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EDITORIAL

Labour Day

— idols deceive, but Christ redeems

Is Japan conquering our world?

Some time ago | had a conversation with a Japanese stu-
dent. She had studied and worked in the United States for a
number of years and was now working and studying in Canada.
She identified the white people of the Western world with Chris-
tianity and had nothing favourable to say about us. Her testi-
mony was very negative. White people, the Christians, are all
corrupt. What she had so far experienced was that white peo-
ple, Christians, are deceiving, greedy, immoral, selfish.

She said these things on the morning that the radio broad-
casted the news that soon a number of American car factories
had to be closed. Her comment was: We Japanese are taking
over. Forty years ago we lost the war in which we tried to con-
guer the world with weapons. Now we are winning that war
with peaceful means of economic power. Even the American
government is buying our steel, because it is cheaper and of
a better quality. Moreover, the North American car makers have
to close their factories, because they cannot compete with us;
one of the reasons is that the unions demand wages that are
too high. In this way the unions work the American car makers
out of the competition. We have a different manner of working.
We work together as a family; we work together for building
up our businesses. That is how Japan is now successful in con-
quering the world.

It is remarkable that not so long ago a number of Saturday
issues of the Globe and Mail discussed the growing economic
power of Japan in our present world.

Recently we had a strike of the letier carriers demanding
the retention of work conditions under which every private busi-
ness would go bankrupt in a very short time. That is how |
understood the information in the papers. | also read that soon
the inside postal warkers will strike. We can read and hear
about strikes now here and then there.

In this 1987 situation, in the beginning of September, Can-
ada celebrates another Labour Day. It is meant to promote the
cause of the labourers and to honour and glorify the Labour
movement. My Japanese spokeswoman was not ready to take
part in speaking honouring words regarding the modern (secu-
lar) Labour movement. In fact, her words meant that, in her
view, the unions are economically digging their own grave by
their derands. Must we say: idols deceive, because they can-
not save those who worship them, since they are idols?

Is secular unionism idolatry?

The present iabour strife shows that management and la-
bourers still have not come to a lasting peace, and that the
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hostility goes on o keep the two groups apart. We shall not
put the blame for the strife on one side only. We can also read
in the papers about salaries and bonuses for executives which
ordinary people are inclined to call outrageous. Perhaps we
must still say that, in general, employer and employee fight
for their own direct interests.

The Labour movement can be characterized as a struggle
for (redeeming) power, although it seems that there was a differ-
ence between the European and the North American branches.
Both have a different date on the calendar for their celebra-
tions. In Europe and other parts of the world Labour Day is
on the first of May and has a very strong socialistic and com-
munistic stamp. Here the day is celebrated on the first Mon-
day in September. Some have said that in North America the
emphasis was more on improvement of labour conditions. What-
ever is the case, one can notice a strong socialistic way of think-
ing in the modern movement. There seems to be a close rela-
tion between unions and the New Democratic Party. One can
read about protests of union members who do not want part
of their dues to go to the support of a political party or other
political and modern social causes, and therefore either do not
want to pay those dues or only part of them.

Now such economical and political aspects are not our
first and main objections against secular unionism. Our objec-
tions are first of all of a philosophical, or rather, of a confes-
sional, religious nature. {tis, principally, a matter of faith over
against faith, of true faith over against idolatry.

In order to get a clear picture here, we have to look at the
background of the Labour movement. That background is not
only the improvement of labour conditions, a social and eco-
nomic maiter, There is also a philosophy behind it. That phi-
losophy is socialistic, which means, humanistic. We find that
socialist ideology as the dominating force in the thinking of Karl
Marx, Friedrich Engels and Viadimir Lenin, the fathers of modern
communism and, to quite an extent, socialism. They called on
the labourers to unite and in that union to overpower their arch-
enemies, the capitalists. In this way of revolution, the proletar-
ians of the world would bring about their deliverance or libera-
tion from oppression, their freedom, and they would establish
a kind of classless paradise for all the proletarians of the earth.

It can be clear that we have to do here with a philosophy,
an ideology, which we can call religious. The terminology poinis
at a religious doctrine of redemption. But it is a doctrine of self-
redemption. The labourer is his own redeemer. If he follows
certain rules, pointed out by the leaders, he will work his own
salvation. In this light it is no wonder that unions were often
called a “‘brotherhood.” As brothers, the members of a union
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Three things must be seen here. They arg very important.
The first is the faith that the labourers, by uniting, can and will
redesn themselves; the second aspact is, that they seek
redeam themselvas in the way of revolution. And the third as-
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man needs God, but for his earthly existence he nesds io help
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everything.
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When we piace the Word of God, that is, the gospel of
Christ, over againstit, we find as it cﬁ@ drine that only the triune
God can claim total sliegiance and absoluie obedience, We
find further that the gospel forbids revolution as means 1o reach
one's goal; and we find that we, as Christians, have the calling
o confess Christ Jesus as the only redeemer and Lord, not
only for the soul, for elsrnity, but also for this life here on earth
in all its aspacts and relations.

in the leter o the Colossians Paul writes against a danger-
ous false, synoretistic doctrine which taught thai, in order W
hecome one with God and be saved, man needad o believe
in Christ, but besides thai he had 1o observe all kinds of rules
and regulméem Paul opposes that teaching and maintains that
Christ Jesus is the one and only Saviow and a compiete re-
desmer, he who has Christ has salvation. This salvation in
Christis not only for sternity and for spiritual things; it s a salvae-
tion for all of iife that God has created. Chiistis also the Saviour
for the earthly relations, for marriags and family and labour
relations. We can iind that in ch. 3:18-4:1 in connaction with
the pf%r‘@eﬂmq verses, ch. 3:1-17, read in the ccmeﬁ m the
whole letter. "I then jw ) have been raised with Christ” (311},
“out on love which binds everything together in perfect har-
mony”’ (3:%&?} “and iet the peace of ‘i)'nré i rule in your he%*iq”
{3158}, and et the Word of Christ dwell in you richl }/ T318),
and “whaiever you do, in word or de@ﬁ, do everything in the
niame of the Lord Jesus Christ, giving thanks to God the Father
through Him™’ {3:17).

Paul works this out, practically, for thres relations in life:
marria age, fan‘*iéy ang employer-empioyes, “Blaves,” Paul
says, “obeay in everything those who are your garthiy masters,
not with eye service, as men-pleasers, but in singleness of
heart, *ﬁafmg the Lz:n ¢, Whatever your task, work heartily, as
serving the Lord and not men, knowing that from the Lord you
will receive vour reward; you are serving the Lord Christ, For
the wrongdoar wiié ;p@ ;”'éﬁ;d back for the wrong he has done
and there is no ality’” (3:22-25). Then the admonition
foliows, *'Mas ter&; U&‘ai your siave
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that you also have a Masisr in heavez*i” {41}
fris qui"w obvious that ia‘m:}w relations today differ from
those in the days of Paul as they are indica z adl in the above-
quoted fexis. Workers ars not in the legal position of slaves
anymore, We can be thankiu! for th at cha 2;9 Erployees ars
now free men and women whao can maw tabour contracts with
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Here the Christian is called to show that he is radically
different ’?mm those who do not follow Christ with a true faith,
The humanist works for himself or some other goal. Whether
he is himself that goal, or whether he has some other ideal,
when daily work is ot dong in the service of the Lord, it is
idolatry. But if the work of a Christian is a matter of serving
the Lord, of obeving Hs:’:: Word in that work ;nd in the manner
in which he does if, how can he work for the union? How can
hefita gohg on strike as‘; walking the picket line in inio the
service of the Lord? Being a union member, and having o obey
its demands, can mean QQ;HQ those things that are in conflict
with confessing Christ as redeamer of our labour,
Christ is ﬁ'cg our redeemer in cur labour relations. He
brings harmony, loving care, in human relations, where ssifish-
ness, ?J"}gm for Q“W??, even hatred, destrovs gc’;:}a% relations.
He brings unity of faith, unity in serving the same Lord, also
in the relation bﬁzwearﬁ C:r stian employers and Christian em-
ployees. Together they acknowledgs Christ as their Saviour
and Master; therefore they care for and serve sach other as
all, the one sesking the well-being of the other, alsc in and
mh their dail sv work in g cerialn business. And again we can
say that this is 2 wonderful gospsl of redemption. It is oy 1o
work in, cmd e bulld up, a business in this faith, sesking the
good of one another, serving one another as &mpmyers and
smplovees, and in this way fo confess, not only with the mouth,
but also in the practice of dally labour relations, that Christis
your Saviour and Lord,
We alsc understand tha Y in which an emgioyer
oF an erﬂ %w@e s:» m' a fell Q Y- i;aiéev;%zf da} 3 not fres the Cns’
‘ st as redeemer. Whether
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refalion acts unjustly or is unfaly, that does not give the bellsving
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injustice. A Christian will acknowiedge the owner of a business
in his position. I need be, he could lsave, but he will not respond
with revolutiona sy &ction, In maeskness, he keeps confassing
Christ and serving Him
it can be clear t?zsi a %mr* ing mambers
tion that can compel & Chilstian o ds»cbe,
deny Him raﬁmahy, is unacceptable for tho
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OLD TESTAMENT AND ARCHAEO

The celebrated case of "Baby M.”
has recently focused public attention on
the reality and problems of surrogate moih-
erhood in modern society. in that particu-
lar instance, a married woman with chil-
dren sgreed o be artificially inseminated
50 1’?"4! she would bear a baby for a child-

ple. However, when the due date |
mveﬁ iha hired mmﬁe did not want 10
give up her newborn infant as the cammet
had stipulated. i took the courts 1o resolve
the matier (in favour of the father, L.e. the |
childless couple).

Such phenomena were unthinkable
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¢ when traditional views of marriags, con-
sistent with a Chris *sarz outiook, prevailed
and they remind us that we are in a post-
Christian era and are entering what is em
sentially an age of modern paganism. Ye
here, 100, the words of Ecclesiasies 1.9 am
&pﬁiicab : “there is nothing new under
the sun. Swr@{;a motherhood was also
known in the days of the patriarchs, as
the actions Qf Abmm with respect to Hagar
show (Gen. 18:1-4; ¢f. aleo Gen, 30:1-13).
Ei may be ms%rucw to consider this situa-
tion brief fiy.

Abram and Sarai’s dile
and action

The LORD had promised Abram that
he would become a great nation {Gen.
12:2). His offspring would be like the dust
of the sarth, so that i one can count the
dust of the earih, your descendants also
can be counted” (Gen. 13:16). Howevsr,
a8 time passed doubls rose in Abram'’s
heart whether he and Saral would ever
receive a child and he saw no way out but
that Ellezer his servant would be heir.
This would have been in accordance with
the cusioms of those days by which &
childless man czu%c:! adopt his most trust-
ad servant or slave so that he would re-
ceive the inherit ame But God assured
b “This man shall not be your heir;
your own son shall be your heir. And He
brought him ouiside and said, "Look to-
ward heaven, and numbsr tha stars, if you
are able to number them.” Then He aaéd
to him, “So shall your descendants b
And he believed the LORD and “ae e«;::m
oned it 1o him as rightecusness” {Gen.
15:4-8). So Abram went in faith.

