


EDITORIAL

By J. De Jong

Local or National?

Introduction

Several of our churches are presently engaged in discus-
sions with other Reformed churches outside our federation
with a view to pursuing ecclesiastical unity. This is a noble
task and high calling, and we can be very thankful for the
kind of discussions that are going on, and for the spirit of
harmony and cooperation which - at least according to
what | have heard — characterizes the meetings. Most of the
discussions concern the Independent churches which have
recently seceded from the CRC.

A recurring question in these discussions concerns what
steps ought to be followed once a level of recognition has
been reached. If you have come to recognize each other
as true churches of Jesus Christ, can you automatically im-
plement cooperative programs, pulpit exchanges, com-
bined services, and so on? Recently a Ministers’ Conference
was held at the Theological College in Hamilton dealing
with this matter. Several ministers from the Independent
churches were present and a lively discussion took place on
the various aspects of the issue of local discussions, and on
what steps should be followed to pursue ecclesiastical
union. There were no fixed conclusions from the discus-
sion; however, they set a lot of us thinking, and I would
like to use this opportunity to summarize my view on how
these discussions should proceed.

Local beginnings

It is only natural and proper that discussion regarding ec-
clesiastical unity begin on the local level. After all, that is
where people can get to know each other, and even meet
each other informally in their day to day affairs. Especially in
a country with large distances, one can only encourage the
avenue of local discussions to come to unity. This applies
not only to Independent churches, but also to churches of
another federation. After all, in another federation as, for
example, the Free Reformed Churches, one can meet
churches of quite a different character from place to place.

The object of local discussions is to come to mutual
recognition. As far as | know there are a number of churches
in our federation in which this local recognition has been
established. The question is: what next? A local church can
err in its judgment concerning a neighbouring church with
which it has discussions. Therefore, the church is obligated to
seek the approbation of classis before proceeding to any
specific programs of cooperation resulting from the mutual-
ly established recognition, e.g. pulpit exchanges, combined
worship services, and so on. This does not mean that classis
has the authority over any given local process of discussion.
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It simply means that the churches together should ascertain
to the best of their ability whether the course of action
adopted by the local church in question is correct.

The role of the federation

It would be entirely wrong if one would see the federa-
tion as an impediment to the pursuit of ecclesiastical unity.
It is rather to be seen as a safeguard for promoting a gen-
uine unity, rather than one which is haphazard and ill-de-
fined. Joining the federation incorporates a commitment that
churches will not establish a third party relationship with-
out the consent and approbation of the immediate parties
to whom we owe our first allegiance, namely, the other
churches in the federation. The approbation of classis is then
an essential ingredient in bringing the process of estab-
lished recognition to a sound conclusion. ,

What rule should be followed in these discussions?
There is obviously not a fixed rule to which we can point.
However, the Synod of Ommen 1993 set a guideline from
which we-all can learn. It suggests that local activities and
programs based on mutual recognition should only be im-
plemented in the final phase of the unification process, i.e.
once a specific step by stép program towards full federation
and ecclesiastical unity has been adopted.! In this way, the
various programs one implements form stepping stones to-
wards the goal that was already inherent in the declaration
of mutual recognition, and function meaningfully only in the
measure that all parties hold to the established arrangement
to come to full ecclesiastical unity.

There is a difference between discussions with a local-
ly federated church and a local church that is not federat-
ed. The requirement to bring matters to the broadest as-
sembly is more acute in the first case than in the second.
But in general the line of the Synod of Ommen — which
concerns for the most part federated churches — can be
applied in the situations we face in Canada as well. That
rule is simply this: in pursuing ecclesiastical discussions on
the local level, the demands of the federation cannot be
overlooked. Indeed, those demands form the essential safe-
guards contributing to the genuine character of the unity
for which we strive.

The lesson of history

History teaches that full ecclesiastical union does not
come easily. Already in 1888 the Seceded churches ac-
knowledged the “Dolerende” churches as true churches of
Jesus Christ. But it still took four years before the Union was
a fact! And the essential point of dispute was the form the
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e
Meditation

By G.Ph. van Popta
Read Acts 8:1-25:

“.. . he offered them money, saying, ‘Give me also this power. . . .”

SIMONY

Article 72 of our Church Order makes a particular
reference to simony as being one of the serious and gross
sins which are grounds for the suspension and deposition
of office-bearers.

