the fact that there is disagreement over the length of days has not kept me from utilizing what the Apostle Paul utilizes – the foundational teaching that he wants to communicate –and hope it won’t prevent any of you from utilizing it.  It is also evident in Ephesians where he is arguing about the difference and all of a sudden he drops in and quotes a couple of versus from Genesis to establish the very truth that he has been arguing for when he talks about husbands and wives, so I don’t think that one aspect of the first chapters should make us gun-shy about utilizing the other aspects which are probably as clear or clearer than the ones we are concerned about when we talk about the days.

At times time, we are ready for Professor Strange’s remarks.

DR. STRANGE:

Thank you.  Maybe I will just start by – since John and George were expressing agreement – just to re-visit something that George had said as we were talking about the question of conscience.  He quoted from the report, so of course we agree on that.  And, I do want to clarify this.  I wasn’t indicating that if one has a genuine issue of conscience one is thereby compelled or impelled to do maximally everything that could conceivably be done.  I think that’s the genius of the report.  I’m not saying that if you have an issue of conscience about something that you need to be charging everybody in the church, but the report is saying, I think, that if it really is a genuine issue of conscience, one arguably should be doing something more than merely minimally at the occasion whenever they happen to occur of examinations, of expressing that deep burden at that point.  And, it’s just to say that without respect to this issue, for me primarily it hasn’t been in this issue.  I’ve been in a lot of context where conscience has been just regularly and routinely invoked without a great deal of supporting evidence for that and willingness to do something about it other than this most minimal of expressions. So that’s the concern, and that’s something of the concern here that is being expressed so that it would say – to vote against a candidate solely on these grounds one ought to be very slow.  And, I think that needs to be appreciated.  The weight of this needs to be felt and our words need to be weighty.  We need to be men of integrity.  We need the candidate to be a person of integrity. We want him to be honestly telling us what he believes.  And, the ones examining the candidate need to be men of integrity and honestly when they are saying this is an issue of conscience, that that’s really what is going on here, and to pursue other avenues potentially to express these deep feelings.  


Well, this sort of leads me into a few things I wanted to think about, and this is very much for presbyters.  This is what I understood would be here – so, sorry if you are not a presbyter, but handling difficult issues in the theology exams.  And, it’s really been nicely contextualized already in terms of the creation issue.  But, just a little bit broader than that, stepping back, just to reflect.  First of all, what’s the purpose of the theology exam?  I mean, that is an exam for licensure, or ordination.  Well, it is to attain, to ascertain orthodoxy and orthopraxy, you might say – you are seeking to understand whether the candidate both knows the truth – it’s intellectual- but it’s also does he believe it?  It’s not simply one or the other – it’s does he know the truth, and does he believe it.  And, so, there are a number of questions to look at in that respect and it’s been read – Dr. Knight I believe read, thankfully, or helpfully for us, recommendation one of the report of the committee who studied the views of creation. And, that’s a helpful way of looking at it in any theological exam – the kind of thoroughness that we want.  Does the candidate believe the Scriptures and standards?  Does he freely take his ministerial vow as regards to them?  Well, how do we help him ascertain that?  We have talked about that.  Does he freely take it?  Well, does he have any scruples?  Does he have any scruples in regards to the standards?  And we could define that as mental reservations or qualms – differences. He should enumerate such, and the judicatory will hear this and decide if these scruples affect or alter the system, how they affect, do they alter?  Recalling what we have said here that the Scriptures contain a system of doctrine and that system is contained and expressed in the confession.  We don’t have – and it’s important to remember this – sometimes we can get mixed up with the PCA and some of their procedures – we don’t have a mechanism in the OPC for recording scruples or exceptions by the clerk and the language of exceptions is not so much historically the way we have spoken about it, either.  But, for recording these sorts of things by the clerk so that it becomes either a black mark against him or a list of things with which he may freely differ or even not teach, the general procedure is you hear a man, and you decide given if he says I have these four scruples or these difficulties, or I wouldn’t put this proposition this way or this word, I have these differences – then you decide- can this man properly be licensed to teach among us?  Can he be ordained?  Now, just let me say this about the quia quatenus – a slightly different take.  That discussion has historically been as I understand it more referred to the continental churches. There is a difference here.  The quia quatenus refers to because of or insofar as the three forms of unity are concerned.  Now, the distinction between the three forms of unity – the Belgic, the Heidelberg, the Canons of Dordt- and the Westminster standards is those earlier standards- the three forms – address almost entirely matters soteriological and ecclesiological.  Westminster goes beyond that.  Westminster has a kind of specificity about creation, the Sabbath, and a whole host of other things – marriage, divorce, remarriage, vows, oaths – so sometimes you’ll hear current continental writers or those who are in America but who are partisans, they are part of the continental approach – CRC, URC, and they will lament this practice among Presbyterians of allowing some exceptions.  And, they will say at the CRC, the good ol’ continental church had quia not quatenus – well, it’s a different matter.  I don’t know anything I would allow anybody to take an exception on – maybe who wrote the book of Hebrews or something like that – but in terms of the substance of the doctrine of the three forms of unity, that’s definitive of what it means to be reformed and so the fact that a whole bunch of people took quia shouldn’t be surprising.  Quatenus was the loosey-goosey position, and you say Warfield – yeah, but Warfield was looking at what was being quoted I think by Dr. Fesko – Warfield was looking at what was going on in the continental situation.  And he was being critical of quatenus, so don’t think Warfield or Hodge or those men are anything like quatenus partisans.  They are not, but they’re not really properly  - none of us are properly quia or quatenus.  That really refers to the continental standards.  In our standards, though, we have had a full, some have called strict, but a full or fuller and then in terms of system you have the system approach that we have sort of had in the OP which is sort of full/system, I think that’s helpful.  But, it’s been a matter of degrees.  It has not been a matter of kind – it’s been a matter of degrees – on down to when new school and Hodge, recall, Hodge has a system approach of some sort, but when it came down to the new school/old school reunion in 1869, Hodge was one of the few men who opposed that.  He opposed the reunion with the new school because he thought they were at least in part loosey-goosey confessionally.  Well, they spoke of system subscription, but it meant something different in the new school than it meant in the old school, and Dr. Fesko was always talking about old school subscription, and you have to keep the categories in mind.  So, he was always talking about old school.  So, it could come across that Hodge and Warfield were kind of doctrinally fast and loose, when in fact they were quite by any standards they were quite rigorous in their confessional fidelity.  So, you know, you just want to be clear on that.  So, we ask the candidate do you have any scruples and then we hear him, and it’s up or down.  So, we want to know whether he is orthodox and we also want to know about his ability, his understanding of the doctrine and his ability to teach the doctrine.  That’s another thing.  Sometimes, you know, you can vote down a man who could give answers that are right enough but a minister must be apt to teach, and there are a whole lot of other qualities.  That is to say, somebody who is a ministerial candidate – and I am arguing against a minimalistic kind of approach in the theological exam – he must understand the doctrine with some depth, not merely be able to repeat the Westminster Shorter Catechism.  My children can do that, but I am not prepared to ordain any of them at this point.  And, so, see, there can be a kind of strictness – well, he said everything according to the Westminster Shorter Catechism, but he has to be a teacher.  He has to be able to take this doctrine and “splain it” to the people, as Tom Tyson would say.  He has to be able to do that.  And, of course, that’s more than simply parroting back the confession. I am never satisfied that somebody can parrot back the confession or the standards.  You’ve got to do more than that.  Then, of course, that recommendation one of the Creation Report helps me think of that issue – does the candidate understand where the church agrees and differs?  How do we treat differences?  How do we treat exegetical differences?  Doctrinal ones?  Hermeneutical ones?  Can he articulate and defend his position?  Is he able to make distinctions in terms of degrees of importance?  In other words, does he understand what doctrines?  Every system has a center and I know some people don’t seem to like this – I think I am going to have to ask Annika to kill the Jenga thing – (laughter)- but let’s think of it as a center and radiating out to a periphery.  That is true of anything.  If one wants to say in a system everything is equally important, you don’t understand the system.  You’re saying – well, everything in the Bible is equally important.  No, it isn’t!  No, it isn’t.  There is a center to Scripture.  Paul says in I Corinthians 15, “I delivered to you that which was of first importance, how that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, was buried and raised again the third day according to the Scriptures,” so we have to quit ourselves as men and not say, aren’t you afraid to say some things are more important?  No!  One doesn’t deserve to be  teacher if one doesn’t understand that and know how to properly present it with clarity and conviction.  Everything is not equally important.  There are some things that we agree on so clearly we will all go to the martyr’s stake for.  But, I’m not willing to go to the martyr’s stake for everything, even that I might think Scripture teaches, perhaps I’m not quite sure – this is my position maybe – but I’m not absolutely sure.  I’m not willing to say I’ll stake my eternal destiny on that.  Somebody who is willing to stake his eternal destiny on everything is a very foolish person.  And, I think we need to see that when we examine a man and see how does he understand these things.