But the life of Taith did not go without
struggie and stumbling. Abram and Sarat
became 85 and 75 years old respecti

mima




It had been ten years since they had left
Haran and God had promised them off-
spring (cf. Gen 12:4; 16:3). Still the LORD
had not given them a child. Now God had
clearly indicated that Eliezer was not to
be the heir so that avenue was cut off.
There was, however, another route open
for childless couples at that time who de-
sired offspring; namely, the custom of
surrogate motherhood, whereby a female
slave was to be given by the childless wife
to her husband to provide offspring. For
example, a second millennium adoption
and marriage contract in part reads: "if
Kelim-ninu [the bride] does not bear chil-
dren, Kelim-ninu shall acquire a woman
of the land of Lullu [where slaves were ob-
tained] as wife for Shennima [the bride-
groom].” (See J.B. Pritchard, Ancient
Near Eastern Texts, 220.) Certain sections
{144-147) of the famous eighteenth cen-
tury B.C. law code of Hammurabi reflect
similar and related customs (lbid., 172).

It was this route that Sarai followed
and s hoped to receive the child of prom-
ise. ‘Sarai said to Abram, ‘Behold now,
the LORD has prevented me from bear-
ing children; go in to my maid; it may be
that | shall obtain children by her” (Gen.
16:2). Abram complied. As a child of his
times he was familiar with this custom.
The slave’s name was Hagar and she con-
ceived. What happened here is what hap-
pened elsewhere in the ancient Near East.
In principle it is also identical to surrogate
parenting as practised today. A significant
difference is that not a stranger, but a
member of Abram’s household was in-
volved.

As can be expected when the mar-
riage relationship is violated and mater-
nal feelings are aroused in a third party,
miseries developed (cf. also Gen. 30:1-13).
In the case before us, Hagar began to
despise Sarai, who in turn humiliated her
slave so that she ran away. In effect she
chose death rather than continued servi-
tude, for as a pregnant woman she fled
into the wilderness (cf. Gen. 16:7).

The LORD’s response

in mercy God worked for the restora-
tion of the original relationships and clear-
ly indicated that Abram was not o receive
the promised seed by a surrogate mother
in the person of Hagar. He had io live by
faith in God’'s promise of seed.

The angel of the LORD told Hagar
to return to her mistress and to submit
to Sarai (Gen. 16:9). He also said, "1 will
so greatly multiply your descendants that
they cannot be numbered for multitude™
{v. 10). These words are important for they
indicate that the child that had been con-
ceived is to be considered Hagar’s ('your
descendants’’) and not Abram and Sarai’s
in the first place. Thus Hagar’s identity
as surrogate mother for Sarai is denied.

Yet, the relationship with Abram is not
overlooked. The child was also Abram’s
and through this child Hagar will share in
Abram’s blessing. She too will have an
innumerable offspring, but it will have its
own identity (v. 12; ¢f. also Gen. 17:20, 21;
21:13). Abram apparently was not aware
of all this and assumed that Ishmael was
the promised seed (cf. Gen. 17:18).

both as good as dead (cf. Heb. 11:11, 12;
Fom. 4:18-21), that God fulfilled His prom-
ise and gave new life so that Sarah con-
ceived and bore Isaac (Gen. 21:1-7). He
was born by the power of the Spirit (Gal.
4:29) in faith (Heb. 11:11, 12). So Abraham
became father, the father of all believers.

We who are also children of Abraham
by the same life-giving Spirit may likewise

“We who are also children of Abraham
by the same life-giving Spirit may likewise
live by faith in this the last age.”

Ishmael was born because Sarai and
Abram wanted to realize the promises of
God in their own way, according to the
human wisdom of the day. This was the
way of the flesh. Apparently because of
the early stage in the history of revela-
tion and the times in which they lived, the
LORD tolerated and did not specifically
condemn this disruption of the marriage
bond (cf. Ex. 21:4). Indeed, He even used
this custom in his own sovereign way {(cf.
also Gen. 30:1-131). It was not until fifteen
years after the Hagar affair, when Abra-
ham was 100 years old and Sarah was 90,

live by faith in this the last age. That also
means that we will regard current surro-
gate parenting as a regression to the cus-
toms of heathendom, to the ways of the
former “times of ignorance” (Acts 17:30).
Although God tolerated much then, today
our and our civilization’s responsibilities
weigh much heavier, since we have re-
ceived His full revelation and we know full
well how our Lord hates any weakening of
the marriage bond (cf. also Matt. 19:4ff.).

C. VAN DAM
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Analysis of an interpretation.

(Synod 1986 on Art. 28 of the Confession)

“Forever shall remain’’

| believe that no one who cannot say
(sing): “‘of which | am and forever shalil
remain a living member”’ (Cat. answ. 54)
should talk about the church (a blind per-
son should not talk about colours!). You
cannot ‘‘believe the holy, catholic, chris-
tian church” without that “‘forever shall
remain.”” We may say this because we
know that the LORD has started a work
with us, and thus will finish it, Psalm 7138.

That is assurance of faith.

But now, do you know whether there
will be a Canadian Reformed Church in
your hometown 25 years from now? You
do not. But you know that Jesus Christ
will complete the work given to Him by His
Father: ““to gather the elect.”” If someone
calls that “nebulous, devoid of meaning,”
then we do not understand each other
anymore.

If that “‘believing the church’ would
be considered (I'm quoting!) a “nullifying”
and an “‘undermining”’ of the Confession,
then it is time to wake up!

Of which church “am | and forever
shall remain a living member?”’

Of the Ebenezer Canadian Reformed
Church in Burlington?

When | professed that “forever re-
main’’ as a young man, | was a member
of De Gereformeerde Kerk te Kampen,
Netherlands.

| left Kampen. | was for three years
a member of de Geref. Kerk te Mussel.
“, .. forever remain. . . ."”

in Wezep we were sent out of De Ge-
ref. Kerken (Syn.) in the Netherlands.
... forever remain. . ..

After eight years in Enschede, cer-
tainly not “forever,” we left for Canada,
most certainly “‘remaining members” in
that overloaded, ice-covered plane. . . .
We became (. . . remaining forever. . ..”)
in Orangeville what we had not yet been
before: members of a Canadian Reformed
Church.

Suppose that plane had crashed in-
to the ocean . . . we would not have been
in the register of any local church on earth
— and, yet, . . . forever remain.”

Whatever the future will bring for the
Canadian Reformed Churches, and what-
ever these Churches will bring to the
future generations, | will ‘‘forever remain.”

| am not that young anymore. Even
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if this is the last thing | write for publica-
tion, ““. .. I shall dwell in the house of the
Lorp forever,” Psalm 23.

“Nothing will be able o separate me
from the love of Christ,” Romans 8.

Even if you, dear reader, reject from
the heart everything | wrote, | must re-
mind you: when you die, you will stop
being a member of a Canadian Reformed
Church. And thus you cannot get away
from the conclusion that “forever remain-
ing a living member of the holy universal
church” includes more than your present,
temporary, membership of a local, true
and faithful church.

Or does this “only comfort” now also
have to fall flat before the hegemony of
Art. 28 as Synod '86 read it? Do we, may-
be, now “believe IN the church?”’

Before we are going to read this Ar-
ticle together the way, | am deeply con-
vinced, it should be read, | must mention
two more examples of this “hegemony of
Art. 28.7

First, Synod referred, in an off-hand
way, to the well-known text Deut. 29:29:
“The secret things belong to the LORD
ourGod, but the things that are revealed
belong to us and our children forever, that
we may do all the words of this law.”

Usually this text has, be it by armi-
nians or calvinists, been taken out of con-
text: an exegetical ““sin”’ of first order.

You hear it already coming! Synod
wanted us to hear the distinction between
Art. 27 and Art. 28 of the confession. The
former speaks “in general terms” of that
“nebulous’” universal church; the fatter
tells us and our children to join the true
church. We wholeheartedly agree with
that duty, of course.

But | do not believe that Deut. 29:29
solves any “problem’ here, in the shadow
of Art. 28.

No one, | am sure, claims that he can
point out who has been elected from eter-
nity: “‘this one here, ancther there. . . ."
That is, indeed, a secret, although let us
not forget our Canons: God'’s election and
predestination are of great comfort for His
people!

But let no one say that Christ’s world-
wide gathering of the elect is a secret, as
though the Lord had not revealed that!
The whole Bible is filled with thatl The
Lorp God Himself revealed that to our
first parents after their fall. He promised

it to father Abraham: as the sand on the
seashore. . . . Think of the “universal”
Psalms. Yes, every page of the New Tes-
tament speaks about it. “'Go to all the na-
tions. .. .”

No one should call that something
that does not belong to the revealed things!
As though we know nothing about it, and
as though we know nothing about those
true believers, who have — for whatever
reason — not, or not yet, joined a local
true church.

Prof. B. Holwerda said, in a sermon
on Lord's Day 21 (vol. 2, p. 132): ““Christus
heeft alle gelovigen deel gegeven aan
Zichzelf en zijn schatten en gaven. Dus
niet alieen de gelovigen in de Gerefor-
meerde. kerk, maar evengoed die in de
Hervormde, de Christelijke Gereformeer-
de, de Oud-Gereformeerde, de Lutherse
Kerk; ja ook in de Rooms-Katholieke, de
Grieks-Katholieke Kerk, all gelovigen ook
in de kring van Buchmann, Johannes De
Heer, het Leger des Heils. Zij hebben
evengoed als wij deel aan de schaiten
van Christus, want wie door Christus
vergaderd wordt (N.B. gathered by Christ!
VD) ontvangt de toegang tot al zijn schat-
ten, zoals wij die genoemd hebben.”

Yes, then Holwerda continues to
speak about the calling of every believer
to maintain the unity of the church (Art.
28), but he does that on the basis of what
we quoted from him. | hope that you can
understand Dutch!

Who are we to speak about “other
believers” the way one hears it more than
once. .. .?

“Lest you be judged. . . .”

We call (do we?) others to the "here
and now faithful church’ exactly because
they are believers, as Holwerda said it!
We do not call unbelievers to join the
church!

From this unwarranted reference to
Deut. 28:29 it was for Synod '86 only a
small step to condemn the “use of elec-
tion and regeneration as a starting point
for . . . definition of the church.”

| do not care about what someone
may have concluded from the presence
of true believers in various “‘churches.”
Such a someone may have said foolish
things. Some may have concluded that
the presence of believers in a *‘denomina-
tion” turns that “‘denomination’ into a
{true) church.



That is wrong as much as it is wrong
to conclude from the presence of hypo-
crites in a true church, that it is not atrue
church.

What a confusion!

