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The Banner’s immodest  proposal
by Chad Vandervalk, Contributing  Editor

In  the March  issue of The Banner , Rev. Sam Hamstra  Jr.  presented what  he called ÒA
Modest ProposalÓ regarding the Christian  Reformed Church in  North  America.
Reflecting on the 150th anniversary of our denomination,  Hamstra  argues that  our
denomination  is going to have to be replaced.

ÒHere's my thesis: The CRCNA as we know it  must  die and give way to a
new, emerging post-denominational  form  of congregational
collaboration  that  differs  significantly  from  its predecessor.Ó

This  proposal is more immodest  than  modest. It  shows a lack of respect or  care for  those who went  before. It  is shameless
and impudent.  I  admit  that  there are problems with  the current  structure  of the CRCNA, but  there are problems with  every
kind  of structure.  The fathers and mothers of our denomination  decided that  the form  of governance worked out by serious
reflection  on the scriptures  and human nature is a good structure.

Hamstra  makes a few claims regarding the denomination  which  are exaggerated, if  not  incorrect.  He talks about the
denomination  thinking  it  is the Church. In  a certain  way he is correct in  his critique.  There has been a move within  the
denomination  to giving administrators  more and more of the decision making  responsibilities  of the denomination.  Many
people think  that  the deliberations  at Synod take too long, and people are taken away from  their  families,  homes, and work
for  too long. If  administrators  do more of the decision making,  then  fewer agenda items will  have to be deliberated by the
delegates to Synod. The problem  with  this  it  that  it  changes the polity  of the Church. The deliberative  procedure of Synod is
meant to help the Church work  out the way that  the Spirit  is leading it.  The accumulation  of so many people in  one place
seeking the Lord's  will  for  the denomination  is one of the great things of the denomination.

Hamstra's critique,  however, misses the point.  In  a certain  sense the denomination  is the Church. Our individual
congregations have chosen to submit  themselves to the authority  of the denomination,  specifically to Synod, because we
recognise the unity  of the Body of Christ.  We all humble and submit  ourselves to the rulings  of Synod and the Classes
because we realise that  we are one with  our brothers and sisters in  Christ  in  other  areas of the neighbourhood,  country,  and
world.  We provide evidence of this  unity  by getting together and making  decisions together. This  allows us to pay attention
to the voices of every part  of the body and protects against the eye, the ear, or  the hand telling  the rest of the body that  it
does not  need it.

Hamstra  is absolutely correct in  saying that  individual  congregations are not  the Church. It  is for  this  reason that  we need a
denominational  structure  rather  than  a congregationalist  association. Allowing  a denomination  to have a primary  role in  the
life  of the individual  congregation reminds  us that  we are not  the be all and end all.  Our individual  congregations do not
have the best view of the scriptures, they do not  have the best understanding  of our culture,  they do not  have the best
method  of evangelism to spread the gospel message across the world.  Our individual  congregations may not  even know the
best way to minister  to our local situation.  Often we have to get out of our everyday routines  and situations  before we can
objectively take a look at its needs and opportunities.  The danger of a congregational association is that  the individual
congregations lose sight  of the big picture  and begin to think  that  they know best.

One of the main  things that  a denominational  structure  offers is mutual  accountability.  It  allows our individual
congregations to keep tabs on each other  and help us all grow in  love and grace. Our own depravity  generally leads us to
think  that  we are better  than  others. We need the checks and balances of the denomination  to ensure that  we do not  run  off
the rails.



the rails.

Reading Hamstra's article  in  the Banner gave rise to many different  feelings; anger, disappointment,  and grief. The most
profound  emotion  was grief;  grief  over his disregard for  the past, grief  over his blanket rejection  of the denomination,  grief
over his individualistic  view of the Church. It  saddens me how people think  we should save the Church. An overemphasis on
numbers has caused the gospel to take a back seat to many other  things,  such as music, youth programs, buildings,  or  even
retreats. The way to ensure that  the Church will  not  die is to ensure that  the gospel of Christ  is preached, that  the love of
God is felt  by those who know him  and those who are looking,  that  unbelievers realise their  need for  a saviour.