So, that’s in general.  What about controversial issues?  As we say, we need to not only have a proper grasp of the right theology, what does the confession teach , but also of the process that we come to it by, assuming Scripture is foundational. In other words, we need to have a proper grasp of Presbyterian constitutionalism.  And, in this respect, we have talked already here about the significance of original intent.  A candidate needs to have some awareness of this, some awareness even that the confession is a compromise document, which is to say not all that was believed by the drafters was necessarily imposed as prescribed.  That’s something that has to be clearly understood.  What is this document saying?  What is it saying in terms of what is absolutely being required here?  And, then, there is the whole animus imponentis which is to say that the church administering the oath, not simply the individual taking the oath, determines what the constitution means, corporate ultimately, not merely individual interpretation, and Hodge adduces that as a conservative doctrine serving as a preservative, we say, and to keep the standards from becoming a nose to be shaked as suited by private parties.  Remember his citation, particularly of John Henry Cardinal Newman.  He said, I can take the 39 articles and I can mean in my head anything I want them to mean.  And Hodge said, that’s not right.  You have to take these as you know the church means them, and where you differ from the church on this you need to tell the church.  This is everybody operating in integrity.  

Well, I don’t want to talk more about the creation case right now.  I think we have talked about that, but just to say knowing this, then, I think let me just say this.  There is a responsibility – it amazes me sometimes  in theological exams – that there comes to be an air – and I understand it – I’m very prone to it in the flesh – and this is the error:  Well, I’m giving the exam now.  I’m a teacher.  I examine people all the time.  I’m giving the exam now.  Boy, I’m glad I have sat there and passed this, and I’m not there now, I’m here giving the exam, and this candidate has to act in integrity and humility, but I can ask anything I want.  This is my opportunity to sort of put him through this grueling thing, as if I don’t have to act in Christian charity.  I don’t have to act in Christian humility.  That’s wrong, brothers.  We are not lords over that man’s conscience.  And, I think we need to re-think sometimes the way we conduct theological exams.  It’s like – and I know we make little jokes – we all like – ha-ha!  You’re on the hot seat now – and we are gonna stick it to you!  And all this kinds of stuff.  And, we need to stop and think, would we image our Lord speaking in these ways?  Is this the way our Lord would have us to speak?  Shouldn’t we humbly – if we want humility, how can we ask for humility in our candidates if we have none ourselves?  Shouldn’t we exercise this exam in humility?  What do I mean by that?  Well, I think we need to respect and to think again about this discussion of conscience – we need to respect the integrity of the commissioner, whether it is the floor examiner who is giving the exam or whether it is someone now who stood up on the floor to continue and to ask questions.  We need to respect the integrity of the commissioner while remembering the submission of the commissioner to his brethren in the Lord.  It’s not – this is my opportunity to ask anything I want and for a few minutes this person is in my thrall.  No- that’s not a way to go about this.  We understand that the commissioner who is asking a question stands corum deo, he needs to ask what he thinks without being squelched – you shouldn’t squelch the commissioner in that sense, and yet he should not ask as a contrarian.  You don’t have a right to do this – like, well I am asking you a question so I can be as curmudgeonly and contrary – no- no you can’t.  No more than when you minister to people.  When examining on the floor, I think particular care must be given not to debate or teach the candidate.  You’re not there to teach the candidate.  That is not the purpose of the theological exam.  You’re there to ascertain – does the candidate know the theology of the church?  And, secondly, can he teach it ably and convincingly?  You’re trying to find out about him.  You’re not there to teach him.  There are many opportunities and places and occasions for teaching – that isn’t the purpose of the exam – nor are you there to debate him.  I think care needs to be taken there to not badger him  - and this comes out of experience - I have moderated a couple of presbyteries multiple times – to badger him by asking him questions that he has already answered.  I have heard that before.  In a court of law, it’s called badgering a witness, and his attorney has a right to a lawful objection when a question is put to the witness that he has already answered.  In a court of law if the answer reveals something that the prosecutor doesn’t like, well he can take and make hay of that at the proper time.  But, once somebody has asked and answered a question, it’s badgering them to go after them.  And, I do think we need t keep these things in mind.  Nor is the purpose of the exam to debate each other.  We need to seek appropriate floor for that as in presbytery colloquia and we speak about this in our report where we talk about insofar as theological exams sometimes become the chief means of expressing theological differences in the churches.  Sadly, it is the case that much of the brunt of such differences may well fall upon the heads – and I have said it in other contexts – of hapless candidates being examined.  Now, you might be saying – oh, come on Strange – boo-hoo for the candidate!  He’s got to be tough.  He’s got to be – yes, he has to be tough.  Yes, he has to be all those things, but that’s no excuse for us to abuse somebody.  It’s like – does God use wicked people doing things or tough people doing things to us wrongly?  Well, of course he does – but that doesn’t excuse me doing it.  You know, like somebody says, well, I guess I’m your trial.  I guess I’m your cross.  Yeah, well tell the Lord that!  