Art. 29 should have cured us: “we
are not speaking here of the hypocrites
{...but...)of the body and the commu-
nion of the true Church.”

norms for Christ. But why then not say
what we confess in Cat. 21: His norm is
the Father's election: "'a church chosen
o everlasting life?”)

P. 101: Now we find both combined:
“Synod of Cloverdale accented the norms
which apply to the believers and which
Christ maintains in gathering His Church.”

P, 103: A whole section uses the

church.” You "smell” that everywhere:
Romanist theologians asked them: “Where
was your church in the Middie Ages?”

De Brés folliowed Luther, when he
said: “In the Middie Ages the church was
hidden, just like in the days of Ahab, when
even Elijah did not see the church any-
more.”’

“We are the church of the aposties

But there is that (binding?) statement
of “our” recent General Synod: "It is
wrong o use election and regeneration as
a starting-point for the definition of the
church.”

Thus, even election as starting-point
for the definition of the church is “flai-
tened”’ before synod’s interpretation of
Art. 28!

But there is no other starting-point but
election!

“Blessed is he whom Thou dost
choose, and bring near, to dwell in Thy
court,” Psalm 65:4. "All that the Father
gives me, will come fo me,” John 6:37. The
angels will “gather his elect,” Mt. 24:31.
Read Ephesians 1. Read the Canons, that
living comfort.

THAT 18 THE ONLY STARTING
POINT: H. Cat. L.D. 21: “the Son of God
gathers a church chosen to everlasting
life.” Check the references. Mind you,
synod was not talking here about the
preaching of the Gospel! There we do not
start with “‘election.” But the issue was
and is: a definition of the (holy catholic)
church, which is the in-gathering of all the
elect.

On norms

The reader may again ask: “what,
then, about Article 2817 | am hastening
toward it.

Thus only as an aside something
about the use of the term “‘norm(s).”

Appellants may also have to be
blamed — | do not know about that. But
| sympathize with a colleague who com-
plained the other day that Synod '86 is
so difficult to understand, when it spoke
about Art. 28.

Of course, Art. 28 has to do with
norms: so have Art. 29 and 30, 31,32, ..
elcetera, as well as Art. 27 and all the ar-
ticles before it.

When all references to “the norm”’
are put together, it gives indeed a con-
fusing picture.

P. 99 . . . appellants with their
‘theological construction’ neglect the
norms mentioned in Art. 28.7 {(must be
norms for man).

P. 100: “Lord’s Day 21:54 indeed
gives an overview of Christ’s work of
gathering. . . . The norms (by the Spirit
and Word in the unity of the true faith) are
included.” (These cannot be norms for us
[“Spirit and Word!”}]; then they must be
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plural, plus the addition frue norms.”
Confusing indeed.

Reading Article 28 together

We are now going to read this Arti-
cle 28, this beautiful article of faith, that
wants in INclude every true believer, in-
stead of what nowadays seems to happen,
on both sides of the ocean: to EXclude
most of them.

1. Only the texi of our Confessions
is binding, and not their historical back-
ground and meaning. Yet, even with the
text of the Bible, as with all texts that
come to us from the past, we try to under-
stand them within their historical context
and against their historical background.

To treat Art. 28 as a nearly-inspired,
infallible and inerrant text, apart from that
background, etc., would lead to unaccep-
table conclusions. Thus a minister used
the well-known words, “and there is no
salvation outside of it” (extra ecclesiam
nulla salus) to preach and teach that there
is no salvation at all (nulfa salus) outside
the federation to which his congregation
belongs. Thus denying the truth, that
we discussed earlier: “believers, all and
everyone, as members of Christ have
communion with Him and share in all His
freasures and gifts,” H. Cat. answ. 55
(remember Holwerda's sermon!).

Let us therefore proceed on our way
with asking what Art. 28 together with 27,
29 ff. wanted to be in the sixieenth cen-
tury, and thus what it still wants to say in
the twentieth century.

In his Confession Guido de Brés,
together with all reformers, was testify-
ing against the Pope and his “Roman

and prophets,” said John Calvin.

Thus the old slogan “Extra Ecclesiam
Nulla Salus’ entered the debate.

The Romanists said: ““outside the
Church of Rome no salvation!”

Was it, then, not unwise of Guido to
use the same words in his confession?

The answer is: “‘when two say the
same, it is not the same!”’

The Reformation did not counter:
“outside the Church of Calvin, Luther, no
salvation. . . .”" but: “‘Outside the church
of Jesus Christ no salvation!”

Thus we understand Art. 27 better.
“This church of Jesus Christ has existed
from the beginning of the world.” This
church is not confined to one particular
place” (Rome) or to certain persons”
(Pope and priests).

“I believe that the Son of God . .. |"
Cat. 21. Not the church of the Pope. But
the church of Jesus Christ. Now it is clear
that Art. 28 in its opening words refers
back to this “holy assembly and congre-
gation” as “spread and dispersed through-
out the whole world.” Qutside this church,
which certainly is not “'nebulous,” there
is no salvation.

And then all the sheep of Jesus Christ,
having been delivered from “‘hirelings,
wolves, and robbers” (John 10), joyiully
confessed: “and we belong to His Church,
for we have tasted the good Word again!
His Spirit has changed our lives and
brought us together in the unity of faith:
“joined and united.” We have been trans-
ferred from darkness into light! When we
meel together, the heavenly Jerusalem
descends in our midst. We would not
know where else we could find salvation.
Certainly not in our good works, in Mary
or the saints. We have been united by the
Voice of the Good Shepherd!”

And thus there stood clearly over
against each other, the true, the real
church as the congregation of the be-
lievers, and that papal empire that per-
secuted, tortured, and killed them. Never
mind! They died singing!

But they knew that several fellow-
believers had stayed behind in that prison
of the pope. For what reason? Fear? Lit-
tle faith? Scared to lose their job, even
their life? (You can read all this in Art. 28).

Thus they wrote their “Evangelical
Manifesto,”” Art. 28!

Mot to scare away other believers,
but to atfract them. To atiract other be-
lievers. They wanied them to also be-
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Response:

1. Br. VanDooren works strongly with
the words of the Catechism, where we
confess as our faith that we are and “shall
forever remain a living member”” of the
church of Christ. He then writes, “‘If that
‘believing the church’ would be considered

Reformed Church (Free Reformed), the
Old-Reformed Church {Netherlands Re-
formed), the Lutheran Church, yes, also
in the Roman Catholic Church, the Greek
Catholic Church, all belisvers also in the
circle of Buchmann, Johannes de Heer,

that | visit them once in a while; or that
t attend another church denomination; in
that case | lightly dance over all the prob-
lems, over the question of obedience;
also not in this way that | simply call them
all true churches, because then tignore

{'m gquoting} a ‘nullifying’ and an ‘under-
mining’ of the Confession, then it is time
to wake up!”’ Rev. VanDooren then writes
about membership of the local (irue) con-
gregations or churches of which he has
been a member and about dying and not
being a member of a local Canadian Re-
formed Church anymore.

| find the whole reasoning here again
one of driving the pronouncements of the
synod into consequences which this synod
did not state. When one says that the holy
catholic church is not just a whole invisi-
ble total number of believers or elect, but
is gathered in all the local, true, church
gatherings, gathered by Christ, does that
then mean, per consequence, that when
a person moves from the one local church
to the other, with an attestation, he during
that time is not a member of a local church
and therefore not of the church of the
Lord Jesus Christ? In my opinion, that is
pressing the matier.

On the one hand we say: the infants
of believing parents must be baptized,
or, by baptism be incorporated into the
church, on the other hand we say: this is
so because they belong to, are members
of, the church. And in my view, we do not
mean two different churches here, a visi-
ble and an invisible. | see in both cases
the church of Christ as He visibly gathers
her in a local true church.

The synod will not at all take away
from br. VanDooren or any other member
of a true church, the comfort that he is
and shall remain a living member of the
church of Christ. Br. VanDooren is a mem-
ber. But it is another matter when it re-
gards a person who is and remains a
member of a false church or a sect. Can
a member of a sect or of a false church
say, on good, valid, Scriptural grounds:
“I am a member of the church of Christ,”
which He gathers for Himself in the unity
of the true faith? He had better say: Let
me get out of herel

Br. VanDooren finds support for his
view that all the believers are members
of the church of Christ in what Prof. B
Holwerda wrote in a sermon on Lord’s
Day 21 in the series “"De Dingen Die Ons
Van God Geschonken Zijn.” (The Things
given us from God). VanDooren quotes,
“Christ has made all believers partakers
of Himself and of all His treasures and
gifts. Thus not only the believers in the
Reformed Church, but also those in the
Dutch Reformed Church, the Christian

the Salvation Army. They are, just as we,
partakers of the treasures of Christ, for
he who is being gathered by Christ re-
ceives the access to all His treasures, as
we have mentioned them.”

Let me quote what Holwerda says on
the next pages: “Christ gathers for Himself
a congregation; He has the only authority
in His church; He exercises authority only
through His Word. The Roman (Catholics)
forgot this when they put the pope on the
chair of Christ; the Dutch Reformed forgot
this when they rendered 1o their regula-
tions more authority than to the Word of
Christ. | do not say, then, that there are
no believers there. . . . The believers are
there, but there is not the church of Christ
which He gathers for Himself. 1t is there
the church of the pope, the church of the
synod. . . . Thus there is also that other
aspect: Christ gathers in the unity of the
true faith. And so we must honour Him
in His work of gathering the church. He
does not gather the believers and the
unbelievers together, but He gathers the
believers and separates them by true faith
from the unbelievers. And exactly be-
cause it is never our church but the church
of Jesus Christ, because only He has the
authority {o say how things have to be
with the church, we have to honour Him in
this law for the church gathering work. . . .
if, then, unbelievers are openly admitted
into the communion of the church . . ., if
they are admitted to the table of the Lord,
if children of unbelievers are baptized,
and modern (liberal, J.G.) ministers are
admitted to the pulpit, then there the law
of Christ for the gathering of the church
is despised; and with that | am not al-
lowed to have communion. If | was allowed
to do what is the easiest, then | would stay
there; there are true brothers in that church;
I have old ties with them; and a separa-
tion means a lot of contempt and persecu-
tion and misery and sleepless nights. But
as a living member, | am bound to the law
of Christ for the gathering of the church.
That is why | am not aliowed to stay there
any longer. It is not so that suddenly all
those who are there are unbelievers, for-
tunately not; but when believers and un-
believers are gathered together, then that
is not the church, for Christ gathers in the
unity of the true faith; and if | am faithful
to Him, then | have to separate from those
who are not of the church. At the same
time | am called to exercise the unity of
faith with all the believers; not in this way,

" that Christ gathers in the unity of the true

faith. . . .

VanDooren asks special attention for
the fact that Holwerda writes that Christ
gathers afl the believers. But no one has
ever denied that fact. Both synods of
1983 and of 1986 have clearly stated this
very same truth. The Acts of Synod 1986,
p. 102, acknowledges “Christ’'s work of
gathering all those whom the Father has
given Him and whom He regenerates.
This gathering-work of Christ is broader
than the local, true churches.” Thus, it
is correct to say “‘concerning the holy,
catholic church that it is the gathering of
those who are chosen and by regeneration
are ingrafted into Him.”