Why is it  that  people spend so much time  thinking  about and trying  to change the political  structure  of the Church? Should
we not  spend more time  thinking  about what  the scriptures  tell  us about how we should relate to this  world ? We must
remember we are not  in  this  alone. Being humble enough to accept that  there are others who may know better  than  you is
part  of what  is needed for  a denomination  to work.

If  the structure  is not  working,  maybe it  is not  the structure,  but  we, who need to change.
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Respect  for  professors  lacking
by Kevin C. Vande Streek, Contributing Editor

Brothers and Sisters at CTS, would you mind if I voiced a concern of mine with you and asked you to please respond,

whether you agree or disagree? If so, could we agree to be respectful of one another?

Although I recently learned the name for this phenomenon in Professor Nydam’s class, I had recognized and have been

concerned about this condition for a few months. My concern is with a prevailing attitude of entitlement in the CTS student

body.

Mostly, this sense of entitlement manifests itself verbally. I’m sad to say this, but there are a lot of nasty things being said

about professors by students here at CTS. In fact, I’ve heard students gossip, cut-down and down-right slander their

educators both outside of, and inside of, the walls of this institution.

Perhaps I’m biased because my dad is a college professor, or maybe I’m biased because I taught English in a university

setting in China for two years (obviously vastly different than being a theology professor here, yet, they are fundamentally

the same) but I feel that there is a certain amount of respect that needs to be granted to a professor, simply because he or

she is a professor.

Listen, I’m not advocating that professors are perfect (in some cases, far from it). I actually believe that students have an

important voice in holding their professors accountable. The question is, just what do they need to be held accountable for,

and then, just how does a student provide that accountability?

It seems that a student has a right to expect a professor to be professional in the academic sense. Meaning, he/she will know

the material that they teach very well and secondly, that that material will be communicated to the students to the best of

the professor’s ability. It also seems fair to expect that professors will develop and maintain themselves spiritually, as well as

teach orthodox Christianity with a Reformed emphasis.

But what does a student have the right to expect from a professor as far as their personality is concerned? Certainly students

can expect to be treated respectfully. But just how we define “respectfully” is, I believe, where most of the friction comes

from that causes much of student discord.

Does “respectfully” entail the professor eventually agreeing with me if I make an objection and disagree with what he/she is

saying? I don’t believe so. In fact, I learned the hard way (at Calvin College in the philosophy department) that if you go toe

to toe with a professor, and his/her argumentation is far better than yours (which, it inevitably is) and  if you’re being a little

arrogant about the whole thing, well, let’s just say I deserved my ego being bruised (repeatedly). It seems to me that the

professor can quite respectfully put you in your place (and that my be the best thing for you).

What if we ask a professor for an extension on our paper and he/she doesn’t give it to us? Do we have any reason for being

upset with them? I say no. Too often have I asked for an extension and been granted it—so much so that I almost expected

it when I asked Professor Feenstra for one last quarter. When he didn’t grant me the extension that I sought, I realized that

this specific action should not be considered a “given”. Instead, if an extension is given, it is an undeserved blessing. In the

long run, I’m much more thankful for the drop in my grade and my professor holding to his standards than for the ability to

work the system one more time.

There are a ton of other examples that I could give here, but they all revolve around a common theme: I am the student, I

am the one paying tuition, I am special, I don’t like discipline because it is difficult, I, I, I…



As students, there is a temptation to attach an unhealthy sense of our self-worth onto every grade that we receive and onto

interactions that we have with our professors. What’s scary is when that temptation actually morphs with entitlement into a

temptation to expect that my sense of self-worth will continually be stroked.

But all of this is beside the point anyway. If a professor is genuinely not committed to academically excellence, developing

him/herself spiritually or is treating students disrespectfully (when in doubt, double-check with two or three other students

to see if they are also of the same opinion that a professor is not just being tough, but disrespectful) then go through one of

the many avenues that CTS has provided and voice your concern. Fill out a student evaluation about that professor and

respectfully submit your concerns. Or, (here’s an original idea), visit with that professor face-to-face in his office.