That’s not a very good response to something.  That’s just an escaping of responsibility.  So, I think we need to really have charity.  And I think the body needs to police itself in regards to its proper conduct.  The moderator –and by the way this was all written several years ago – so this is no reference to certainly anything from here – it has a reference to a lot of presbytery meetings.  I’ll say this:  The moderator should not hesitate  - and we often don’t have this in our circles- to call to order a commissioner seeking to debate or badger a candidate, as well as questions clearly outside our standards.  I have done that as a moderator, and I’ve had some people look at me like – you have no right to say anything to me because when I’m questioning somebody I have a right to say anything I want to!  Really?  You do?  No, you don’t have a right to ask a commissioner a question he has been asked and answered.  And, I’ve seen guys badgered and gone after, and you want to debate.  No – what you do is you ask your questions, you can follow up, you can clarify, you permit the candidate to clarify – but debate should be reserved for that point of the exam where it is arrested, or maybe it’s moved to be continued, whatever the case might be, but then you say to your fellow presbyters, brothers – you heard his answer at point A, you heard his answer at point C, you heard his answer at point D – and for these reasons I think he should not be approved.  And, then you make your case.  But, you don’t do it with the candidate in terms of engaging in a debate.  Other members can rise and should rise to points of order if the moderator doesn’t call unruly members to order.  You might say, well, what does this have to do with this?  I think the way we conduct exams, if we would conduct them in greater humility and even a proper regard that I am obliged to treat the candidate as I would treat anyone in Christian love and humility.  I am obliged to treat him that way.  I’m not obliged to approve him.  I don’t mean that!  Nobody has a right to office in the church – but see, we take that sometimes, that nobody has a presumptive right to office, to mean that we can sort of slap people around.  But, we can’t slap people around! We can’t slap our children around wrongly – I mean we need to deal with these things in a proper way.  And, so there is no right- sometimes people have this notion – to ask any question that you may think of because you’re a commissioner.  We need to, as I say, deal. in charity.

So, my plea here is in the exam let’s deal with one another was we would be dealt with. Let’s do unto others in the exam, as we would have others to do unto us, and really in all of our engaging in presbytery, in all of our engaging at the General Assembly.  It’s good to deal with each other in pastoral ways as we work through these issues, and not just sort of abstractly, and I think it goes to what Mr. Muether was saying in terms of all of these questions are not gotten at just directly, but they really involve a whole complex of issues – not even so much that we have differences, but how do we deal with the differences?  How do we engage these differences?  And, I’ve seen exams in which men have lovingly, humbly expressed differences with a candidate and things went very differently.  The great deal of heat is not often accompanied by a lot of light, and we need to remember that.  We need to not be wrongful in the way we go about this.  We need to be truly charitable and humble.  And, the whole question that I think we’ve been trying to deal with here in terms of the animus imponentis is how do we live together as those who seek unity?  Not uniformity – if you require uniformity you’ll never have unity.  I think maybe that’s part of what Warfield was saying.  And, you don’t find uniformity in the Godhead.  You find unity.  The Father is not the Son is not the Spirit – unless you’re a modalist, and then you will have to deal with John here.  You don’t have uniformity within the Godhead, you have unity.  And, I think sometimes we think that if somebody – this is my tendency in the flesh- that if you not in lock-step with me, you have damaged the unity of the church.  I’ll be honest with you – I’m that sinful.  But, I have to die to that all the time.  I have to die to it every meeting I go into.  And, in meetings, I have been in a lot of presbytery and General Assembly, and what comes out of that- and the vote may go differently – but I have seen so often in assemblies what comes out of it is far wiser, far greater than had it gone my way because there really is a collective wisdom.  I have seen it manifested time and time again.  There is a collective wisdom that God blesses us with in our judicatories and our presbyteries and our assemblies that the sum of the whole is greater than all the parts.  The whole is greater than the sum of the parts.  And, it’s really true.  You know, we may be feeling if this doesn’t go my way, if this vote doesn’t go my way the church is lost – but you come to learn over time that that may not be the case, and that I alone don’t have wisdom.  This is really what this is talking about – that one of us alone are the fount of wisdom and that we really do need to believe in each other and we need to really listen to teach other, and sometimes the other fellow or the body is really right over against me and – wow- what a blessing.  What a blessing that I’m not left to myself and my own devices and my own autonomy, but – that’s where we want think about – even when we think about conscience.   I want to before God act as I ought to act but I don’t want to act autonomously.  I want to act truly under God and together with His people and how the church thinks does have something to say with well, maybe I need to re-think the issue.  Just like I really deeply appreciate the humility that Brother Muether expressed in that as he came out of the Gray case.  I voted on the other side of that issue, but I appreciate him saying that – that shouldn’t be lost on anybody here.  It isn’t on me.  I already knew John to be a very humble man and a godly man – but that’s just one most encouraging expression that we can all think a lot about.  