Simony refers to either the buying or selling of anything
sacred. It especially refers to the purchase or sale of eccle-
siastical offices. During the Middle Ages, it was a com-
mon practice. The offices of bishop and priest were up for
sale, often to the highest bidder. Those with special gifts
from God were not sought for the various offices in the
church; rather, those with money and power filled the of-
fices. During the Middle Ages, godly reformers tried to put
a stop to simony, but it did not end until the Reformation.

The roots of simony lie in Acts 8. Simon the Magician
has the dubious honour of having given his name to this
serious and gross sin.

- After the mob had stoned deacon Stephen to death, a
great persecution arose against the church in Jerusalem
under the capable leadership of Saul of Tarsus. Saul had
zeal. He ravaged the church. He entered house after
house, dragged off men and women and committed them
to prison. The Spanish Inquisition had nothing over Saul.

The church was scattered. Deacon Philip ended up in
Samaria. He preached the gospel there. Everyone be-
lieved when they heard Philip and saw the mighty signs
he did. He cast out demons and healed the paralyzed and
the lame.

There was a famous magician in that city called Simon.
He claimed to be someone great. Simon had lots of magic.
The people praised him as being the Great Power of God.
But now the people were turning away from magic to Jesus
Christ. Simon himself believed and was baptized.

Peter and John came down when they heard that
Samaria had received the Word of God. They prayed that
the Samaritans might receive the Holy Spirit. When they
laid their hands upon the Samaritans the Holy Spirit fell
upon them. This confirmed to everyone that Jesus Christ
was gathering the Samaritans into His one holy catholic
church as well.

When Simon saw this he offered the apostles money
for the ability to dispense the Holy Spirit by the laying on
of hands. He tried to bribe them. Simon wanted to buy this
office. He thought it would enhance his reputation. Peter
rebuked him sharply in words that would make anyone
shudder. The Rock of the church had no patience for
someone who thought he “. . . could obtain the gift of God
with money.”

And so we have the sin called simony. Probably,
this is not a very common sin nowadays. There is little
danger that many try to secure for themselves the office
of minister, elder or deacon by means of bribery. How-
ever, the church must always examine itself when it
comes to choosing men to serve in the offices. Do we
pay strict attention to the requirements set down in the
scriptures (1 Timothy 3; Titus 1)? Or have we added
some extra-biblical criteria? For example, if the slate for
elder consists of a successful businessman who is well-
known and popular in the community, and a labourer,
do we keep the Biblical standards in view?

The sin of simony is not prominent. However, let us re-
alize that money, power, and popularity do not qualify
one to serve in church offices. The Holy Spirit qualifies.
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union would take. Would it be a loose denominational
union, allowing for all kinds of undefined relationships
with other parties, in particular, in this case, with the state
church? This the churches of the Secession were unwilling
to accept. They wanted a true union, not one of iron and
clay, but of gold with gold. To achieve such a union a radi-
cal break with the state church was required.

The dramatic history surrounding the Union of 1892
should at least alert us to walk circumspectly in order to
reach the goal of a lasting unity. Still today the easy road of
a loose, denominationally- qualified unity threatens to
hamper true Reformed ecumenicity. For the road of a loose,
denominational unity only lead churches into the treacher-
ous waters of independentism.

The role of the Church Order

In all negotiations one should not overlook the impor-
tant role of the Church Order of Dort. Local churches can-
not and should not put the Church Order on the table as a
negotiable document. In fact, churches of a common Re-

hold on to the Church Order of Dort! It has proven to be a
time-honoured vehicle to promote the harmony and the
peace of the churches.

Within the context of the commitment to the common
church order of Dort churches can allow concessions on
non-fundamental points, i.e. points of liturgy, customs and
usages. We can even live side by side with different prac-
tices for some time. But the essential prerequisite to the
concessions should be a mutual allegiance to the Church
Order of Dort. After all, why should a group of Reformed
churches give up such essential elements from their her-
itage? And — as others have already pointed out — why rein-
vent the wheel? Let us make use of what we have, and
avoid the pretensions of developing a new ‘hybrid’ church
order to suit the needs of our ‘unique’ situation. Then we
are faithful to the past, and so can build a strong and lasting
unity for the future!