Christ gathers all the elect. Cerlainly.
The doctrine of election has been revealed
to us as a great comfort for those who
believe in Christ Jesus with a true faith.
Absolutely. Election is the basis for Christ's
church gathering work. He gathers ali the
elect. There is no doubt about that. In this
sense, certainly, it all starts with election.

But let me now ask br. VanDooren
a question. If one says that the holy,
catholic church is the gathering of the
elect (while no person on earth knows the
elect), and all those elect togsther are the
true, invisible, church of Christ, is, then,
not the consequence that the church be-
comes the total number of the elect? is,
then, the church not a totality of individ-
uals, a total number? Sure, br. VanDooren
does not want to say that either. That is
what K. Schilder fought against, because
the church as gathered by Christ is much
more than just a total number. it is a
gathering and assembly here on earth.

But if we agree that it is not totally
correct to say that all the elect togsther
are, here and now, the true church, can
we then say that all those who are re-
generated, who are believers, are together
the church of Christ? Do we, in that case,
not again come to a definition of the church
as an invisible, total number? Do we, in
that case, not create a true, invisible,
church behind all the different visible,
church institutions?

| have no problems with saying that
all the believers belong to the church,
belonging in the sense of “they ought to
be there, because that is where they
belong.” Some are in, others are outside;
but they all are called to maintain the unity
of the true faith in Christ’s true church.
Let me take an example. Imagine that in
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of meg mcs {Exod. 3371 ... The edah,
the mmgre&a: o1, ugpwrsﬁ H ha ‘g been
constituted with the command o leave
Egypt. .. 7 | s poinded at Exod. 1218,
wheara both words ocour, and where the
New English Bible tr;m tes, the “as-
sembied community of israsl. " The BBV
has the “assembly of the con ~cxw<e$=§=un of
Israel.’” i is ciear from this u:S?“‘ that thess
two words indicate the visib & congrega-
tion or peopie of the Lam as they are

irw ?mm
H:}%y Spuirit.

?L vhile the word sypagoge, which can
maan “the collecting or bringing togethsr

obthings .. ., and also of rocps and pao-
ple,” has & *“5 ore “specialized and most

clearly defined meaning In the activities
r*%’*e wildde, Here it was used . - for ma
ag laf mostly festive asser nE“Ey
&:h meal and sacrfice, ¢f the QL 5«
which are almost without e%emzm o be
understood as cullic f@!,u\“smm
The word synagoge is used in the
New Tastarnent for the assembied meeting
and mzeting place of the Jews, while the
word exklesia is used for the assembly,
the gathering of those who believe in
Christ, | shall give a few more guoiss from
the same dictionary. Under the heading
“Paul’ it says, “"When he speaks of the
church .. ., Paul’s stanting point is the
proctamation a§ Christ. . . . The ekklesia
apgears as the event in which God fuifills
s election through his per% nal call

Q

=
Q

{FRom. 829} For this reason he can
spaak of the Ketol, the ca%%ej whan he
means the Christlan commu nfw . For
the same reason he addresses his em%y

letters 1o Thessalonica to the ekidesia
of the Thessalonians . . . in God the Fa-
ther . .., 2 formula which links the idea
of the church as event with that of the
local chureh, s not difficult to recognize
the basic idea of the 0.7, gahal Bul the
exkiesiz of the Thessalonians also sm:rw
duces 1o the Gresk mingd the olaim that th
catl of God, which has gone out mmug"
the apostle and other preachers in the
form of the offer of reconciliation (¢f.
f“‘m a1, h%“ brought togsther this as-
ﬁtgv, e
“Where the ekkiesia is an event, the
institution of ’ihe skifesia comes into belng
ard will continue fo do so in the expscia-
tion that {the } c*m will continue 1o make
His praser (‘ﬂmﬂf; togethar (syna-
gagﬂ 211'2 in 'a; 3¢ %mgﬂt, JGD
MUS i slement
in efmm‘ {ﬁf, { uu{ 1%:‘35}‘ Hen-ﬁa the
ekidesia can ué? aught of in pweiy con-
C i i%f’”‘zs ritualizing in the
invisible ﬁ,i'?wi”‘“ {ec-
:n :f;b:!fa; fs %t :-Jn?‘“ammtsée for P:}dé
The idea of the invigible church is
found in Aaaqwmm City of God, Wyclifis,
g poclesls m?fa}m: o Revelg-
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tion, Calvin, fsf‘ué*‘ %3 17 arm many
ofhwer writers, ... The 5 118 loca.
tion, nct e ing wxzhm definahis
q»’*cma;:h;m z:.'m ... Bodar the die-
] GNEary.



Herewith | would like to conclude my
response to, and discussion with br. Van-
Dooren. | am sure that the last word has
not been spoken on this subject. We see
that the concept of an invisible church
being all the elect, or all the true believers,
all those regenerated, was followed in the
days of the Reformation and their fore-
runners, like Wycliffe and Huss, in op-

position to the claims of the pope-and his. |

followers in the Roman church. it i3, there-
fore, not strange to see this concept also
expressed in the Belgic Confession and
read it in this way. However, fortunately,
our confessions do not use this word at
all. And where so very many have ac-
cepted it and believed it also in the Re-
formed Churches, we should not now
call it a heresy. Doing this would mean
that so many of our Reformed fathers
were, on this point, heretics. On the other
hand, when Dr. K. Schilder and others
warned and fought against this concept,
and pointed out that when Scripture speaks
about the churchies) of Christ Jesus, it
speaks about a visible entity, they had
good grounds for doing this.

And what our churches in its consis-
tories and major assemblies have warned
against is explanations and applications
of the confession that lead back to a
pluriformity concept and an ecumenism
in which the norms (Holwerda speaks of
the law of Christ for the gathering of His
church) are practically put aside. Dr. K.
Schilder struggled to lead the churches
in the way of the obedience of faith, also
on the point of being church and seeing
the church. That very same effort | taste
in VanDooren’s concluding application of
Art. 28 in a plea to those who are and re-
main in churches where a pope or hier-
archical board or ““New Hermeneutics,”
and so on, rule. At the same time, if an
invisible church concept and a pluriformity
thinking leads us in the direction of a
superficial ecumenism in which the con-
fessed law for the gathering of the church
is not maintained, we will lose that attrac-
tion of which br. VanDooren speaks. it is
this broad ecumenism that does not abide
by God's law for the church which is
a strong component in leading many a
church astray, and from which others
separate to remain faithful.

Let us so continue the struggle of
faith together with all those who love, and

i truth.
abide by, the tru J. GEERTSEMA

NOTE: We apologize that, in the first and sec-
ond installment “Article” and “Response’ do
not synchronize.

Point 4 of my first “Response’’ should be
read with the beginning of the second install-
ment of VanDooren's article.

In the second place, the second paragraph
of the third and last column of the first “'He-
sponse’’ on page 349 is not completely ciear
and needs some correction. What | meant to

say is this: “Rev. VanDooren, as | see if, your
reasoning is the following: all those who believe
are by faith ingrafted into Christ, and with that,
they are also, automatically, members of the
church of Christ. This is namely the work of
the Holy Spirit.

Seeing things in this way, you consequent-

LETTER TO THE EDITOR

ly conclude: "if the Synod denies that one who
is ingrafted into Christ by faith and thus is a
member of His body, that is, of His Church,
the Synod denies herewith the first and fore-
most importance of the work of the Spirit of
Christ. (Howaver, . . )

J. GEERTSEMA

Dear Editor,

Reverend VanUOene's “Renewed
Reflections” (Clarion of May 22, 1987) on
the correct interpretation of Art. 31 C.O.
did not guite convince me. In the same
Clarion on page 233 the Press Release of
Regional Synod-West (March 1987) shows
in Art. 2 that Rev. VanQOene’s view on Art.
31 C.0. is already being put into practice
by the churches. in other words: the mat-
{er is of more than just academic interest.
i trust that you agree, Mr. Editor, that for
that reason continued public debate has
some merit. Allow me therefore 1o raise
the following “renewed objections.”

1. Rev. VanOene insists on inter-
preting Art. 31 C.O. exclusively according
o the apparent meaning of the literal text
of the article. However, by dismissing the
historical background and origin for the
interpretation of Art. 31, he in fact dis-
misses the historical and original meaning
of this article. it is a significant breach with
the past.

in the recent past, other churches of
Reformed origin have reformulated Art.
31. “Renewed Reflections” gives as ex-
ample the revised Church Order of the
C.R.C. The intention of such reformula-
tions was to have Art. 31 more properly
reflect the true and historical meaning of
this article: in a new formulation the old
classic meaning was preserved. Rev.
VanOene seems to be doing the exact op-
posite: while maintaining the old classic
formulation, he changes the old classic
meaning. In his interpretation the article
is made {0 say what it never meant to say.
Only in wording the inheritance is pre-
served, not in content.

2. “Renewed Reflections” urges us
“to bear in mind all the time that the deci-
sions of the Dutch sister churches “col-
lected in the course of almost one hun-
dred years” are not the decisions of the
Canadian Reformed Churches. However,
my letter went back beyond the last one
hundred years. It went back to the deci-
sions made in the 16th century. And those
decisions constituted the very birth of Art.
31 C.0. is as it was born. Or otherwise let
the churches give birth to a new article.

3. In the meantime, the Can. Ref.
Churches are collecting their own deci-

sicns now, in the course of almost fourty
years. Those decisions at least are bind-
ing. Synod Toronto-1974 (Acts Art. 123,
consideration 2) decided to adopt the
following consideration: “'it should be ad-
mitted that Art. 31 of the Church Order
does not prevent any church member
from appealing if a decision of a minor
assembly is contrary to the Word of God,
the Confession or the Church Order, even
if the matter does not pertain to his own
person. However he may not meddie in
something that does not concern him.”
(Acts, Art. 123, consideration 2).

Admittedly, a synodical considera-
fion is not the same as a synodical deci-
sion. However, careful reading of the
decision of Toronto-1874 reveals that the
Can. Ref. Churches have decided that as
long as no proof is given for the restricted
interpretation of Art. 31 (as now propagat-
ed in Clarion), the rule by which the church-
es apply Art. 31 should be stated in con-
sideration 2. In my opinion the historical
interpretation of Art. 31 is binding on the
Can.Ref. Churches as long as no proof is
given that the scope of this article must be
restricted to the individual church mem-
ber who feels that he has been personal-
ly wronged.

4. The added clause “However, he
may not meddle in something that does
not concern him” (Art. 123, consideration
2), is precious. It maintains the right and
freedom of the major assemblies to de-
clare certain appeals inadmissible, f.i. on
the ground of meddlesomeness. There
may be other grounds, like improper tone
or form or presentation. But according to
Toronto-1974 the ground for inadmissi-
bility cannot be the fact that the appeliant
was not personally wronged.