I’m done.

NARRATOR:  Okay, we are going to open it up now for some questions I think generally to everyone, whatever questions that you have.  I did have one given to me that was directed to Alan.  If six days of ordinary length is not foundational to our faith, and is allowed to have wiggle-room, what do you hold to be foundational truth that will not call for future seeking of new light on the subject?
DR. STRANGE:  I’m not sure what is meant there by foundational to the faith.  I wouldn’t see a particular – I believe in six 24-hour days.  But I don’t think the narrow question of the duration of the days, I don’t know how the questioner is constructing that as foundational.  I would have to question the questioner – because I can tell you what I see as foundational.  What I see as foundational is what I expressed a moment ago.  I mean, that’s foundational.  So, I would have to have a fairly lengthy argument –and we may disagree.  I have read those arguments, so let’s not be coy.  I’ve read people attempting to say that 6-24 is foundational to the faith and should be in every respect a test of orthodoxy in a way that, while I am saying I agree in 6-24, but I don’t see this as a test of orthodoxy and the arguments that I’ve seen for why it should be and why it is so foundational, that issue solely I have not been convinced by personally.  So, that’s my answer.  I mean, I have read the arguments and I haven’t been convinced and well, I will just let it go at that.

NARRATOR:  Would the questioner like to clarify that at all?

QUESTION:  Yes, I’d like to know can you at least answer the second part of that question?  What IS foundational that can’t be touched in the future as far as new light on the subject?
DR. STRANGE:  Well, I think a whole host of things are.  I think we can go back and just trace through – think about church history.  The doctrine of Scripture, the doctrine of God, which creation is a part – but does everything within that have the same standing?  The doctrine of man, the doctrine of Christ.  As you particularly think of those first four councils of the church, as that gets expressed in the Nicene Creed and in some of the other formulary, but we came to understand, particularly coming out of the middle ages, that while the Nicene Creed is necessary it’s not sufficient.  That’s why we had a reformation.  If the Nicene Creed were sufficient, we wouldn’t need a reformation. And, I happen to know Jim Jordan argues that the Nicene Creed is sufficient, but he argues as a part of that the absolutely necessity of six 24-hour days.  Well, that baffles me, that he thinks that that has a kind of standing that things that happened in the reformation don’t – and that is just baffling to me. It’s baffling to me to hear protestants talking about what is clearly key to Protestantism and what makes you’re a protestant and what makes you a reformed protestant.  Talking about that in ways that things are up for grabs- I could list you a whole host of names of people who are 6-24 hour folks who do that, and that baffles me.  And, so to be frank with you – you asked the question.  I think that people have gotten their priorities wrong.  I think they have been influenced- in those cases I say they have to have been influenced by other things than the reformed faith to come to their 6-24 hour conclusions.  Now, I am 6-24 and I see the part of that in the reformed faith, but I think you have to come to the conclusion that some people have been influenced by other traditions outside of the reformed faith to see that 6-24 or to affirm that 6-24 is so vital that the faith is lost without it, and they themselves don’t affirm other things that historically reformed people have said are vital to the reformed faith.  So, if that’s not clear – I mean there is a whole lot of writing on this.  So, that’s my answer to that.

DR. KNIGHT:  I would just like to give the answer in terms of question 9 of the shorter catechism – “What is the work of creation?  The work of creation is God’s making all things of nothing, the word of His power in the space of six days and all very good.”  Whatever days we allow to be, whatever we allow the length of the days to be, we should articulate clearly that our confessional documents do speak about a space of six days and that’s foundational at least as we see for the fourth commandment and the prescribing to us keeping the Sabbath Day to make our lives in the image of God like to the one who created and serves as the model for us as His image.  I don’t know that it is foundational for everything, but at least I can give one situation which is foundational and I would want to preserve the space of six days because it is in our confessional documents.

MR. MUETHER:  And, if I could just repeat – I know this has been said before –but the recommendations of the Creation Views Committee listed six things that it thought were foundational from the Genesis creation account.  This is not necessarily an exhaustive list, but it’s a pretty good starter set:  Creation ex nihilo, the federal headship of Adam, the covenant of works, the doctrine of the Sabbath, the sufficiency and perspicuity of Scripture, and the history of the creation account.  Any candidate ought to be able to explain what those mean and affirm them, in my judgment, and the problem with the way in which creation exams get covered in presbyteries is that after they get past the views of the candidate on the nature and length of the days these more foundational questions get bypassed, so these are of first importance, it seems to me, when we look at what is foundational in Genesis 1 and 2.  

NARRATOR : Any other questions for anyone on the panel?  On my way.