If you or I are upset with anyone we shouldn’t gossip about that person behind his/her back. That’s basic Christianity 101.

Even if you or I feel that we’ve been treated disrespectfully by a professor, that doesn’t give us license to say whatever we

want. To say something like: “Professor … is just poor. He treats people terribly,” isn’t just disrespectful of the professor, it

questions God’s ordination of that person to the position that he/she is in and it questions the intellect and faith of an entire

board of people, the president and vice presidents of CTS, as well as that professor’s colleagues who have allowed him to

remain in his position. “Professor…is just poor. He treats people terribly.”—Really? Over thirty people involved in the

hiring/tenure process of a professor and they all got it wrong? Or is it your and my sense of entitlement getting the better of

us? Because if that’s the case, when we make a blanket statement like the aforementioned example, we’re the ones who look

foolish and are acting disrespectfully.

As students we do have an important job of holding our professors accountable. But let’s start by showing them a certain

amount of respect for who they are and the office they hold. Can we also give them the benefit of the doubt and believe that

they are doing the best that they can? Also, let’s evaluate them on criteria that are realistic and in accordance with the office

they hold. Finally, if we do have concerns or questions, let’s be sure to voice those through the appropriate avenues and in a

way that we would want others to voice their questions and concerns with us.
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Alpha cafŽ  acrostic
by Sherilyn Vandervalk

Armenian
Breve
Coffee
Drip
Earl  Grey
FrappŽ
GrandŽ
Hot  Cocoa
Iced Coffee
Java
Kaffee
Latte
Mocha
Nesc‡fe
Ovaltine
Percolated
Quick
Red Eye
Starbucks
Tim  Horton's
Ultimate  Dark
Valencia
White  Chocolate Mocha
eXpresso
Yuban
Z-best

None of which  I  can enjoy because I  have no MUG!
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Why  I am  a complementarian
by Agata Omelanczuk, Guest Writer

A few months ago, Kerux published a series of articles by Meg Jenista entitled,  ÒWhy I  am a Feminist Ó and ÒHow  I  am a
Feminist .Ó At  that  time,  I  also considered contributing  to the discussion, but  was unsure of how to do so. The problem  was
that  I  only half -agreed with  the way the conclusions of the Christian  egalitarian  position  are usually stated.

The challenge I  wanted to raise is whether  one can hold to a more complementarian  understanding  of the marriage
relationship  while  at the same time  affirming  equality  of roles within  the church.  My  hermeneutic  in  understanding  the
passages about gender has included caution about the valid sphere of application  of a given passage. I  do not  want  to assert
that  texts that  describe the marriage relationship  have any bearing on the way men and women should function  in  the
church.

However, over the past few months,  while  my approach to scripture  has not  changed, I  have moved from  my Òhalf-
complementarianÓ position  to fully  affirming  that  GodÕs Word  teaches different  roles for  men and women both  in  marriage
and in  the church.  The fact that  IÕm saying this  might  come as a surprise, shock, or  even disappointment  to those who know
that  I  originally  began my seminary education with  the intention  of pursuing  the pastorate in  the CRC, and only later
decided such ministry  was not  what  God was calling  me to. In  the following  explanation,  I  want  to trace the way my thinking
has changed, and the way the Calvin Theological Seminary community,  perhaps unaware of it,  has enabled me to make the
transition  in  my views.

The term  ÒcomplementarianÓ really only describes accurately how I  understand  biblical  teaching on the role of the male and
the female partners in  marriage. For  most of my Christian  life,  marriage seemed less likely  than  a ministry  position,  and so
my thinking  focused more on what  my role in  the church might  be. However, when I  became involved in  a serious dating
relationship  that  resulted in  my current  engagement, understandably,  my thoughts too became preoccupied with
understanding  this  new type of relationship  that  I  was entering.  Not  surprisingly,  I  gave much thought  to the two  classic
New Testament passages on husbands and wives, Ephesians 5:18-33 and 1 Peter 3:1-7. Simply  reading these shows that
there is some differentiation  in  roles between the two  parties in  a marriage, with  the husband being called to love and care
for  his wife,  and the wife being respectful towards, and submissive to, her husband.

