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This month we continue our series of newsletterghamrchianity by discussing the insurgent female
principle that has found its way into the worshgmvices of so many of today’s churches through laecu
feminism. In doing so, we shall utilize various espts taken fronComprehensively Reformed Christianity,
Book IlI. In Scripture we read th&tdam was first created, and then Eve was taken Adam’s own body to
be his helper and close companion; whereupon Adara ger the name “woman” because she was taken out
of man (cf. Ge.2:21-23). The Apostle Paul said mdigg this precise order of human creatitFor | would
have you know, that the head of every man is Charsd the head of the woman is the man; and the diea
Christ is God” (1Co 11:3). “For the man is not loé tvoman; but the woman of the man. Neither wasnie
created for the woman; but the woman for the mantilis cause ought the woman to have power ohédel
because of the angels” (1Co0.11:8-10). This text édhiately raises the ire of today’s secular-mindedinfists
as they falsely accuse Paul of being a sexist #athpt to discredit his words as chauvinistic. Hegrethis
gender-order was firmly established by God in Insaton of mankind as male and female long befend P
wrote these words. Such angry arguments by femidistctly oppose God and his Word (cf. 2Ti.3:16).

Both man and woman were equally created in God&génto be sure, but with two distinct and
important roles assigned to them in order to fuBibd's divine purpose for their lives and to brgigry to
Himself in that amazing creation (cf. Ge.1:27)slimportant to understand at the outset thatrthiaral order
does not mean that women have an inferior mengalaity to that of men; women have the same intelééc
skills that man has inasmuch as she was takentfrerside of man. When a virtuous woman uses heltdot
for good it can be quite wonderful (cf. Pr. 31:1@);3ut when a wicked woman uses it for evil it t@nmore
reprehensible than any evil that man can producause it debases her value before both man andT@&atl.
said, the natural creation order does not of coorsan that a woman is an exact clone of man; ilowsr
physical attributes the man is stronger, and imouaremotional attributes and intuitive skills, wwagnan is
often lacking, the woman is more understanding @mpassionate. Moreover, in human procreation an i
the initiator, and the woman is the deliverer d@itloffspring in accordance with the express desigjrtheir
bodies. Hence, the man and woman were intendeahtplonent each other as one indivisible being sting)
in a loving marital relationship that mutually enbas the value of both to the glory of their Creato

The initially peaceful relationship between man amdman suddenly degenerated into dreadful
conflict as a consequence of the fall of mankirat atan wickedly orchestrated. When Satan detedrim
subvert mankind to participate in his rebelliousisea against God, he did not approach Adam butadste
tempted Eve as the more naturally submissive vesshe having been taken from Adam to be his ohedie
helpmeet. Eve was readily seduced by Satan tokeadfithe knowledge of good and evil, whereupon she
immediately used her new-found wiles to persuadatb partake of it as well (cf. Ge.3:6). Adam bisged
the express directive of God, his divine Head, wherpartook of the fruit of forbidden knowledge. (Ge.
2:17). Moreover, in following Eve’s lead, he hadqad Eve’s offer above God's rigid mandate. Ingism he
abdicated his God-given headship over Eve thaintasded to ensure her faithfulness and protection.

The loving symbiotic relationship between man armmnan was ruined by this fall into sin and was
replaced with perpetual conflict. Sex as the mdangrocreation of the Adamic race became something
shameful, and woman would henceforth bring fortkdobn in pain of childbirth and in sorrow that eyéirth
could but bring forth another sinner into the wdHdt was subject to death (cf. Ge. 3:7,16a). Hite fallen
woman's natural desire would be for the man —ghatcould win his favor and gain control over hang
fallen man by reason of his physical strength wdwddshly rule over her for his own sinful gratitica (cf.
Ge.3:16b). Ever since Eve partook of the knowledfygood and evil, fallen women in defiance of God’s
sentence given in Genesis 3:16b, have sought doaled control men rather than submit to man’s Gedry
authority and responsibility for their well-beirfgallen man's sinful arrogance in opposition hag ordde this
conflict worse resulting in a virtual war betwebée sexes.