5. 1 also object to the statement that
Art. 31 does not deal with the matter of
the binding character of the decisions
of the major assemblies for the churches
of the confederation. Rev. VanOene
writes that an article which would state
this binding character for the consistories
belongs in a hierarchical system of
church polity, not in a Reformed system.
Is Rev. VanOene of the opinion that the
Church Order of 1578 in Chapter Il Art. 8
reflects a hierarchical system? And was
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Dr. F.L. Rutgers hierachically inclined
when he taught his students that Reform-
ed Church Polity rests on two pillars: the
first one is Art. 74 (no church shall in any
way lord it over other churches) and the
second one is Art. 31 (ali churches shall
abide by the decisions of the major
assemblies, unless . . . etc.). According to
Rutgers Art. 31 is needed in the C.O. to
counterbalance Art. 74, whicharticle
otherwise might lead the churches into
boundless independentism. Together
these two articles form the backbone of
Reformed church polity: anti-hierarchical
in Art. 74, and anti-independentistic in Art.
31.

8. According to Rev. VanOene, the
duty of the consistories to consider deci-
sions of major assemblies binding, is a
“matter of course,” it is given with the
nature of the confederation as a covenant
of churches. It is selfevident. Regulating
this selfevident duty in an explicit article
is undesirable (see above under 5}, and
also unnecessary. But is what is stated in
Art. 74 not equally selfevident? And what
about Art. 32? Actually, for people with
perfect minds and, above all, perfect
hearts, every good thing is selfevident.
They always know to do the right thing in
any given situation. They need no law and
regulations. The trouble is, we are not yet
perfect. Take Art. 32, for argument’s
sake: delegates to major assemblies shall
have no vote in matters in which either
they themselves or their churches are
particularly involved. A “matter of course,”
we would say. Impartiality in the adminis-
tration of justice is a fundamental Biblical
principle, also recognized in the world. So
why put such a selfevident principle in the
Church Order? Nevertheless, it is in; and
even so we hear of Regional Synods where
delegates cheerfuily vote along in matters
in which “their churches” (Art. 32 C.0))
stand accused and for which these dele-
gates themselves sometimes bear per-
sonal responsibility! *“Their churches”
(Art. 32 C.Q.) are of course the churches
of these delegates as delegates, that is:
the churches which they represent or to
which they belong as delegates. That is
selfevident in the light of the principle of
impartiality in judicial matters, but even
that may have to be spelled out. So much
for perfection!

7. In my opinion Rev. VanOene owes
it to the churches to openly acknowledge
that his interpretation of Art. 31 is a depar-
ture from our Reformed history and the in-
troduction of something new. Is he pre-
pared to state that consistories in the time
of the Liberation (1944 ff.) did wrong by
liberating themselves from the decisions
of Synod with reference to Art. 31 C.0.7
Was it a church political blunder when
they added to their name of "Gerefor-
meerde Kerken in Nederland” the postal
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notation "“‘onderhoude Art. 31 K.O. (ob-
serving Art. 31 C.0.)"7

8. Switching back to the central issue
in our debate: the question whether the
individual church member has the right
also to appeal decisions by which he was
not personally wronged. Rev. VanOene
denies this right. He refers the church
member to his consistory “if he wishes {o

seeatrend reversed or a wrong decision |

made undone.” Excellent, — as a first
step. Rev. VanOene sees as the result of
the discussion with the consistory two
possibilities: a: the member becomes
convinced that he had the wrong concept;
b: the consistory becomes convinced that
action is required, initiating proceedings
which may, hopefully, lead o the correc-
tion of the evil. But Rev. VanQOene does
not mention the third possibility: ¢ the
member is right, but his consistory is not
convinced, and consequently does not
take the required action. | believe, there-
fore, that the excellent first step cannot be
the last step or the whole story. Rev. Van-
Oene does leave room for the possibility
that the member approach other consis-
tories, be it hesitantly (“perhaps other
consistories”), but the question is: which
consistories, and how many? Must possi-
bly all the consistories of the whole con-
federation come into action and serious-
ly study the member’s complaint and
send him their decision, him, and how-
ever many more members with different
complaints about other matters? Accord-
ing to me, the churches have their assem-
blies in which to deal with such matters,
through their delegates.

9. The real problem arises however
when no consistory can be found able or
willing to take over the member’s com-
plaint, while he nevertheless may be right
in his complaint. He is right, but he has no
access to the major assemblies, the deci-
sion making bodies. The consistories (the
“clericals”) have effectively blocked his
way. Yet, whereas individual churches
may fail to see the rightness of the mem-
ber’s complaint, the churches together,
by a combined effort of their best qualified
representatives (plus expert advisors!)
may very well come to the conclusion that
the member is right, through their deliber-
ations together. | thought that that was the
reason why we have major assemblies:
what individual churches are less able to
do individually, they may be very well able
to do together.

10. The above scenario may seem
far fetched. Still, Ecclesiastes 9:13-16
tells us the story of a poor wise man who
by his wisdom saved the besieged city.
He was not one of the officials, the re-
sponsible experts. He did not belong to
the “clericals’ so to speak. Fortunately,
they had the good sense to listen to him.
And so the city was delivered. The gifts of

the Spirit (a.0. wisdom and knowledge)
are not located in the circle of the office
bearers to the exclusion of others. Once
again | refer to what we confess to be the
mark of the true church (Art. 29 B.C)),
namely that it “governs itself by the pure
Word of God,” and by nothing else. That s
at stake. The Word of God must govern,
and therefore every voice which claims
deficiencies in that respect, must be ad-
mitted to the decision making bodies. It
may save the besieged city.

11. Indeed, it is surprising that Dr.
Nauta, of all people, warns against cleri-
calism in the restricted interpretation of
Art. 31 now propagated by Clarion. |
would say: if this view is too hierarchical
even for the hierarchist, it must be hierar-
chical indeed.

12. 1 share Rev. VanOene's concern
about the workload of the major assem-
blies. However, these concerns should be
addressed in different ways than the way
now promoted in Clarion. By no means all
letters of appeal are automatically admiss-
ible. improper tone, form, presentation,
motives or still other considerations may
well be good grounds for rejection. But
hierarchy is toco easy a way out. it always
was. It brings order, it streamlines pro-
ceedings, but at too high a cost.

13. Dear Editor, | am afraid that my
letter has become longer than all of us
would have actually liked. If you never-
theless would decide to place it this long,
I guess that a little addition will hardly
make any difference. The damage has
been done anyway. It is about another
matter lately promoted in your columns,
and also already being put into practice
by the churches. It is the view that the on-
Iy way by which the churches are to be in-
formed of the decisions of the major
assemblies is by way of the Acts. Would
not this create an unnecessary time-gap
during which lawful and binding decisions
cannot be implemented? | would like to
see room left for the possibility to send a
letter to the parties concerned as soon as
possible after certain decisions have
been made. This is important, in par-
ticular in urgent cases which concern the
peace and wellbeing of a local church or
classis (*'classis” here is meant in the
sense of that permanent and well-defined
body of churches which four times per
year meets in classis). If help is requested
of the confederation, this help should be
given at the earliest possible convenience.

14. Finally, where we sometimes dis-
agree with Rev. VanOene, we have at
least been forced by him to think; and
where we, more often, agree with him, we
have been learning much. On either score
he served the churches well. May he con-
tinue to do so.

With brotherly greetings,
J.D. WIELENGA



Although we might incur the anger of | been wronged by the decisions of these ¢, No “ar‘:i;:se {7 is permitted unless
our editor because of the length of Fev. | classes.” the brother or 8 complains — and
Wislenga's rebutial, vet we publish # TM» same Classis declared inad-| proves, of caurse - that he or she per-
because of the importance of the point in i missible the part of this same church’s | sonally has onged by an ec-
question | letter in which objections were raised | clesia %nf"ai de ng of the opinion
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Af the same time, however, we have 1o | against the gro ounds for the uspension | and complal nm_" mzn something is wrong
state that this is the ?aﬁ"‘{ ?gm@ that such a | of the Rev, C.De Haan, since "according is a., atmi y different matier. i% m’mf;-'
lengthy “Letter to the Editor” is pubdished. | 0 At 78 C.O, — now 71C.0., VO — only | sions in t?fai vein are
shouid neither stifle fis&s@mm& volces ?xu Church at Carman was calied upon | should not be dealt with. =
~— that's W?‘Y we did publish Rev. Wiel- | to judge these grounds.” Classis made | suc E complainis is the ssnsigimvu
enga’s letters — nor monopotize availabie thsw decision even though it did have 1o In his reaction 1o those remart

=
P
&
oy
o]
<

space — sha‘ {'s why this is the end of it. | judge these grounds, as appeals were | Wislenga wrole thal he no longer read
in an accompanying personal letter, | recsived from Winnip g and it also had | anything about the bindﬁm character o

Hev, Wisier &gﬂ wrote, among other things, | o judge whether Rev. De Haan should | major assemblies’ decisions.

that his reply “'gives you the opmm!‘ﬁv be deposed from office. To this | replied that it is not regeam

to once and for alt destroy the last argu- Classis Ontario South of September | sary and w wa aven be dangerous. Such

ments put into the field against your “aaiw 12, 1973, declared a letter from a member | a provision, | said, belongs more in an
tion, or otherwise give up a lost position. | inadmissible since the member did not | hierarchical sysﬁ@«

