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Youth Movements ---- By James P. Needham - Part Two
Continued from last bulletin****

(6) I am against mixing home
duties and church obligations.
God gave the home the
responsibility to rear children in
the nurture, and admonition of the
Lord (Eph. 6:1-4), not the church.
Some liberals among us argue that
the church cannot function as a
home when discussing the orphan
home question, then turn right
around and cause it to function as
a home in their youth movements.
If the home would accept its
responsibility there would be no
need for the church to baby-sit for
the young people, but if the home
never fulfills its duties along this
line the church has no scriptural
right to assume it any more than it
could assume the duties of the
state if it failed.
(7) I am against either luring or

holding people through appeals to
the lust of the flesh. People who
are lured into the church with cake
and ice cream will have to be held
in the church with it. If the gospel
doesn't bring them into the church
it won't keep them in it. People

(young or old) who are held in the
church by social appeals with a
little Bible study mixed in with it
are very likely to absorb more of
the social than of the spiritual, and
if and when the church ceases to
provide the social advantages its
membership will decline. People
are prone to be "lovers of pleasure
more than lovers of God" anyway
(II Tim. 3:4). The gospel is the
power of God unto salvation, and
let the Lord's people not be guilty
of either substituting for it or
seeking to assist it with human
wisdom.
DEFENSES ANSWERED:

Those who promote the youth
rallies and conferences have
sought to defend them by arguing:
(1) they are adjuncts to the home,
like the "Christian schools." This
would be fine if it were true. That
it isn't true should become evident
to every right thinking person
when he considers that these
youth rallies and conferences are
held in church buildings,
promoted through church bulletins
and many times refreshments

furnished for them out of the
Lord's treasure. If they are
"adjuncts" to the home, let them
be promoted, financed, and held in
and by the home and keep the
church out of them. This done,
and nobody can lodge a scriptural
objection to them as long as they
kept in harmony with scriptural
principles.
(2) If the church doesn't furnish

the right kind of recreation, the
young people will get the wrong
kind elsewhere. This is a false
plea. Since when did it become
the mission of the church to
protect its members from wrong
by providing what is right? We
might argue with equal reason that
the church should set up factories
etc. to provide honest employment
for its members, because if the
church doesn't furnish them the
means of making an honest living,
they will make a dishonest one
elsewhere. The whole argument is
based upon a false premise: that if
the church doesn't provide the
right kind of recreation, the young
people will get the wrong kind
somewhere else. This doesn't
follow. If the young people are
properly trained at home, they will
choose the proper recreation
without the church being
involved.
Beside all this, the whole

argument is an indictment of our
youth! It assumes that our youth

are so void of spiritual training
and good judgment that they are
either incapable of choosing the
proper recreation or are without
the desire for it. If the former were
true, it is a reflection on the
teaching program of both the
church and the home. If the latter
were true, it is a reflection on the
home, the church and the young
people. Either way we go, the
responsibility weighs heavily
upon us.
CONCLUSION: I trust the

reader will give careful
consideration to what has been
said. It's certainly not my desire to
deprive anyone of anything they
have a right to do. It should go
without saying however, that
nobody has the right to put the
church in any program without
first proving its right to be there
(Col. 3:17, Eph. 5:10). If in any
instance, I have in the slightest
degree misrepresented the youth
rallies or conferences, I would be
most happy to know about it. ----
Via  Truth Magazine VIII: 1, pp. 8-9,
24  October 1963

Jesus, Our Sin Offering -
by  Tim Mize

Mirror in the Cross
As Christians, we look to the

cross of Christ as our "sacrifice to
God for a sweet smelling savour"
(Eph. 5:2). Israel of old also
offered sacrifices for "a sweet
smelling savour to the Lord" (in



other words, to honor and please
him; see Lev. 1:9; 2:2; 3:5; 4:31;
etc.). Our altar, though, is not of
stone or earth. Our altar is the
cross of Calvary, and our sacrifice
is Christ.
Different kinds of sacrifices were

offered of old as a "sweet smelling
savour," such as whole burnt
offerings, peace offerings, and sin
offerings. Which kind, then, is our
sacrifice? It is right to say that
Christ is all of them to us. He is
the one, perfect "sweet smelling
savour" from us to God.
But thus he is only if offered

rightly. Just as Israel offered theirs
only if seasoned with salt, cereal,
and wine (Lev. 2:12-13; Num.
15:1-5), we must offer ours
seasoned with the offering of our
bodies, of our praises, and of good
works (Rom 12:1; Heb.
13:14-15). Only then are we
assured of God's favor.
The cross, however, can be

rightly viewed too as a particular
kind of offering. For example,
Christ is said to be our passover
sacrifice (1 Cor. 5:7) and also the
sacrifice that ratified our covenant
with God (Matt. 26:28; cf. Exod.
24:8). Most of all, though, Christ
is said to be our sin offering. He
came "to put away sin by the
sacrifice of himself " (Heb. 9:26).
Here we see the goodness of

God. What do we have from
ourselves that can take away sin?

We have nothing. Happily for us,
though, the Lord has provided an
offering (cf. Gen. 22:8). By his
incomprehensible love, we have a
sacrifice to bring to him that
perfectly cleanses from sin (Matt.
26:28; 1 Jn. 1:7).
Someone might say, "But why

would such a thing be necessary?
Why couldn't God just forgive us
in his heart without all this violent
sacrificing?" We have to
understand that God is not a man,
as if he could forgive like humans
forgive. He is the sovereign, holy
Lord of the universe. As such, he
must maintain not only the natural
order, but also the moral order in
his creation. The holy God,
therefore, cannot allow any sin to
go unpunished, not even the sins
of his own children.
This is why he gave us Christ.

When Jesus died, he did so as the
representative of God's people,
with all their sins upon him. In
other words, he died in their place,
taking their punishment. "He was
wounded for our transgressions,
he was bruised for our iniquities:
. . . the Lord hath laid on him the
iniquity of us all" (Isa. 53:5-6). In
the cross, all of the sins of God's
children were sufficiently
punished, and even more so. It is
now as the prophet said: "Speak
ye comfortably to Jerusalem, and
cry unto her, that her warfare is
accomplished, that her iniquity is

 pardoned: for she hath received of the Lord's hand double for all her sins"
(Isa. 40:2).
The cross was enough to atone for, not only God's people, but even the

whole world (1 Jn. 2:2; Jn. 1:29). All humanity that has ever lived or
ever shall could come and let this be their offering for sin. Now, consider
this: If this sacrifice is sufficient to atone for all the sins of the world,
surely it is more than so for us, the little flock of God.
As we eat the Lord's supper, these are the things we affirm and believe.

We acknowledge and trust in the cross as our offering for sin. We declare
this faith, that "if we walk in the light as he is in the light, we have
fellowship one with the other, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son
cleanseth us from all sin" (1 Jn. 1:7). **** Via  Guardian of Truth
XXXVIII: 16, p. 5 ; August 18, 1994
 