However, I  also noticed that  all the texts that  call for  the submission of women to men are set within  the marriage context
(see also Col 3:18 and Titus  2:5). Thus, this  type of role relationship  between the genders does not  extend beyond those who
are married  to each other.  Because scriptural  teaching about the complementarity  of roles applies only to the marriage
relationship,  my shift  towards a view that  restricts  women (first  of all,  myself) from  certain  types of roles within  the church
has been more gradual. Because I  do not  see the Bible giving instructions  to the two  genders regarding their  relationship  to
each other  in  the church,  I  prefer to use a term  such as Òfunction restrictiveÓ for  its teaching on the role of women in  that
context. ÒComplementarianÓ implies  some sort  of mutuality,  and the teaching on womenÕs roles in  the church is not
accompanied by similar  instructions  for  men.

My  first  step towards moving  to such a view of the function  of women was realizing  that  all true  churches are ultimately
governed by Christ.  Thus, even where there is imperfection  or  evil  such as restrictions  that  are not  biblically  supported,  the
Lord  is working.  This  recognition  allowed me to think  that  in  certain  cases where a church has decided against having
women as pastors, it  might  be wrong  to argue for  female leadership. Perhaps what  a legitimate  authority  decides regarding
certain  matters  that  can otherwise be classified as ÒindifferentÓ is actually binding  within  the sphere entrusted  to that
authority.  The contention  I  was trying  to make then  is that  because of the great disagreement between sincere, mature  and
honest Christians as to how passages on the role of women in  Scripture  should be interpreted,  perhaps the whole issue can
be assigned to the category of Òadiaphora.Ó

I  recognize now that  finally  being in  a setting and situation  where I  did  not  feel that  I  had to defend my own desire for  a
controversial  vocational  choice, and feeling affirmed  in  my own unique  gifts,  has allowed me to more honestly think  through



controversial  vocational  choice, and feeling affirmed  in  my own unique  gifts,  has allowed me to more honestly think  through
the whole matter  of women in  ministry.  It  is difficult  to let  oneself question oneÕs beliefs when one at the same time  has to
defend them before others.

This  is one of the reasons why I  am grateful  to Calvin Seminary. In  the six months that  I  have been here, I  cannot recall
there being even one occasion when I  felt  slighted because I  am female. In  fact, while  I  do know the positions  of some of my
closer friends,  I  cannot tell  who of my acquaintances or  professors is a complementarian,  and who is an egalitarian.  This
might  be in  part  due to the fact that  I  am not  pursuing  ordained ministry,  but  even so, this  seems to be a very supportive
setting.

A more honest re-evaluation  of my view on the role of women in  the church meant that  I  eventually  had to face those texts
in  Scripture  that  seemed to go against my view. In  this  case, it  meant that  I  had to rethink  whether  the BibleÕs teaching on
the issue was not  clear. Most  prominent  among the passages I  had to think  about is 1 Timothy  2:12: ÒI do not  permit  a
woman to teach or  have authority  over a man.Ó Perhaps it  could refer to a wife not  teaching her husband. But, the context
points  to this  text giving instruction  regarding what  takes place in  the church.  Of course, there are other  texts that  describe
women teaching and exercising authority  (examples that  come to mind  most quickly  are Priscilla  and Deborah), but  they
were not  acting within  the church context. Furthermore,  the qualifications  for  pastors and elders seem to have male
candidates in  mind,  without  any indications  in  the Scriptures, as there are for  the office of deacon, that  women can also be
considered. Because of this, at this  point,  I  can assert that  GodÕs authoritative  Word  restricts  female believers from  publicly
and officially  functioning  as pastors or  teaching elders.

In  summary, I  have come to hold that  women function  as the subordinate partner  within  the complemenarity  of the
marriage relationships,  and are restricted  from  the role of pastor or  elder in  the church.  I  still  hold  that  these two  areas for
which  our roles are defined are matters  to be dealt with  separately, and different  sets of passages apply to each. It  was not
my purpose here to set out a full  exegetical argument,  and, in  fact, I  am not  trying  to argue for  the position  I  hold,  but
merely to describe what  it  is and how I  have arrived  at it.