May what is best for the churches pre- | prove that he himself had been wronged. E“a thereby ~j smiss the historical
vail.” i do realize that no two situations are | and original meaning of this arnt ara%s""
it is for the benefit of t Churches | the same; that exampies of different deci- a(:i id not. There was not a hint in what
ihat we are aewmg the p ’%mwer to | sions can gasily be found a’m;‘ brought to | | wrote that such a provision in the 1500's
the questions also with 'eme*"t o ArL31 | the fore; and that the fact that som w.mrg was undesirable or wrong. The siiuation
C.0. was done before is no ground to declare | was different then from what is today
Apparently Rev. Wielenga is con- | similar action in the present correct. and, besides, we have gone through a
vinced that mine is a “lost position,” but What | guoted above doss pm% that mwory.
his arguments have not convinced me at | | am not advocaling something brand- That in the 1500 and 1600's the
all that such is the case. New. Churches had to maintain their indepen-
in a decision by the iatest Ragional i dence from the f:n;% authorities and tha
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may be foliowed by all following ?‘M‘i;f}!‘ i "in fact” dismiss “the msmr al and | to abide by the rules of the house, without
assemblies. original meaning of this article?” interference from without.
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brand-new as may be thought by some. | we get from the one thing into the other | ing character of ecclesiastical decisions
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correctness of my conviction, but only to | forest any longer. that reason — we have {0 insert g provi-
show that also in the past decisions were inmy “original”’ article on synodical | sion in order to state sxplicitly the Church-

made in the lin ,nﬁ ,e mrmm mentioned | decisions, | stressed, among other things, | es’ right to manage their own affairs and
ional 4 a. No cﬁmmumcaiianﬁ should be | todsemand of the members tha *they shall

sent by a general synod 1o a regional zmsd by the decisions made. | a_.hmx hem
ayrz:z;‘: or a ’ﬂa»ﬂm. -ﬁb m assemblies | of all the mw ur .:ﬁbmi equal oppor-
which sut S o 31*?*{;93‘ exist | funities and the allegsd right of lest »m 5
and the agmdﬁ of the next ones is deter- | and homo ’“@th?’
mined by the minor, not the W”a%{)e assem- Huwwm when | stated that as far as
Clagsis Alberia ;Mam*wa of June 29- 1 blies. ﬁm Churches themselves are concermoed
i declarad an overture from b. Individugl church members’ e 00 not need such a provision and that
a church inadmissib !o since this church | proposals may not be dealt with by the n: Wa::u%d aven be dangerous to have one
“neither stated nor proved that it had ' broader assemblies. did | then make a break with the ;\m



| emphasized thal acoepting and
abiding by de r:ia:émfs. of major assembiies
s a matter of ou
§,*t ted that dec

iz sometlmes thought, that this is

case, no appeal is aliowsd. Do | iaste

some of this in the above consideration?
Someone is allowsd to appeal if he

complains that he has been wronged, and

he

th

does not necessarily have o prove
w2t the relevant decision conflicts with
God's Word, the Confession or the Church
Order. We should not maks it difficult or
complicated. When i am convinced that

blies do not bem nme binding via a provi-
sion in the Church Or :wr but are binding
when they aﬁV peen made in accor
dance with t mf‘rdm ?0; the covenant
of g,m;mess called th ierati

_indged, | _do not %e eve ”W the
previous Art. 85 and Ar . 31 are sach
other’s “counterweight™ | o preve oni hier-
m’fw on the one side ﬂm’i independent-

ism on the other. For this | may refer to |

my previously mentioned farewell-ad-

dress.
With a

s:eifm 118&’:

view o the hierarchical de-
we have seen, e.g. in the

1940's in the Reformed C‘nurcha‘; in the
?‘ésthe?ianfﬁs as well as later on in the

Christian Reformed Church in the USA
and Canada, | repesat the wamir&q a
separaie article stating that decisions of
major assemblies are binding is dan-
gerous. A provision in that vein would only
strengthen a claim that “submission” ©
such decisions is obligatory.

Does taking the historical develop-
ment intc account amount to a breach
with the past?

Does not the changing historical
situation demand of us that we shall be
exira careful with projecting the present
into the past, vice versa?

Pravious decisions

Indeed, Rev. Wiglenga did refer to
decisions frmde iong before the one hun-
dred years which | mentioned. However,
does this make mny difference mqard ng
the point | made: “They are not binding
upon us?”

Only our own decisions are bindin
upon us, however much we can lear “s
from previous centuries.

But, Rev. Wielenga writes, there is
a consideration of Toronio 19741 That is,
at teast, our own decision.

Let's repeal it here,

“It should be admitted that Art. 31 of
the Church Order does not prevent any
church member from appealing, if a deci-
sion of a minor assembly is contrary to
the Word of God, the Confession or the
Church Order, even if the matier does not
pertain 1o his own person. However, he
may not meddie in something that doss
not concern him.” Acts, Art.123, con-
sideration 2.

In connection vm., this o id eration
a few poinis have 1o be considered.

in the first ps@cw There is siifl the
general misunderstanding as if a decision
may be appealed only when it is con-
sidered to conflict with the Word of our

God, with the Confession or with the
Church Order. Unless one can prove, it
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even “prove’ that there is a connection
beiwesn the leaning iowsr of Pisa cm:j
‘i&l" lan. eggs . in_the Capilano River |

I Have been wronged by a decision, | have
the right to go to the major assembly with
my wmp;am?, asking that the wrong oe
condemned.

Secondly: if a consistory makes deci-
sions in a Cﬂﬁﬁm case in which there |
a clear deviation from Holy S:‘»{,ram ure

when the Cmfe&aszcn is clearty vio xzo‘
G where there is an obvious “‘Qﬁ.“d with

the Church Order, no one can justly be
denied the right of appeal “even if ‘»ih:;

matter doss not pertain to his own per-
son.”’
However, the guestion is how 10 9o

about il
Sesing uniaithi H%:S&m with the con-
»gsxa;y one has the duty to call the con-
sisiory back to ob mséwa o God's Word.
This is the first step. The original decision
and course of action do not necessarily
%ave to “‘periain to his own per‘snﬂ
although dnv‘aiie:m by the consistory wil
affect the whole congregation.
if the mnséstm}f doss not wish to
return from its wrong course, | ceriainly

would have the right to go 1o the next |

classis with my complaint, even though
the {originaly :59{: sion did not “'pertain o
my own QQ!&}G?’%,

The big question here is, however,
whether aven Toronto's co;xqsﬁw tion
would give any one the right to “appeal”
a a%aaﬁ cal decision which does not per-
ain io his own person if he is convinced

that the above-mentioned unfaithiulness
zs there.

Reading Toronto’s considsration with-
in the context certalnly does not give tha
impression!

it is my conviction that no one can
base any such right on Art. 31 C.0.

At the risk of repeating myself, |
stress that brothers from one’s own

"
ne

Church were at that classis and were co-
responsible ‘ff:rs the decision. That is the
place where | have o be with my con-
cems.

@
@
o

in the third place:
relatively few decisions of broader agsem-
blies which are binding upon all members
or even upon all umrd’:c&

Decislons in maévsr ual cases, .
do not affect me at all or, 1o use Toron-
0's ?ermsz}w lel ”m*‘ pertain to my
own persen.’ w*d as Toronio stated, “he
may not meddle in something that does
not concern him.”

A decision made by a classis in the

p
2.4

1 Vancouys talk u.ﬂQ
enough.

Even the fact that | may be concarmed
abhouta riac:sssic;a! decision does not mean
that now it concerns me, i.e. pertains io
my OWR Derson.

And, as Toronto 1974 stated correct

vy, no ona is allowed 1o meddle in scme-
thing that does not concern him.

Fegional Synod Chilliwack 1987 cor-
recily declared a submission, mentioned

by F*w Wislenga, inadmissible, sven
though it was presented as an "appsal.”’

J‘Jhﬁ! ﬁev. Wistenga did noi prove in
a:"sy way is that the “"historical interpreta-

tion of Art. 31 bzms,lc, on the Canadian
Reformed Churches” is: thalt one may

“appeal’”’ any decision of any broadsr
azsembly while he does not complain or

show that he has been wrongsd by that
decision, but simply because he is con-
vinced that such & decision is wrong or
because he disagrees with it

tUnless one wishes 1o claim that this
is the “historical interpretation,”” he must
concede that | did not break with the ;ms‘f
and that I was not as far out as the im-
pression given may have suggesied.

As for declaring & genuine appeal in-
admissible on the ground of “med-
diesomeness. . . improper tone or form
of presentation,”  say, “Nol” Hers a very
subjective element is introduced which is
utterly dangerous.

a7, if only you

A matter of course

Above we already deait with the ques-
tion of having to have a special provision
stating that demsa ns by major assem-
blies are to be ﬁcmmec‘ and observed.

One more remark.

§ did not deny any such need on the
ground that this is supposed 1o be “self-

vident,” but bauause it is in the nature
of a covenant that whatever is done or
decided in accordance with the condi-
tions of the covenant is binding upon the
parties, That is my argument.

This matler is on a level difterent
from that of Art. 32 and 74, mentioned by
my colleague.

Liwf*ﬁaae{, we sometimes have 1o
state the “‘obvicus.” We are not perfect
~-far from it — and do not we in a perfect
cormmunity, even though it ist M-
nion of saints,

We should, therefore, mainiain also
the articles mentioned by my colleague.

7!



WMaintaining Art. 31 £.0.

k.

D3id the Reformed Churchas in ?N‘
Netherlands Vin the time of the Liberatior

{do) wrong by liberating themselves f*om

the decisions Ff Synod with reference to
Are 31 .07
Here a few things have o he bome
in mind.
in the firs
iedle which
n’!emrml?

Doctrinal pronouncements had been
made which all minisiers were ex

10 adhers o, which all office-bearers were
o promote, and from which no deviatio
was permitted.

When parents came 1o the baptismal
font and had fo say "1 do” to the ques-
tion whether they acknowledged the doo-
trine taught in this Christian Church “io
be the true and complete dociring of
salvation,” they knew that this implied the
theory set forth in the pronouncements.

Thus thess "‘Q:;smm concerned all
consistories, yea, basically all church
members.

This in the first pl

Secondly: What wa 5 Eh& issue then
as far as Ari. 31 C.0. is concerned?

if Hev. Wislenga's mentioning of the
1944 history is io have any force of argu—
ment, the issue must have been: “Qy
danied — in the line of VO — ona 1 Msgh”
to appeal unless he complains that he
mmma* v has been wronged, bul we as
Churches stand up for the right of appeal al,
gvern if ‘%w matier does not pertain (o m:»
own person,”’

My colleagus knows just as well a
i do that this was not the point at all.

What was the point?

Let us quote literally from a synodical
document,

“This living together in a fedaration
permits a chureh 1o have objections of a
church political nature against synodical
decisions, as well as that these objections

ars tabled at a subsequent general synod
mﬂ in the meantime such a church

1s boundg de facio to recognize above-
mﬂz”tmnw dsma ions

(.‘
s}

hat

as

as hinding.”

-'zzw gvent y m have Mam wﬁ ma
?msswmg general synod, but ;‘3'".@ «”z’zeaw
iime you have 1o submit & y and o
gxecute them.

Thus Art. 31 C.0. was surreptitious-
ly deprived of its meaning.

Ar‘ 310 e‘_ says: you are bound 1o
accepi ad o your appesl unless
you prove that this de ision condlicts with
God's Word, the Confession of the Chu

by
LANIGH
Oirder.

The general synod of 1943 said: you

b ssmz‘ mem-
qfe yg the 1t not
“B?L ada

o b
‘\:71

d h%'tmm

raf} 10 mﬁ

“It is for the benefit
of the Churches that
we are seeking the
proper answer fo the
questions also with
respect to Art. 31,
Church Order”

selves, according 1o Art.31 C.0. from the

above-menticned pronouncements and
suspensions.”’

This was completely corract. Our
protest as a Consistory against the
uniawful suspension of Or. K. Schilder
had been wiped off the synodical table

with a wrap over the knuckiss and ws,
ton, wers expecied 10 accept it that this
faithiul servant of the Lord together with
many others, was deems a Ui"W"*”'m’ o bs
an office-bearer in Christ’s Church.

Our agreement in Ar, ;‘;ﬂ C.0 g;:g ve
us the right not 1o accept that dec gsa

But this was & compietely diffes
issue from the point ralsed in the diﬁcus~
sion wun Rev. Wiglanga.