QUESTION:  Good afternoon, gentlemen.  Thank you so much for being here with us.  This question is directed at Professor Knight, as well as either Mr. Muether or Dr. Strange.  As we have been talking about the animus imponentis and in thinking about at least some of the challenges, and the perceptions that in dealing with the subject that oftentimes there is a fear that the animus might get too loose and therefore we need to tighten it back up, and therefore one needs to, and this is how one conducts himself as far as maybe voting before presbytery or even how they make decisions on different committees and what-not, I wondered as far as a matter of conscience if we might go the other direction.  Now, in light of what has been said here, if a person held or was sympathetic to Terry Gray’s position on evolution, could they, according to the animus, could they vote against candidates who are not tolerant of Gray’s position as a matter of conscience?  So, you see my question is that it has been determined that Terry Gray’s position is out of accord with our system of doctrine and yet someone might be sympathetic and think well, actually I disagree, and since the decision was at the General Assembly level, so my question is if an individual presbyter was examining someone who did not only not hold to Gray’s position, but would not permit that, my question is could someone as a matter of conscience vote against them?
DR. KNIGHT:  Brothers, it would seem to me there are two responses I want to give to that.  The first is the mind of the church has been clearly established on that matter and if anyone had any regard for that they would certainly not vote against the person who held to what the church held in determining the guilt of Mr. Gray.  That seems to be evident.  The way you are framing the question, though, if I may suggest it, you are wanting to know if this same thing can happen with people holding divergent views of the length of the creation days and can they vote one way or the other.  I think we should not vote against people, we should vote our conscience and vote about the candidate, not in terms of whether a person votes on one side or the other.

QUESTION:  I feel compelled to follow up on that because I didn’t quite understand that last answer and I was going to ask a very similar question anyway.  Something was said here about the animus of the church being a protection against the animus of the private individual and it was said mostly against, you know, the candidate holding a position contrary to the church.  Is there an application against the individual commissioner who as a matter of conscience, you know, clearly goes against the animus of the church?  And, even it if is not as extreme as this case, if someone holds a position that is within the pale of the animus but it’s one of many divergent positions, and they consider that it’s the only position; if somebody was a premillennialist and decides in his heart that anybody who doesn’t agree with me can’t be a competent exegete and should not have his theology exam sustained, and says based on that I am going to, you know, not sustain anybody who holds such a position.  Is that a legitimate use of conscience and I would be interested, you know, if it’s not a legitimate use of conscience but it happens, you know, does the church whether the rest of the presbytery or the church as a whole have any recourse if, say, you know, a small minority of people, you know, behave that way, say, five men in a presbytery that has only 20 votes and pretty much says no amillennialists or postmillennialists need apply – practically speaking, how do you reconcile that kind of understanding of conscience with the protection of the animus of the church, both in the question of whether that’s permissible use of conscience and if it’s not, what recourse does the church have?

DR. KNIGHT:  May I answer that question?  Because I, myself, am a historic premillennialist, so I know what the nature and the intent of the church has meant for me.  The catechism question has not been used against me, and I have not tried to get it amended, either.  So, when we deal with the doctrines that are before us, it seems to me rather odd, if I may begin by stating it that way, that someone who is a historic premillennialist should take a confessional statement which has been recognized as in one point being against the premil position and in other places being unspecific about the millennial position, voting against those persons who could uphold the catechetical question and would be altogether in sympathy with the rest of the confession.  That seems to me something that should not be done out of honest to what the church’s doctrinal standards are, and honest about how one acts with people who adhere to that standard.  That would be my response, but I would welcome anyone else to respond.

DR. FESKO:  I would just say – this is my own personal thought on the matter and I actually acted on this in this sense – is that I think there is a double responsibility in this type of scenario.  There is a responsibility on the individual whose conscience burden to think that the church is wrong, well that individual has the courses of action of either overturing the assembly you know through session, presbytery and general assembly, pursuing discipline charges, and when I say that don’t just think, okay, I’m going to lay down the gauntlet and charge you, you disagree with me – obviously, discussion and working long and being patient and longsuffering working through that process or peaceable withdrawal.  On the other hand, I also think it’s incumbent upon the church, whether it be the session, whether it be the presbytery, that if they believe someone is being disruptive to the peace of the church because they are being obstructionist for whatever reason on whatever issue it might be- say the premillennialists, the five men who want to vote down anybody else that doesn’t hold to the premil view, well then again I think the same pattern would unfold and in our particular presbytery there was an issue where I discussed with a number of men, I said, look, if this continues, and we had a long discussion about it, and I said I’m going to have to bring charges against you to several of the men because I think you’re disrupting the peace and purity of the church and you’re not conducting yourself according to the Form of Government and our Presbyterian standards and the whole idea that, you know, you can’t just create a pocket of belief and be a hold-out.  And, so, in that sense, I think it is incumbent upon the individual as well as the church to do such things.  Now, I say all that to say I don’t go looking for fights.  Trouble has always  (Dr. Strange: They come to you!).  That’s right.  So, I’m not saying, you know, with this steely glint in my eye:  “Go ahead! Make my day!”  You know.  I’m not saying that, but we do have that responsibility because the peace of the church is not something that just automatically exists.  Sometimes the peace of the church has to be fought for.  Sometimes there is no peace apart from difficult conflict, and that is the sad but nevertheless true nature of living in a sin-fallen word as the redeemed community of God.  So, in that sense I think there are those double responsibilities.  And, everybody knows discipline is long, it’s arduous, it’s difficult – and then there is always the practical fear of oh, I hope we are dotting every “i” and crossing every “t’ and that GA doesn’t kick it back and then it’s another year.  Yeah, there are all of those realities, but in the end we didn’t sign up because we wanted an easy job.  It’s like – you know – I had a friend who after seminary said, so, what are you doing?  And, I said, oh, you know, I’m a pastor.  He said, “oh, have you started drinking?”  He says, “Because God bless you if you haven’t you will soon.”  I mean, you know, all of you have your war stories.  You know how difficult of a calling it is to be a minister, ruling elder or a minister in the church, and praise God we have those moments of joy and excitement and happiness and of knowing what it means to be able to minister the means of Grace and see people changed and conformed to the image of Christ.  But, we also know that sometimes that change, that transformation has to come through trial, circumstances and bearing the cross.  So, I think there is a double responsibility.  