"Acta of the Synod of Ommen, Article 96, p. 146. The Dutch of Art
66 (3) 3 reads: “in een eindfase zullen de kerken aan de hand van
een beleidsplan vormen van nadere kennismaking en nauwer

formed background should do everything in their power to

REMEMBER YOUR CREATOR

samenleven bezien en benutten.” £

o By R. Schouten

Young People Know Best

In his important and widely-praised
1992 book entitled, Hollywood Vs.
America (New York: HarperCollins
Publishers), Michael Medved includes a
chapter entitled “Kids Know Best.” After
demonstrating in earlier chapters the re-
lentless anti-marriage and pro-promis-
cuity messages of the film industry,
Medved goes on in this chapter to show
how popular culture also helps to poi-
son the relationship between parents
and children.

Medved writes: “No notion has
been more aggressively and ubiqui-
tously promoted in films, popular mu-
sic, and television than the idea that
children know best — that parents are
corrupt, hypocritical clowns who must
learn decency and integrity from their
enlightened offspring” (p. 147).

He continues by stating that
“Teenagers in particular are portrayed
as the ultimate source of all wisdom,
sanity, and sensitivity and our one hope
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for redeeming the world from the terri-
ble mistakes of the benighted genera-
tions that preceded them” {p. 147). The
basic idea of many contemporary pro-
ductions is that while parents may be
well-intentioned, their opinions and ad-
vice are usually useless and irrelevant.
Parents come across as “bumblers and
bozos” (p. 148).

In other productions, parents are
portrayed in a far more sinister light.
Nightmarishly dysfunctional families
become the norm for the entertainment
of the youth. Abusive fathers and disin-
terested mothers in film after film create
the impression that nearly all children
are saints martyred at the hands of evil
adults (pg. 149). The persistent message
that comes through is that Dad and
Mom are at fault for the problems of
the youth and the world.

Medved asserts that in “film after
film, children assume the task of im-
proving the character and correcting

the defects in their often pathetic prog-
enitors” (parents). It is the children and
the young people who get the older
generation back on the right track.
About one film, Back to the Future, we
read: “In the peculiar universe of this
motion picture, adults have everything
to learn from childhood, but kids can
gain nothing of value from their par-
ents” (p. 151).

According to Medved, Hollywood's
infatuation with super kids and super-
fluous adults shows up even in the best-
crafted and most-loved “family films.”
(p. 153). “The top-grossing film in
movie history offers a classic expression
of the kids-know-best theme: in E.T.
The Extra Terrestrial (1982), adults are
all insensitive or cruel to the visitor from
outer space, and the children must
band together to rescue the peaceful
emissary from the Great Beyond”. . . .
The Little Mermaid (1990) won well-de-
served praise for its glorious animation



and irresistible music, but the story line
effectively encouraged children to dis-
regard the values and opinions of their
parents” (p. 153).

Let me conclude this summary of
“Kids Know Best” with the following
quotation: The portrayal of parents as
irrelevant — or outright evil — has be-
come so pervasive in every corner of
our popular culture that we have begun
to take for granted as a harmless con-
vention of mass entertainment. We
blithely assume that our children can
absorb innumerable images of inept
and idiotic parents in movies, televi-
sion, and popular songs, while remem-
bering at all times that their own moth-
er and father are completely different.
We dangerously underestimate the im-
pact of an omnipresent popular cul-
ture that repeatedly reassures our kids
that they instinctively know better than
the tired losers of the older genera-
tion” (p. 154-155).

Lighten up!

My advice to the youth of today is:
“Lighten up!” What a heavy burden
popular culture lays upon you! Instead
of being able to rely on the sound ad-
vice and counsel of your parents, you
have to be the way-showers for the
older generation. It's hard enough to
grow up without the extra burden of
having to correct and save wayward
members of the older generation from
their own folly. According to popular
culture, there is no traditional truth and
wisdom for you to consult. You are on

" your own. No signposts, no guidelines,
but only your own instincts to guide
you. The Church and society depend

on the purity of your heart and your in-
nate wisdom to overcome the follies of
your parents.

Medved doesn’t discuss the impact
of the “kids know best” philosophy on
observance of the fifth commandment.
However, the overall drift of popular
culture leads to the conclusion that it is
best to dishonour and disrespect your
parents instead of honouring them.
Since parents are ignorant buffoons,

why submit to their instruction and dis-
cipline, much less bear patiently with
their weaknesses and shortcomings
(Lord’s Day 39)?