Mas #t a church-political blunde
when they added to their name of Fﬁe«
formad Churches in the Netherlands’ th
postal notation . . . ‘observing Art 3
GO0

Yas.

Mind vou, | write this more than
iwo years after the facts, and do r‘z
the blame on anyone in particula

At that ime | was serving ﬁe(ﬁ:?mmh

Oud-Loosdracht,

I our readers have access io the
Acts of the Provisional General Synod of
1945, they will find the original Dutch text
of an overture by the Church at Oud-
Loosdrecht which, via Classis and Region-

“!

'3

forty-
pist

=

at Synod, came 1o this Ger
This overture read,
“a. "‘“ms “sa discussion is needed
e of our Churches, sine
5 been from of old The

naral Synod.

be added

‘Lt »ﬂzaeé coording 1o Ar% ’% SO0 0n
order 1o ugaafm :éf»e; from those

vet “b@%m

Churches w
; alves,”
mforiun

5 iR

ately, Sync ecided that
tha term “maintaining Art, ;2 .00 was
0 be used. Acls, ;‘m‘ 75,

| still consider this a
now even have dc;w *“*ts about the wisdom
of the second part of our own overture.,

At one of the hcd wiastical Con-
gresses which wers held in a;s: 1945,
namely, the one at Amsterdam, | mada
the same point when the lale Rev. DKL
Wiglenga spoke about the continuation of
the mission work: when we lustly claim
to be the legitimate continuation of 'ms
Reformed Churches in the MNetheriands,
we should niot even talk about fooking for
other fislds but maintaln our right ar ci dut-
ty 1o continue the work w”zwe it was in
Drogress.

rmistake, and

Perhaps one could caill this youthful
Wi%&»zc@sm or lack {f’ awareness of all the
&eqwaﬂces i only mention it fo show
ihar my conviction in this respect was not
born y@ate’day or the day afier receipt of

my colieague’s lelter,

Which consistories?

What is to be done if & ¢
does not take over 2 membe
ments and objections?

Does it ever dawn on someons that
at timas we have io s&'y “I have warned,
i have trigd to convince the consistory, but
my warmning was not h%de{i: now the
responsibiiity is no longer mine, but
‘éi’%&:m’?'

! do not mean it in the sense of
“shaking off ihe f:%ust,” of “washing one’s
hands a? it as Pilate did,

What | Weanm is it really the respon-
sibility and task of the n le;nherf‘ to mo-
hilize the whole federation all w thenm-
selves, or is it permitied to s say, ‘T have
done my part, now it s up io the con-
sisiory?”’

i have the impressi @"* that this is
found too lithe among us.
gets the impression ‘ﬂ”e ‘iher& is quite

oF
[l

a guantity of what the Germans call
“Rechthabers!l,” = wan! 10 have it my

way.

Let there "cw the case when one is
convincead that a certain decision was
completely ii»ﬁ}?'lﬁ

Which consistories should be
proached?

First of all one’s own slon,
Then the possibility em&:& to discuss the




matter and to try to convince the brothers
that action should be taken to correct the
wrong.

In case the local consistory cannot
be convinced, it appears proper to write
to the other consistories in that classis.

If the ““complainant’” — no insult
meant — cannot find a willing ear among
them, should he then not stop and leave

it for the responsibility of the consistories |-

whether anything at all should be done?

The poor wise man of whom Rev.
Wielenga reminds us at least was able to
convince the inhabitants of the city which
course to take.

The point there was that no one gave
him the credit due to him.

In ecclesiastical life it happens, oo,
that others take credit for something to
which they perhaps were even opposed
in the beginning.

| am convinced that — if it is con-
sidered necessary to approach the con-
sistories — those in the same classis will
constitute a sufficient number.

It is at the consistory-level that any
action has to start.

if the absolute rule of God’s Word is
at stake, it will be necessary to write to
all consistories.

However, if the situation is that ser-
ious, would one then not receive sufficient
support in one’s own congregation or, at
least, some of the classis-churches?

Our readers know my serious objec-
tions to the change made in Art. 13 C.0.
by the 1986 General Synod. | did not ap-
proach any consistory about it. Yet even
so | read of two consistories in different
parts of the country that they will send an
overture to the General Synod of 1989 to
return to the proper text as adopted in
1983 and found in our Book of Praise.
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Could we not expect consistories to
take action when approached by a mem-
ber regarding such a serious matter as
the absolute rule of God’s Word being at
stake?

The gifts of the Spirit are certainly not
restricted to office-bearers. However,
among the gifts of the Spirit are also self-
control and modesty as well as consider-
ing-others more excellent-than oneself.

Hierarchy?

Hierarchy is too easy a way out. |
agree with Rev, Wielenga.

The question is, however, whether
Rev.Wielenga is correct in suggesting
that what | still claim to be the proper pro-
cedure, promotes hierarchy. He has given
no proof, just the suggestive statement.

What | see as promoting hierarchy is
what my colleague mentions as possible
good grounds for rejection, such as “‘im-
proper tone, form, presentation, motives.”

if this were correct, a completely
legitimate appeal could be wiped off the
table on the ground of “improper tone,
form,” or even ‘‘motives.”’

Could a major assembly ever cor-
rectly determine what a person’s motives
were or are and on that basis declare a
genuine appeal inadmissible? This brings
a subjective element into the field which
has no standard t0 be measured by. This
would lead to injustice.

Synod 1986 should, therefore, not
have declared a certain document inad-
missible ““on the basis of its harsh, un-
brotherly, and therefore un-Christian, lan-
guage.”

| do not wish to claim that Synod
should have declared the above submis-
sion admissible. As far as | understand

it, it was an effort, via a document, io be
heard in a discussion without having been
delegated to Synod. As such it was inad-
missible, as were other submissions of
the same nature, even though their lan-
guage may have been “‘kind, brotherly,
and very Christian.”

When one has not been delegated to
a major assembly, one should not try as

| yet to have a voice in the discussion by

sending a letter with all sorts of argu-
menis pro and con.

This is different, and does not lead
to arbitrariness as my colleague’s sug-
gestion undoubtedly would, if followed up.

Letters

A last point.

Letters conveying decisions by broad-
er assemblies.

Rev. Wielenga ‘“‘would like to see
room left for the possibility to send a let-
ter to the parties concerned as soon as
possible after certain decisions have been
made.”

This would be necessary in case a
brother or sister sent a (genuine) appeal.
They have to have their reply as soon as
possible. Their consistory should also be
informed without delay.

| would raise no objection if it were
decided at a general synod to send a
“personal’’ reply to all Churches that sub-
mitted matters for the agenda.

Here, however, | would use “‘selec-
tive judgment,” so to speak, and leave it
up to the second clerk’s discretion which
decisions should be conveyed without
delay. There are usually scores of deci-
sions which may be learned from the
printed Acts without any harm resuiting
from the time of waiting for them to ap-
pear in print.

If all the Churches of a classis are af-
fected, these Churches should all be
notified.

What is completely wrong, however,
and should certainly never be done is:
sending a letter with decisions to a classis
or a regional synod to be held at some
future date.

No regional-synodical communica-
tion should be on a classical agenda and
no general-synodical letter disgrace that
of a regional synod.

Conclusion

Thanking Rev. Wielenga for the op-
portunity to elaborate on the matter and
for the kind words with which he conclud-
ed his letier, | express the wish that also
this discussion may resuit in the up-
building and the peace of Jerusalem.

VO



PATRIMONY PROFILE«

By Rev. W.W.J. VanQOene

This was the way in which things went also in the
Liberation of 1944. The autonomy of the local Church was
stressed. Thus the Reformed Church was continued in
each and every place where a Reformation came about.

We do not deny that also during the Secession
nothing new was established: the brothers and sisters
simply continued the Reformed Church in every place
where there was a return. The method as such does not
determine the character of what is done.

Because of their method, however, the Seceded
Churches for all practical purposes, were something new.

With the Doleantie Churches it became much clearer
that they claimed to be the continuation of that local Church
as it existed. They felt responsible for the whole congre-
gation and saw it as their duty fo take the whole congrega-
tion, along.

' This was one of the reasons why they did not join the
Christian Reformed Church at that place where a return
became a fact.

As can be understood, this made a bad impression
on many in the Christian Reformed Church, who saw
therein a slighting of the work of God in freeing His peo-
ple in 1834.

Some are of the opinion that here we find the basic
difference and difficulty between the men of the Seces-
sion and those of the Doleantie.

The Seceded brothers were convinced that the Neth-
erlands Reformed Church was a false Church in the sense
of Art.29 B.C. For those of the Doleantie this was some-
thing they did not want to admit or even hear. They were
willing to speak of a false institute in which the true Church
was found, but that was all.

For Kuyper and the men of the Doleantie the Nether-
lands Reformed Church was still the true Church with
which the Secessionists should not have broken.

This amounted to nothing less than a principial con-
demnation of the Secession, and the men of the Chris-
tian Reformed Church were well aware of it. They argued
that Kuyper’s whole construction of the boards as being
the false element, and the believers as constituting the
essence of the Church being the true element, so that one
could not speak of a false Church for as long as there were
true believers there, in fact amounted to a letting go of
the confession of the Church. The whole differentiation
between false boards and true Church within a false in-
stitution is a pure fiction.

it is, therefore, claimed that the next point of difference
mentioned, the Regulation of 1869, was a welcome diver-
sion from what was the main objection of the Doleerenden,
mentioned above.

When discussing the differences we are also o bear
in mind that in the days of the Doleantie there were far
more academically trained persons who could give leader-
ship than in the days of the Secession, even though this
is not always an advantage. It applies far more fo the
Secession than to the Doleantie that there were not many
rich, not many noble, not many who had a prominent place
in society.

We think here not only of a man as Dr. Abraham
Kuyper. He may have had a prominent place, he certain-
ly was not the only one. He-did have greatinfluence, not
in the last place through his weekly De Heraut and his daily
De Standaard. His editorials and articles were spelled and
discussed in thousands of families. To many Kuyper's
word was the last word. '

Never did the Churches of the Secession have anyone
who wielded so much influence and who could boast of
so many followers.

This is not to say that they did not have men who were
able to provide leadership or that they were and remained
on a lower level of development and education. Not at all.

What we are pointing to at this point is the difference
in manpower and leadership between the days of the
Secession in 1834 and of the Doleantie in 1886.

The Second Point

The second point, already mentioned above, is the
Regulation of 1869.

We spoke about it before and pointed out that, in spite
of the provision that the Dort Church Order was to be
followed “insofar as circumstances do not prevent it,” the
basic concept is that of a country-wide body with “‘locals.”

This did not sit well with the men of the Doleantie who
stressed the autonomy of the local Church and the volun-
tary nature of the federation. They were not prepared to
bow the neck under a third hierarchy, a central board and
a body with local parts.

Removal of this barrier was to them an indispensable
condition for a possible reunion.