QUESTION:  Just a quick question – I have never been to presbytery before, so apologies for Robert’s Rules – you know, this is kind of my first setting like this – I am actually a deacon in this church, so what all is being discussed here doesn’t necessarily apply to me.  I mean, there are people, presbyters here, people on the Credentials Committee.  You know, this has been a great conference, and you guys have some out from other parts of the country- I mean I heard Chicago – I mean, you know, this has been very interesting for me to hear all this and it has been very eye-opening to me, I look forward to attending more presbyteries and as a deacon I am interested in our church. My question is this, and this is to everyone that does have the authority, at least here in our presbytery or, you know, just your ideas – what I see from Dr. Knight is a proposal here – here’s something we’re going to do, and my question is this:  Where do we go from here?  You know, what action steps?  And, the Creation Report I think is very good.  It says we are going to seek further education and all these things, but you know, are we asking you guys to come out here again in a year?  Or?  I mean, I don’t know – maybe no one needs to answer that question.  I need to take my leave pretty soon here, you know – I actually have a small child who is two and another one on the way – my wife is eight months pregnant so I have go to – these questions are very applicable to me because I was never catechized but I am looking to catechize my children.  Again, it’s just a general thanks and, like I said, I might be leaving soon, it’s not because I don’t approve of what’s going on here – I really appreciate you guys, but you know, where do we go from here?

DR. STRANGE:  I am willing to come out any January here.  (laughter).  It was 20 below three weeks ago in Chicago!  So…..  

DR. FESKO:  Let me make a quick observation regarding Dr. Knight’s proposal in that at least as it stands my initial reaction would be to oppose it for a couple of reasons.  I think, one, with regard to the animus with the Creation Report, I don’t believe that the Creation Report or the General Assembly defines the animus, rather it’s a question of asking and determining what IS the animus?  And, I think John Muether used the language of it reveals the animus.  It’s a lot like the doctrine of the Scriptures, Roman Catholics say the church created the Scriptures and the protestants say no, the church simply recognized what Scriptures were authoritative.  So, it’s not a question of creating the animus, but rather just recognizing what is the animus.  So, that’s the first thing. Secondly, I think that what would be the more preferable route is not trying to define the animus, but to say rather instead, in terms of Dr. Knight’s proposal to say, not to go back and re-visit the Creation Report, but if there is a desire to shape the animus, or to change the animus, well, then the way to do that is through constitutional amendment, in other words, change the standards.  So, at least as I see it, we continue on.  I mean, the animus has been determined, but if people are dissatisfied with that, well then it comes to the options of, you know, overtures or discipline or peaceable withdrawal.  That’s where we go from here – at least in my judgment.  

MR. MUETHER:  Let me speak to that just briefly myself, too.  Part of the mandate of our committee was after we had this conference for us to set up another forum for the presbytery to get together and maybe try to think through what next steps we can take to move from there – so the committee will also be letting you know when we will be doing that – that type of forum and what shape that will take.

QUESTION:  It is difficult for me to come up to how to phrase this question, but just when I was in seminary in the late 90’s I went to the OPC Preparedness for Ministry Seminar which was one of the big things that got me to the OPC, and I had a professor that had a different view than 24 hour days and I was intrigued at the time.  So, I spoke to Tom Tyson as he came and he said “what about the OPC?”  I said, well, my problem is I am hearing in California that I am intrigued by a view other than 24 hours – by the way I am now 24-hour day view just to let you know – but I was intrigued by it and I said, I hear that that’s a problem in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.  And, he responded to me that it is only a problem in the Northern and Southern California Presbyteries.  I have heard it said that the report basically was revealing what the animus is, and as I hear Dr. Knight I think what Dr. Knight is trying to do there is help us in maybe prescribing something – I’m not sure of what it is – there are other views, for example the views of the millennium, we don’t do that.  We don’t say you have to vote for men who are historical premil, that is what the animus is – and therefore my question for Dr. Knight is, I understand what you are trying to do.  Would you agree that the animus of the church at this point has been at least to allow a variety of views, that is – you know, Machen had various views, other than 24-hour days as I understand, and would you agree that that has been the practice, that is the animus, and men may not agree with it, but that that is?

DR. KNIGHT:  The problem with that is, you see, I don’t want anecdotal discussion or good historians picking out key men.  I want to do it by decision, so I am much more ready to go to the General Assembly’s first adoption of the recommendation to determine what is the intention of the body because that is the key body in our Presbyterian form of government.  But, I looked and saw that in other matters to establish that there is a procedure that followed beyond that, and I was simply suggesting you might want to follow that analogy, and I still hope you might consider that.

QUESTION:  If in examining a candidate to be ordained, he is found to be in good standing with his doctrine and the days of creation come up, the length of the day, and the man answers 24-hour day, days of ordinary length, now the question (two-part question), is it a legitimate question to ask that man how he would vote in the future to ordain men that do not hold that view at presbytery, and if that man was to say as far as his voting that he would not ordain somebody that did not hold that view, would that be a sufficient reason not to ordain that man?  And, I’d like to hear from at least George and – I’d like to hear from you all.  I’d like to hear what you have to say on that.  I think that’s a very practical question.
DR. KNIGHT:  Brothers, I would hope the second question wasn’t asked, because that sounds like a defensive question rather than ascertaining what he believes.  I would hope you would work with one another in such brotherly ways that you would not put that burden upon this candidate for the fact that God alone is the Lord of his conscience.  What you should do is try to persuade him how to live brotherly in submission to his brothers and what the General Assembly has decided, but not vote against him because you feel at that point he needs to be to use the language applied to Apollos “further better instructed in the truth.”