Women would thereafter seek to gain an advantage roen through the attraction of their sexuality
such that a tendency to worship women as goddga®e$§ developed within the depraved minds of fathem.

In Genesis 10:8-10 we read of a man named Nimrool wes descended from one of Noah’s sons named



Ham. Ham begat a son named Cush who accordingrétiable secular accounts married a woman named
Semiramis. Cush in turn begat Nimrod (cf. Ge.10Q:88hr.1:10). When Cush died, Nimrod supposedly
married his own mother, Semiramis, and became Kingenemy allegedly murdered Nimrod and his body
parts were scattered abroad. Queen Semiramis ddlmeNimrod had been taken to the sun and wastmow
be referred to as Baal, the sun god (cf. Jud. 23I% subsequently claimed that she was the daugjhiee
moon, her mother, and of the sun, her father. 8ble tipon herself the name Ishtar, the goddess pflovee,
sex, and fertility. Semiramis is related to Astatel Diana of the Ephesians (cf. Ac.19:24-35). \8he also
known in the Greco-Roman era as “Eastre,” “Isigghana,” “Osiris,” “Isi,” “Iswara,” “Ostara,” andCybele,”

(cf. CRC Book lll, page 71). Worship of these “goddessesinmmted lasciviousness and fornication as a
religious rite of worship. This worship also led ttee creation of sensuous idolatrous art depiguiagan
goddesses in pornographic human form (cf. Ac.1224-

As so-called Christian art exploded in volume urttierRoman churchianity of the forth century, this
idolatry found its way into the temporal church wéhi remains in various Roman Catholic art gadieto this
day (cf.CRC Book lll, pages 143-145). This early art oftentypied God in direct violation of the Decalogue
regarding the making of any physical images of Kt Ex.20:4); the idolatrous crucifix depictinghaarly-
nude Jesus hanging on a cross followed in the seditury (cf.CRC Book Ill, pagel124). Nevertheless, much
of this “Christian” art was used to promote Mahg tiuman mother of Jesus, as a universal motheleged-
often depicting her holding Jesus as a baby amahguanied by holy angels. In the early church, Méagugh
highly respected, was never looked upon as detyvever, toward the last of the fourth century, Mgy
(an intense study of Mary's person) degeneratéthtolatry as Mary was declared to be the “MothieGod”
(Theotokos). Although Mary was the mother of Jesus in thessghat through her He was brought into the
world in human form, that fact does not in any vil@anslate into her being the “Mother of God” (EIRC
Book lIl, page 161).

Since it was impossible to think that a mortal waraauld become the mother of deity, it was deemed
necessary to “deify” Mary herself. Soon, altars ahdrches were being dedicated to the “Mother afl,Go
who was also erroneously declared to be the “peapetrgin” (cf. Mt.13:55,56). Mary had been pladedhe
same company with all the blasphemous occult “gsskel® of the Roman Empire. The serious consequénce
this radical teaching not only denigrated the wolhudl@umanity of Mary, but it deprived Jesus of hignanity
gained through his incarnation — thus rendering Bimunsuitable offering for mankind's sin. By tleginning
of the fifth century, as the veneration of martgirel saints reached a high level of developmenty Maxs
elevated to that of chief intercessor — displaihgist as the sole mediator between God and mtreiminds
of many (cf. 1Ti.2:5). Mariolatry remains prevalenroughout the world today within the Roman Cétho
Church. While this supposed deification of Mary wegcted by the Protestant Reformation Movemet (c
CRC Book lll, Chapter 18.1), the female principle haonetheless become firmly imbedded within the
temporal church such that it continues on in thedsiof fallen men and women to this very day. Alrect
consequence, the temporal church easily accepisusawhimseys put forth by today's secular feminist
movement as they attempt to make themselves equaiperior in all respects to man from which therev
taken.