What  has surprised me most regarding my progress in  understanding  on this  point  is that  by coming to Calvin Seminary, I
have come to one of the places that  is most encouraging towards the use of the full  range of womenÕs gifts that  I  have even
been in. However, it  is not  incongruous that  I  will  leave here convinced that  as a woman, it  would  be morally  wrong  for  me
to function  in  a teaching, pastoral role.

It  is precisely the affirmation  of my gifts and the acceptance of me as a woman that  assures me that  in  whatever other  role I
am placed, there too I  can fully  serve God, for  his glory  and for  the edification  of his church.



Kerux:  a  portfolio  of  Calvin  Theological  Seminary  -  Volume  41.15  -  19  March  2007

Why  I am  a fundamentalist
by Henry J. Reyenga, Guest Writer

Here in  the halls of Calvin Theological Seminary, we are constantly  educated about being pastoral in  every situation.  That
includes being careful about the words we use about others. And while  all of us can make mistakes in  this  area, I  notice that
one group of people are fair  game for  ridicule:  fundamentalists.

Now, to be certain,  there are many views held by ÒsomeÓ fundamentalists  that  are just  plain  old  un-Reformed and worthy  of
critique.  But  ÒfundamentalistsÓ are a huge group; furthermore,  many fundamentalists  now go by the name ÒevangelicalÓ to
avoid the sneers of the ÒfundamentalistÓ label. In  the original  fundamentalist -modernist  controversy, however, it  was the
fundamentalists  who defended such doctrines as the inerrancy  of scripture,  the virgin  birth  of Christ,  the physical
truthfulness  of the resurrection,  etc.

What  about this  does the general population  of Calvin Seminary disagree with ? We are taught  all of these doctrines in  our
systematic theology classes here at the seminary. Are we not  classic fundamentalists ?

Now, you would  be correct to say that  fundamentalism  has evolved into  something broader. Today the term  'fundamentalist'
has been rejected, even by most fundamentalists,  because of what  that  term  has come to mean. The popular  culture  around
us calls all extreme forms of religion  fundamentalism.  And the fundamentalists  have a penchant for  being very fervent in
their  religious  opinions.  (As do we at Calvin Seminary, but  everything is called ÒReformedÓ here.)

It  is for  this  trait  that  fundamentalists,  I  believe, get the most of their  ridicule.  It  isnÕt the predominating  presence of
dispensationalism,  or  the high incidence of legalism that  motivates most people to dislike  fundamentalists;  it  is their  ability
to just  say what  they believe unflinchingly  and often times in  an untactful  manner.  And obviously what  they believe stands
in  contrast  with  someone else, who typically  doesnÕt appreciate the fundamentalistÕs religious  concern for  them.

This  flaw  of what  gets called fundamentalism  is a valid problem. Sharing your  religious  convictions  is an important  part  of
evangelism, when it  gets unproductive  is when it  gets more angry than  instructive.  When the truth  gets separated from  any
sense of love and concern for  the person they are talking  to, people gain nothing  from  a lecture. Unfortunately,  at Calvin
Seminary our dislike  of the fundamentalistÕs ability  to say what  they think  with  no ÒpastoralÓ tact, has made our criticism  of
them very un-pastoral and at times very cruel towards our brothers and sisters in  Christ  who own this  label.

I  am concerned that  in  our high minded  view that  we are not  like  those poor fundamentalists  (does the story of the Pharisee
come to mind ?) that  we have hurt  our ability  to share the gospel of Jesus Christ  with  people who have been affected by the
excesses of fundamentalism.  I  am also concerned that  our ability  to share our religious  beliefs boldly,  and dare I  say it  a bit,
riskily  (like  the fundamentalists  do) has also been compromised.