DR. FESKO:  I respectfully would disagree with Dr. Knight, understanding that, you know, again, as he said he has been around a little bit longer than I have.  But, nevertheless, I would want to say that I do think such questions are legitimate because what’s important in a minister is not only what he, himself, affirms, but also what he, himself, would tolerate.  I think one of the problems that I see, for example, with the federal vision movement is that there are a number of men associated with that camp who for the most part at least seem to be relatively orthodox, but yet they have been very silent concerning what a lot of their friends are saying.  They won’t condemn the fact, or they won’t condemn it as error, to say that you cannot deny the imputation of Christ’s active obedience. They’re kind of silent on those matters.  So, would we ask a candidate if – and we have asked these types of questions in many other forms – would you allow a member of your congregation to marry a Roman Catholic?  Well, no, I wouldn’t.  Okay.  Would you vote against a man who denies the imputation of Christ’s active obedience?  I would vote against such a man.  So, in that sense, I think that this is where this question addresses the broader question.  It’s not so much a question on how he would vote on the days of creation, but rather I think it bears upon his view of the church and ecclesiology.  If you are coming into a denomination that allows a variety of views, can you dwell in harmony with your brothers who hold different opinions on that view, as well as are you going to come in under our graces in terms of saying yes, you can work with us, but then as soon as you come in are you going to be counter-productive to the Christian charity and to the peace of the church that we have? And, so, in that sense, I don’t think it’s so much a question regarding his views of the days, but rather it’s a question of ecclesiology and in that sense, I do think it’s a relevant and legitimate question and again the man has, if he doesn’t want to answer the question, he can say well, I would rather prefer not to answer that question because I think that a man’s vote and his conscience is inviolable.  All right, well, that’s a legitimate answer, but at the same time the presbytery has the right to say, well, that doesn’t really sit well with us. And, keeping in mind, too, this is something that perhaps we haven’t said as much, is that in the end we’re not trying to create a carte blanche for various views.  You always have to examine the man who holds the views.  It’s never in isolation from the man.  So, that’s the way I would look at that issue.

DR. KNIGHT:  Well, let me just pick up further on that.  I’m not saying that I prefer the man saying that – I’m saying that when we deal with brothers we should deal with them in a brotherly way, and seek to see him grow in further sanctification.  Ministers are still growing in their sanctification.  And, I would hope you would not cut off anyone who in other ways was qualified when he may appeal to God being the God alone of his conscience.

DR. STRANGE:  And if I may just follow up.  I would want to separate the question in the sense that I think it’s legitimate to ask a candidate where you presently are, brother, and I think it’s brotherly and charitable and not an improper question.  Would you make 6-24 a boundary marker for confessionalism?  If someone did not agree with that, where you currently sit would you vote against him?  Because I think as Dr. Fesko says it gets into a whole lot of issues.  Now, that’s another matter to say, well if he says, yeah, maybe so – or I think I would – that’s it, you’re out!  I think there needs to be more to that than that.  It would be my response to that.  But, I think it’s legitimate to ask the question.  It would be legitimate to ask the question, how could I carve that out and say that is a legitimate question, because it has to do with how you administer this and practice it.  You might want to ask a man, do you believe that the imputation of the active obedience is required, or do you believe it – yes. Do you believe that someone must affirm it?  And, I know men who say, no, I don’t think that somebody else must affirm it, though I personally believe it.  That wouldn’t be my position – I think you do need to affirm it.  But, I think it’s not illegitimate to find that out, because that has very much to do with – and again you can put it in terms of where you currently are, and I agree with Dr. Knight that you want to make room for growth – but we’re always asking the candidate where he is right now.  And, you know, we can only go so far.  It’s not well, you’ve given a bunch of really bad answers, but we hope you’ll grow – obviously.  You know – but, though, you can marginally say, you have given some answers that we would encourage you to – I mean – I think the presbytery can after the exam is done then instruct the candidate in ways or I think it is probably better to send them back into Candidates and Credentials and have them instruct them.  We frequently will do that.  We will give instructions to candidates and credentials – work with him on this and this and this – you know, work with a candidate on this – but I think it’s a very legitimate question, and potentially   - if his answer were yes – I think that this is a lynch pin of all orthodoxy and I will vote against everybody who doesn’t and I will file charges against everybody – I mean if he said something like that, well, then, to me he’s got other problems and I am not ready to ordain this man, given such an answer.

QUESTION:  Thank you, gentlemen, for spending time with us. My question will most likely be for Mr. Muether and Dr. Fesko, but any who would answer certainly would be welcome.  It seems to me that culture very often works its way into our thinking with our theology.  We live in a culture that is obsessed with how and tries to dismiss why.  I wonder if sometimes we have legal documents, a lab report, a white paper, an engineering document, or whatnot, in one hand, and then our Bibles and take the how that we have consumed from our scientific materialistic culture and lay it over the Scriptures, in which case we miss what God is trying to tell us and impose the how in the 6-24 position.  So, the question is, has there been much thought as to how our naturalistic, materialistic culture has maybe influenced our thinking, even as while holding to the more traditional view, we are trying to push that away from ourselves?  So that is the question – how has our materialistic or naturalistic assumptions affected our thinking to the point where we’re not even willing to accept the why question in Genesis, but are stuck with the how that it seems to present to us.  Does that make sense?