On the part of the Christian Reformed Church there
was no specific desire to retain the 1869 document. They
were quite willing and prepared to do away with it. It may
have been mentioned repeatedly in the negotiations, it did
not constitute such a barrier that a possible merger would
have to be scuttled because of it. The first point, basical-
ly, was of far more importance.

And so was the third one.

The Third Point

Of more importance than the 1869 Regulation was
the point of the training for the ministry. It was a point that
was to remain the cause of much friction and controversy
even after a merger had been effectuated. Without exag-
geration it even has to be said that it remained so until,
at the Liberation of 1944, the Theological College in Kam-
pen again became the sole institution where the training
for the ministry took place.

The Churches of the Secession established their
“Theological School” in 1854. This institution was an in-
strument whereby these Churches were drawn closer
together, and it was held in high esteem by them.

Dr. Kuyper was aware of this when he stated that
there “beats the heart of the Christian Reformed Church”
and that "its teachers enjoy the confidence of the
brethren.”
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For the Christian Reformed Church there was a prin-
ciple involved that they did not wish to give up: that the
Church had to take care of the training of its future minis-
ters. This training should be done by the Church and
should at all times be under the control of the Church.

The Doleantie, on the other hand, received their
ministers mainly from the Free University at Amsterdam.
This university had been founded by Dr. Kuyper and had
provided the Church at Kootwijk with its minister, as we
saw before. The Theological Faculty was only one of the
faculties, and the supervision over it was in the hands of
a board of directors. The Churches had no supervision
over it at all.

To this the men of the Secession objected. The super-
vision and control was in the hands of private persons and
there were no sufficient guarantees for the purity of doc-
trine. The principle that the Churches should have their
own institution was to be maintained and this institution
was to be preserved.

Overagainst this it was adduced by the Doleantie men
that anabaptist isolationism should be avoided. The theol-
ogy has a place in the midst of the other scholarly dis-
ciplines. The revelation which the Lord has given seeks
to influence everything, not only theology. Besides, what
is needed is not just an institution for training for the
ministry, but for the study of theology as an academic
discipline. Ministers are called upon to preach to people
in all walks of life and should be trained within the
framework of university studies. We should never aban-
don the principle that theology is a scholarly discipline
which has its own rightful place at a university.

The Free University was Kuyper’s baby and it could
be expected that he was not prepared to give it up for the
sake of a merger with the Christian Reformed Church.

On the other hand, the Christian Reformed Church
could not be expected to be willing to abandon its convic-
tion that the training for the ministry was to be done by
the Church and under total control of the Church, although
the brothers did not deny that the work at this institution
was of a scholarly nature.

It was to be foreseen that this point would be a ticklish
affair in the years ahead.

Initial Contact

it was a smart move when, undoubtedly upon Kuy-
per’s suggestion, the deputies appointed by the Synodical
Convent ‘‘for the promotion of the ecclesiastical re-union
with the Christian Reformed Church’ took up contact with
the professors at the Theological College in Kampen.

Actually, we should not yet speak of “professors” and
of “Theological College.” At that time the professors were
still called ‘‘docents,” and the institution bore the name
of ““Theological School.”

By engaging the faculty of the Theological School the
Doleantie deputies right away made an effort to come to
an agreement with the men whose influence and authori-
ty within the Christian Reformed Church would be decisive
for the success of the negotiations or their failure.

The docents replied that they were certainly willing
to have a discussion but that it should be borne in mind
that they have no mandate or authorization to do so from

anyone. The meeting could, therefore, not have an official
or even a semi-official character: it would be just a meeting
of brothers.

On Thursday, October 6, 1887 the meeting took place
in Utrecht. Three docents met with three deputies.

The result was the decision to have a meeting of all
docents with all deputies, which meeting was held in
Kampen in November of the same year. Twelve points had
been put on the agenda for that meeting, each worked
out and commented on for further discussion.

Six brothers were appointed to formulate the result
of the conference and to word a series of new theses which
should express the agreement noticed at it.

It is clear to the careful reader that the newly for-
mulated theses carry to a large extent the ‘‘trademark”
of Dr. Kuyper and his theory of an invisible Church which
“manifests’’ itself here and there. They speak of “the
Hierarchy” which the Reformed fathers exposed as the
false Church under which, locally, the true Church con-
tinued to exist here and there!

When, on Feb.17, 1888, a second meeting is held of
all deputies with the docents — except A. Brummelkamp,
who was ill — docent Lindeboom states as his impression
that ““these theses in their totality are not in agreement
with what the Confession confesses concerning the true
and the false Church and concerning seceding from the
latter and joining oneself to the former.”

Overagainst the thirty-one theses in all, Lindeboom
has formulated twelve theses of his own.

Some of them may follow here.

“1. According to the Reformed Confession there is
one true Church.

‘2. This true Church is to be well distinguished from
the false Church and all sects; by the pure preaching of
the Gospel, by the pure administration of the sacraments,
and by the exercise of discipline, according to the Word
of God.

3. No one is allowed to secede from this true Church
or to remain outside of it.

“4. Those who are of the true Church, must secede
unconditionally from the body as well as from the Boards
of the false Church.

““5. According to the marks, mentioned in the Con-
fession on the basis of the Holy Scripture, the Netherlands
Reformed Denomination in the Netherlands with its Boards
has become apparent as false Church.”

Both the Christian Reformed Church and the Dolean-
tie Churches are to be regarded as the true Church of God
in the Netherlands. All believers still in the Netherlands
Reformed Church are therefore obligated to secede from
the false Church and to join themselves to the true Church
in whatever place the Lord has put them. The Secession
Churches as well as the Doleantie Churches are obligated
by the Lord to show their unity by living together as the
true Church in the Netherlands.

These words are not liable to be misunderstood.

As a result of the deliberations and discussions the
thirty-one theses were taken out of further negotiations as
it was felt that they could not serve the unity or function
as a basis for it.

— To be continued
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The Supreme Court rulsd unani-
mously June 24 that Congress did not

viciate the Constit
when it sxempted chur
ing with a faderal |

'mon 15 years ago
ches from comply-
{ ban on job discriming-
tion pased on religion, sven when the job
iz non-religious in n: ature.

Wmmgf v five of the nine membars
of the Court, Justice Byron R.White

snother church- \;Fﬂum deci-
sion sarlier in the current ?zam “This
court has long recognized that the
government may {and somelimes musi‘k
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The Preshyterian Church in Amea
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mg, the use of nuclesr weapons 1o protect
tha United States from communism.
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188,000-member church based in Deca-
tur, G, passed the sigtement by morg
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The Baptist Union of Fomania has
aen given f}f icial permission 10 publish
the Bibles on behalf of its own members
and the members of other Proigstan
urches
The Enb;@s witl be in the so-
a’,}ﬂrms&seu translation, which is namsd
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At its May meelings UCilizens for
¢ Je Si!u, o adopted a stalement on

ishroent, part of which reads
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“Cllizens for Public
Members of Parliament to vz}ﬁe:e agai
the restoration of capits
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pecausse i s unwarranted and undssir-
able for Gaﬁeﬁ& al this times.
REOLEA wnde; s’ianda the central me
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fz%‘”n g power of
w'a‘ih aﬁ‘*{j i‘é"’-uﬁ?‘ tion. God’s
reconciling work cpens the possibility for
FEG m*f:ai 0n among peep e and ﬁt()’[iﬂ
R4 1o work for a socisty more
a waractarized by pezce, freedom
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a legitimate under-
nding “v he ;bwi al teaching of justics.
eancs, inthe Soriplures, helongs to
Qm. fheremm, revenge, no matier
sophisticated, is not legitimate end
-m:»‘a &s the goal of jﬁszi 8. whic h is the
restoration of right relationships.” icai;
Qur readers know now clearly that
support of this organization with ils iibera-
Hon ?heméoey -Based pronouncemenis and
it 8 interpretation of the Seriptures ap-

it
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he Reformed Congregations (Gere-
in :,he Methar-
i "ide:ra
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. fjt’:‘&‘l with
walter. On the one hand fear was ex-
mr%smi ihat too sasily persons would be
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ﬂnaw a candidate for this (:fi‘cm, it
otner hand, they realized that this office
should bs ¢ va;maﬂwd

The Reformed Congregations also
have a iack of 3‘3”;5««32‘2‘5&%?5.*?"“133' yaar the
hoard of governors for the training for the
ministry did not admit any new candidatas

for thelr fraining. (NI}

Poor sheen that are being barrad
from the Gospel of salvation by seif
righiecus and self-made judoss who ap
pear 1o have nsver undmmmej the

NEW YORK {(ANS)

Statements affirming that Christianity
has not superseded God ‘5 cwer\zms w*?
ihe Jewish people — a controversial iss

in interfaith relations — have been d{écn’
ad by national conventions of the Preshy-
terian Church {UBA) and the United Church
of Christ.

The UGT document, =p\ed Juna
30 in Clevsland, mads he 1.7 mitlion-
mamber body the first m&em Prsf, tant
denomination in the United States 1o af-
firm the continuing thex “»éaq’fzai validity of
Judaism, The @resay*eﬂan statement,
adopted June 18 in Bilox, Miss,, was a
study paper rather than a formal affirma-
tion of the 3.1 millon-member L,hmm

The UCC statement said: ““Judaism
has not been superseded b“ ’“‘hrsst ianity:
Christianityisnoftobeu understood as the
successor religions o Judaism; God's
covenant with the Jewish peopie has not

&an &ﬁ"aga?ecf God has not rejected the
Jewish wenp,ﬁg God is faithiul in keeping
covenant.’

The July ¢,1887 St Lowls Posg
patoh said in a report on the UCT stale-
rnent Cln its declaration, the church ask
for God's forgiveness for a long radiatio

t anti-Semitism. The sigtement files in
the face of that radition and of the beliets
of uhra-conservaiive CF fifséans, wha
assert that Jews must becoms Christians
in order to find salvatation.” {GN)
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Melio Busy Beavars,

From the Mailboy
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g ol cinthas nuer Bators .Mé ; srhieny Bcos N T . X .
schaol ciothes, a&si:}é@ Gsters, yeliow sthoor buses, How did you know they are my Tavourits kind? Thanik
green grass — iU's time for yau toe, for the neat letier and the picturs 10 oolour,

folour FALL Ploiure Contast! | know the Busy Beavers will snjoy it Write again soon, Lisa,
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ange pumpking, red and gokl leaves, brigh

Prhank you very miuch for the flowers, Lise De Haas.
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Use your markers or your crayons. Hella, Alisha Stroop. Vs nice o hear from you again. Have

What do you like doing best in fali? you anjoyed the summer? And have you joined in our sum-

What do you think looks preftiest? mer Quiz Contest? How do you feel about going back to schod,
o i

Fut it in your plcture and s
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hank vou, Buay Beaver Linda Stam for sharing your pic-
nd posm,
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The biggest mammal is the whale
Spiashing her big and slippery tall
The sound of man

She'll dive under again

The harpoon she s dead soon,

Colour Me by Busy Beaver

Liza De Haszs. / {