The gospel is something that  just  isnÕt ÒpastoralÓ all the time.  The gospel confronts  our sin and offers us hope through  faith
in  Christ  as Lord.  It  doesnÕt sugarcoat the matter:  humans need a savior. Being ÒpastoralÓ is very important  in  our ministry;
however, it  cannot be an excuse for  refusing  to speak the truth.  The Ten Commandments tell  Reformed Christians that  rules
arenÕt exactly popular.  The Bible says things that  donÕt mix  well  with  the world  we live  in. Sometimes being Christian  means
we have to stick our necks out and say, ÒThis is what  God wants in  his Word.Ó

So I  consider myself Reformed and fundamentalist. I  hope that  my urgency to proclaim  the truth  is fundamentalistic,  and I
hope that  my treatment  of fellow  believers is pastoral, and my theology is Reformed. This  is what  I  would  like  the CTS
community  to consider. LetÕs not  be afraid  of stating  our positions  - and even arguing  over them at times - and letÕs not  be
afraid  to just  speak the gospel and its full  implications.  In  doing so, letÕs be a tad more pastoral in  our treatment  of our poor
friends  the fundamentalists.
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For the love of snow

by Joyce TenHave

When I was a child

new to Michigan,

except for my family

I stepped into a snow bank

delight ran through me

since then I still love snow

to walk in it

to watch it

to ski.

To ski in powder

is similar to

skiing in whipping cream.

Old brown snow reminds

me of cookie dough

I am in a vision of

Charlie and the Chocolate Factory

except the love

is for snow.
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Editorial:  Childcare,  not  children,  needed  at
graduation
by Christian  Bell, Editor  in  Chief

With only two months to go, preparations for graduation are fully underway. Oral comps are wrapping up, cap and gown

orders have been put in, and the president has sent his annual invitations for dinner at the parsonage to students and their

spouses.

But one area of planning has surely been overlooked, as it has been at all previous CTS graduations I’ve attended: childcare.

The first time that I attended a CTS graduation several years ago, my wife and I took my father, who was visiting from out of

town. We sat in the balcony because we thought the main level would be full. This proved to be a major mistake.

Children were literally running around the Fine Arts Center auditorium and balcony, talking, crying, screaming, and

creating a significant distraction that was apparent throughout the entire auditorium. At many points, the word of the

speaker or the names of the graduates could barely be heard above the ruckus caused by the children.

We looked around for the children’s parents, assuming that they would be chasing and quieting down the children.

However, many of the parents were distracted photographing or videotaping the event.

The result was a graduation ceremony full of noise and distractions that significantly detracted from the proud moment of

the students who were graduating.

I don’t mind young children at all; my mother has been a preschool teacher for nearly as long as I can remember. But let’s

be very clear: young children – especially those under the age of 5 – do not belong at graduation. They are too young to

appreciate what is going on, and their presence creates a significant distraction for the students and their families who have

waited many years for the special occasion.

So what should be done?

Parents need to do the right thing and keep their young children at home. But childcare can be expensive. Therefore, the

seminary administration (and perhaps the Student Senate together with them) should make childcare available for free to

seminary families during the relatively short graduation ceremony. Surely there are families from the CTS community and

surrounding churches that would willingly volunteer a few hours of their time to watch the children. Thus, while the cost

and logistics involved in providing childcare should be minimal, the benefit of a peaceful Saturday morning to graduating

students will be great.

We can delight that children are a part of our families, but part of being a good parent is recognizing what are and aren’t

appropriate places for young children to be. The CTS graduation ceremony isn’t a place for young children.

On behalf of other graduates, I ask seminary families to please keep their young children out of the auditorium at

graduation, and I ask the seminary administration and Student Senate to provide childcare that makes that decision free

and easy for the parents.
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Sem Eye: Fashion  tips  for  ugly  pastors
Once up on a time, in his younger days, your dear Sem Eye correspondent began an internship at a liturgically conservative

local church. An idealistic sort, I strode confidently down the aisle to take my place at the head of the large congregation,

confident in my new alb and flowing head of luscious curly locks. After the service I stood smiling at the rear of the sanctuary

shaking hands with our parishioners. I was particularly touched when one member, a former professor at this very

institution, clasped my hand and told me with great sincerity how glad she was to “see anyone with a ponytail in the pulpit at

this church; I don’t care if it’s a man or a woman!”