DR. FESKO:  I could be wrong, but again I will draw upon the evidence that I brought up from rabbinic interpretation and you see this again in Midrash Rabbah where Jewish interpreters pull a number of passages of Scripture not contained in Genesis 1 and 2 in terms of the how of creation, and in particular they liken it pulling passages from the psalms to when God creates the earth likening it to the creation or to the construction of the desert tabernacle, that God stretches the heavens out like a tent, and you know they draw all these analogies, and again they draw comparison question to Job 38 and that when God asks all the how questions, Job has no response, and God also does not answer His own questions.  I think – I could be wrong about this – but as I have researched this over the years I think that a lot of this how issue has been brought about by – I don’t know – scientific readings of the Scriptures that heretofore I think have largely been foreign to the interpretation of the Scriptures in church history.  If you read Hugh Ross’ book on the creation, he says Genesis 1-11 reads like a modern scientific science report.  And, I want to say – no, it doesn’t.  It’s a fifteenth century document out of the Ancient Near East, and that’s not to say that it doesn’t have implications for our understand – BC – yeah, sorry – BC – yeah.  That’s not to say that it doesn’t have implications – obviously, the direction creation of Adam, creation out of nothing, that buttress up against scientific claims, but I always want to say the Bible says nothing about the astrophysics of the creation.  The Bible says nothing about the molecular structure of atoms and protons and neutrons and at this point I don’t even know what I’m saying.  I got a D in chemistry, so, you know --- I just know that the Bible doesn’t talk about that stuff, which is all in my opinion in terms of how.  It’s just not there.  And in that sense I think that Genesis is much more geared toward why, i.e. when Paul says in Romans 5:14, and I think that this is ultimately so crucial, that Adam was a type of the One Who was to come, we are to read Genesis 1 and 2 seeking as to how those passages point us to Christ, and ask that question, why.  So, I don’t know – John?

MR. MUETHER:  Well, just one thing to follow up, I remember in our discussion of the Creation Committee, and Alan, you can jog my memory if I’m misrepresenting things here, it was interesting to discover that the cultural temptation to align yourself, your view, with the prevailing conventional science of the day- that’s not a modern temptation.  That’s a temptation that the church arguably has succumbed to almost throughout the history of interpretation. This is the principle of concordism – to make Scripture exegesis fit into one of the prevailing conventional sciences.  And, so, that’s not a new thing.  That’s an enduring problem, an enduring challenge.

NARRATOR:  We are going to take one final question and I saw you put your hand up.

QUESTION:  You all have addressed the issue of conscience.  We’ve been talking about how that pertains to this.  Paul in Romans 14 talks about, contemplates a Christian being able to have a weak conscience, a strong conscience, and he speaks to both of those categories of Christians in the church, that they need to recognize who they are and the kind of responsibilities they have depending on the state of their conscience.  I guess my question is do those that are contemplating office in the church or have and continue in office in the church, do they have a responsibility to have an informed, knowledgeable conscience in functioning in that office of elder in the church, and particularly, I guess I would like to ask the question, is a conscience acting in a strong informed way that holds office in a church that has taken various views on the length of the days of creation, but then has that office, enters that office, but decides to vote only in favor of one of those views.  Is that a Christian conscience that is acting in a strong mature way?
DR. FESKO:  Dr. Knight as our rabid premillennialist would like to answer that question (laughter).

DR. KNIGHT:  Boy,oh boy.  

DR. STRANGE:  He’ll answer it in the millennium!  (laughter).

DR. KNIGHT:  Yes, that’s right.  If you brothers will just wait.  Obviously, our conscience does need to be informed.  But, it needs to be informed by the teaching of the Scriptures and by the work of the Holy Spirit, not necessarily by, talking about the animus imponentis.  In other words, we need to recognize the source of our strength and our godliness.  And, I’m hoping that we have sought to display that in our presentation to you tonight as we have sought to not come down so strongly on one or the other of our views, because each of us hold a different view, or a couple of us hold a couple of views, let’s say.  But, to show you how we would work brotherly with one another.  But, at the same time, I want to give appropriate recognition to I think the significant statement of our confessional document. I  want to always recognize that God alone is the Lord of our conscience – not fellow brothers, the presbytery, the session, or even older ministers.  And, so, we have to in the final recognition about conscience, we need to see it grow, but we need in dealing with one another to recognize that God is the final one who shapes, reviews, and analyzes how our conscience works.  And, I think we as brothers need to live with one another under that aspect.  

DR. FESKO:  I would agree, but I would just add this- that sometimes the church has to decide our conscience for us, and we may not be convinced of it, but if we have a member of our congregation that doesn’t think, that says my conscience is free before the Lord that I can have two wives.  Well, then, the church says, no, brother.  Your conscience is wrong, and you’re going to be disciplined, and you may never change your conscience, but the church has the responsibility to challenge it.  So, again, that’s on a case by case basis and after longsuffering, wisdom, love and patience, sometimes that may be necessary, as well.  

DR. KNIGHT:  I would agree with that, but I would rather say it to point to the Scriptural teaching about this matter and let that instruct the conscience, rather than saying the church has decided that it is only one wife, one husband.

DR. FESKO:  Agreed.

NARRATOR:  We have arrived at the conclusion of the conference and we are extremely thankful for our guest speakers who have come to us and who have taken the time and the effort to prepare in advance and have very much shared not only their minds, but also their hearts on these issues.  I would really ask you to join me in recognizing our thankfulness to them by giving them a warm round of applause.  

A few other closing announcements.

As I had said earlier, the committee that has been working on this was also mandated to put together a follow-up type of forum for discussion and we will be working on that and you will be notified as to what is going to happen and when that will take place.  

And, I was asked by the host church just to let you know you won’t need to clean up any trash or anything that you have around here.  The custodian will take care of that.  But, do make sure you take any Bibles or books you have with you.  I guess there were some left here last night.  Who’s that?  I didn’t read it right- hang on.  Oh, you did say please help us clean up.  Oh. All right.  Thank you for your animus.  I appreciate that.  

A few cups of coffee – I need your animus again, Don – a few cups of coffee are left in the fellowship hall if you need them.

And, as well as that, we mentioned MP3’s being available for the conference and I mentioned CD’s, also.  I was just told one CD will be sent to every pastor in the church, but if you would like your own personal copy, please leave your email address with James, our sound man.  I have been very thankful, also, by the way, for his work this weekend.  Sorry?  Did you have a question?  

Okay – well thank you one and all for being here and participating with us.  I have asked our brother, Jeff Landis, if he would close out our time together in prayer.