At a basic level men and women constitute a unifisciprocal relationship as individuals within
marriage as God'’s special creation. Neverthelegh, dre in need of God’s personal redemption shaththey
are independently chosen to be found in ChristPasl said, “There is neither Jew nor Greek, thereeither
bond nor free, there is neither male nor femaleyéoare all one in Christ Jesus” (Gal 3:28). Nthadess, this
oneness in Christ does not mean that the creatter-@f man and woman has been dissolved. Ratker th
mutual bond of that interdependence is restoredstnedgthened in Christianity: “Wives, submit yaives
unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For tisbdnd is the head of the wife, even as Chrikeitiead of
the church: and he is the savior of the body. Thezeas the Church is subject unto Christ, sahetwives be
to their own husbands in every thing” (Ep. 5:22-Z#)s does not mean that women should be considered
chattel or treated as slaves, but that women showutdisly respond to their husband’s overwhelmmmgelfor
them — as should the Church to the unconditiona td Christ for his bride. (cf. Ep.5:25; Newslettebruary



2014; CRC Book I, Chapter 16.1). Therefore, we find thaageful acceptance and true appreciation of the
natural creation order of man and woman can onhgsired in Christ.

For that reason, this orderly arrangement in theiagge relationship inevitably carries over int@ th
worship of Christ in the greater church family bétredeemed. As the Apostle Paul stated| Suffer not a
woman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the ,rban to be in silence (1Ti.2:12). This prohibitiomost
certainly excludes women from ordination into thdpg or engaging in expository teaching of Scrptu
where men are the recipients. “Let your women l@lgmce in the churches: for it is not permittedousthem
to speak; but they are commanded to be under olmsjias also sayeth the law” (1Co0.14:34;cf. Ge:220
Women should refrain from any emotional outburstsecstatic speaking in the congregations lest they
dishonor their head and offend God. Nor should #reage in theological disputations, but shouldudis any
matters of misunderstanding or disagreement wih thusbands at home (cf. 1Co.14:35a). Unmarrieshgo
women should seek the council of their parentss phresupposes that the husband or parents are Lrott.
Failing that prerequisite, women should seek cadrmin godly Christian women in the church or hugnbl
appeal to deacons or elders of the church fortassis, but they must do so appropriately out$idechurch
assemblage — not by disrupting worship services.

At the beginning of the Protestant foreign missiomsvement women played a significant role in
organizing missionary societies, collecting funaisgd supplying the needs of overseas workers. st il
missionaries on the foreign field were men in kegpwith the traditions of the church regarding chur
offices. However, men often took their wives anddrbn with them to the missions field where théjed in
the work. Some women continued the work when thegbands died leaving them alone in a foreign land.
The contribution that those women made to the omsseffort did not go unnoticed. Soon missionaretes
began to send single women into the field, andrd®netestant women, pointing to that as a precetegan
demanding the opportunity to do the same both abana within local churches. It can be said, witjreat
degree of credibility, that the modern feminist a@eughts movement as well as its encroachment tinéo
temporal church has its roots in early missionagyeties (cfCRC Book Ill, page 391).

The female principle as we see it being injectédl worship services today is a part of the overad-
pagan movement (ciCRC Book lll, page 430) which largely emulates thelieapaganism of the pre-
Christian era. Much of this occult practice in tleeporal church came about because of the failtire o
redeemed men to step forth to exercise their Geehgresponsibilities. In their absence, women déager
stepped forward to fill that gap. Many Christianmen did so with godly intentions, but in doing bey
began a slide that would have harmful effects torkiyears. Soon other women came forth with acdsvi
intent to overthrow God’s natural order instilled mankind at creation. Women who were seduced &y th
charismatic movement and by their attraction tegptalia further added to the corruption of Chaistivorship
through personal pride and baleful ignorance (efwbletter January 2015). Paul said that “...it shame for
women to speak in the church” (cf. 1Co0.14:35b).tTisawomen should never preside over worship ter t
congregation exhorting others to join in with theédome women today unwisely serve as “praise leaders
worship services through recitation and by utiigimarious musical enticements — disregarding tlearcl
Scriptural warning and admonition against suchvaiets. All such practices are shameful both beeaigheir
association with earlier pagan worship and becafiskeir reversal of the God-mandated roles of raed
women before the face of God (cf. Ge.3:16b).