Not every member was so accepting of my upper story glory, however. It turns out many in attendance did not consider my

appearance appropriate for church leadership. Flummoxed, and lacking anyone to guide me through the crisis, I vacillated

over submission to the shears of conformity. If only I had known about the Reverend Victoria Weinstein, a Unitarian

Universalist minister who has taken on the mantle of mantle discernment for pastors everywhere. Rev. Weinstein’s blog,

PeaceBang’s Beauty Tips For Ministers, proudly declares that it exists “because you’re in the public eye, and God knows you

need to look good.”

The  Rev.  Victoria  Weinstein

Back to my dilemma. Weinstein tackled my very issue this week, too late to help me

but easily in time to save other gorgeous young gents from the terror of the

barbershop. Here’s her advice:

“If your hair is long and you feel a slight intuition that it might be a wee bit scraggly or unkempt,

just go to a good stylist and say, "I would like to have long hair and be handsome and fabulous in a

way that communicates the vitality and relevancy of the contemporary church. Could you arrange

that, please?"

“And they will."

“It's a good idea to find a long-haired male mentor, someone whose look you admire, and take a

photo of that person (anonymous model, Benjamin Franklin, etc.) with you to the salon."

“Joseph, do not fear the Salon Visit. You need only go once or twice to get your look together, and

after that you'll do fine at the regular old inexpensive chop shop.

“Oh, and Joseph... please don't choose Keith Urban as your long-haired man mentor. His look

doesn't so much communicate beauty, vitality and charisma as Serious Commitment To Bleach and

Foils.

“One last thing, Joseph, if you wear a ponytail, can you make sure to still brush your hair? Even if

it's pulled back, it should still look neat and clean.

“P.S. If you occasionally spray your hair into place I will never, ever tell anyone. And it's okay.”

Handsome and fabulous, vital and relevant, and contemporary to boot? Ben Franklin

trumping pop country pretty boy Keith Urban? This is beautiful advice for beautiful



trumping pop country pretty boy Keith Urban? This is beautiful advice for beautiful

men. Rev. Weinstein does not stop there, however. Her advice ranges across the

length and breadth of ministerial fashion. Whether discussing the necessity of a hip

length khaki trench coat for the female clergy wardrobe, pedicures for the lads, or the

advantages of a very sexy herbal tea for hydration, she delivers her advice with clarity,

wit, and effusive prose.

To truly appreciate Weinstein’s insight one must see her in live action. After last

week’s “Preaching Idol” her thoughts on the “harmonic convergence, new age…earth

mother goddess” look appears particularly relevant. She also tackles such fashion offenders as “gender ambiguous liturgy

dude” and the benefits of rolled sleeves for conveying an air of hard work. Also up for discussion is the possible secret

teaching of facial hair at seminaries, (perhaps as part of a broader, emergent rule of life), and poultry-replicating handbags.

Finally, as summer approaches, dear reader, remember this one rule: just because Jesus wore sandals doesn’t mean you can.
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Letters  to  the  editor
(Re:  Letters to the editor , Kerux, Mar.  12, 2007)

Even though I've worked here for  8 1/2 years, know a lot  about the logistics of the program and have heard many students
tell  me their  first  hand experiences in  it,  I  wouldn't  presume to write  an article  on what  its like  to be in  the M.Div.  program
because I  haven't experienced it  first  hand, I  don't  know what  its like.  Perhaps the same should be said for  chapel
attendance, and what  goes in  to planning  those services..maybe a better  response could be written  when you've been
involved in  chapel consistently,  not  when you "sense" what  you think  is happening there. Volunteer to be on the planning
committee,  better  yet volunteer  your  services to be a liturgist,  pray, give a meditation....wait... that  would  go just  a little  too
much against our "what  can you do for  me" mind  set wouldn't  it ??? Why is it  that  we're so set on complaining  about
something and so set against trying  to do something about it.

Amy  Vander  Slik,  administrative  assistant  to the vice president  for  academic affairs

A friendly  reminder to all  Kerux readers and submitters...