The modern militant feminist movement rapidly iméited churchianity during the World War 1l era as
women not only replaced men in the workplace t@euphe war effort through their labor, but alsplaced
men in the running of temporal churches in the Hanteas well. Today, godly women do well to teachng
children the basics of Christianity, and throughiox#&s women's ministries aid other women to actepi
proper position in the family, the church, and thaith. Although such godly Christian women seglexert a
positive influence within the church, radical femta attempt to use those same opportunities ¢odiize the
church into a secularized organization of their omaking. In today’s churchianity, women exercise
considerable influence by serving on various come®é and church boards. Admittedly, many of these
committees are limited to the social activitiestlwé church, which can nevertheless become elevatad



excessive level of importance. Moreover, some woimngroperly serve on important Christian education
committees, community outreach and missions bo&®tisers are unwisely chosen to serve on ministerial
selection committees, through which feminists cesatly influence doctrinal teaching from the pulitfit
their radical agenda. Many otherwise conservativeahes have unwisely ordained women as deacaas in
attempt to better supervise and control their digs/by placing them under direct male headshiphafrch
elders. Although many women unofficially serve mrigus churches through humble godly service, iaffic
ordination of their efforts opens the door to tindirmation of women elders and pastors as well. Mdogyal
Protestant churches and denominations today hesadsl ordained women as pastors, counselors, tsache
and elders in direct defiance of clear Scripturahfbitions against such actions.

Therefore, we find that the female principle is ndeeply imbedded in the churchianity that has
overwhelmed much of today’s temporal churches sluahthe feminist agenda is readily accommodateadtif
outright approved by most of them. Not being satisvith the modification of worship practices asidnted
Bible interpretations, militant feminism has ditgctargeted the Bible text in order to erase atha@ing
opposition to their radical agenda. Many texts ofyHScripture refer to man or men in a generic sahat
includes women through any reasonable interpretatitained from context; the masculine pronounsirare
keeping with a precise translation from the origlaaguages. However, radical feminists holdingcetaof
prominence in liberal churches strongly objectetidimg referred to with masculine pronouns. In soewer
Bible translations, every effort has been madeswneutral-gender words to replace clearly masswiords
found in the Hebrew and Greek texts thus aband®suonogd translation methods in doing so. This sedrid a
further campaign by feminists to remove the exgkignale-gender references to God in Holy Scripase
well, and various publishers have readily compliedrder to sell more Bibles. By accommodating sdec
secular interest in interpretation, the entiredotielt is at risk of corruption. (GERC Book lIl, page 446-449).

Recently, some major church denominations, pusheatal feminists in their ranks, went so far as to
hold national conferences wherein they were calfgeh to determine if God should only be referrethtthe
neutral-gender. In Scripture, God is consistergfgmred to in the male gender as our Father, aswubkJehrist
was unquestionably born male by frequent referetecééim in his humanity and in his deity as the $dn
God. Some feminists militantly choose to regulaéier to God in the female gender as their “mdtheren
the male gender of Jesus is questioned at evermyrtopty in accordance with their radical agendaften
without any serious censorship by the leaders adiyts worldly temporal churches. As women increggin
occupy church pulpits, this radical feminist agemdia further displace sound doctrine abetting e trive
toward eventual total apostasy of the true faithL(g.18:8b). Although many evil men in the tempataurch
have bought forth many grievous errors in the pastd continue to do so — the feminist movemerttiwihe
church has the potential for blasphemous doctenairs and practices of a still greater magnitusieve
approach the final days leading up to the retui@tofst. ©Arthur J. Smith March 2015