The truth of Scripture is that young
people do not know best. While Holly-
wood tries to show that children are
pure and naturally good (until corrupt-
ed by the adult world), the Bible teach-
es that children are born in sin; they
enter the world with a bias against God
and against His law; built right into
young people’s unsaved nature is a de-
fiance toward divine wisdom. Instead of
being sources of wisdom and purity and
direction for society, the Bible says that
folly is wrapped up in the heart of a
youth (Pro. 22:15). Rather than leading
the church and society into paradise,
the unchecked impulses of youth will
lead to anarchy.

In Scripture, wisdom and knowl-
edge is associated with the age. Nor-
mal and correct behaviour is for
young people to show respect and
mildness toward the older generation.
When the prophets brought gloomy
messages about the future, one of the
indications of social and spiritual de-
cay was that “the youth will be inso-
lent to the elder” (Isa. 3:5). Proverbs
has an unsentimental view of youth-
ful rebellion: “The eye that mocks a
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father and scorns to obey a mother
will be picked out by the ravens of
the valley and eaten by the vultures”
(30:17). Similar is the ominous mes-
sage of Prov. 20:20, “If one curses his
father or his mother, his lamp will be
put out in utter darkness.”

We should not forget the blessing
associated with the fifth command-
ment: Honour your father and your
mother, that your days may be long in
the land which the Lord your God gives
you.” This promise is repeated in NT
terms in Eph. 6, verse three: “that it may
go well with you and that you may en-
joy long life on the earth.” These verses
indicate that a key for success and hap-
piness in life is submission to parental
authority and instruction. Rebellion is
always destructive; it never fails to rob
young people of happiness.

Contrary to the message of Holly-
wood and much of popular culture,

young people do not know best. God
knows best and He has put parents in
authority over young people. It is the
task of parents to instruct and disci-
pline. It is the task of young people to
submit and show reverence. Only in
this way are blessings in store for
church and society.

Does this mean that young people
can never criticize the ways of the old-
er generation? Does the fifth command-
ment prohibit any constructive ideas
about how church and society can do
things better? Not at all. However, a
prerequisite for a positive contribution
is a willingness to first learn the wisdom
of the past. He who wants to fix and
improve a building has to know how
the building was put together to begin
with. To improve on the plan, you first
need to know the original. When young
people have not yet gained a wide
knowledge of Scripture and of the

Christian ethic and of history, they are
in no position to attack and criticize or
to reinvent church and society. Save
yourself the burden! Lighten up!

A challenge

Here’s a challenge for youth: learn
all you can from your parents and
from all in authority over you. Earn
your stripes in church and society by
showing your respect for the ways of
the older generation. After that, the
older ones will be glad to hear your
suggestions for improvement. In other
words, keep your idealism, but let it
be tempered by the wisdom of the
past. The traditions need the close
scrutiny of your youthful minds, but
your youthful desires and ideals need
the structure and restraint of the tradi-
tions. In this way, we in the Church
can avoid the everywhere present
“generation gap.”

Preservin

Church Unity:

Calvin and the Believers in Wesel

By R. Faber

Introduction

Increasingly, the character of the
Canadian and American Reformed
churches is becoming diverse. Believ-
ers whose cultural, religious, and social
backgrounds differ, are joined together
in the body of our Lord Jesus Christ.
The union of true believers, however, is
not easily achieved or maintained, for
the customs, liturgies, and other ecclesi-
astical practices produced by different
histories or theological issues are fre-
quently deemed precious inheritances.
The danger exists that matters of sec-
ondary significance are elevated to the
status of doctrinal principle. It is impor-
tant, therefore, to distinguish between
fundamental and non-fundamental arti-
cles of the Christian faith: Churches
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must guard the principles of the faith
jealously, for when the doctrine of the
church is overturned “the death of the
church follows.” However, raising non-
fundamental matters to primary status
may lead towards sectarianism or may
result in schism.

The history of Reformed churches
has witnessed many opportunities to
valuate teaching and practice; this arti-
cle will discuss only one of them, name-
ly the opportunity of the French Re-
formed believers in the church at Wesel
in the sixteenth century. Consisting of
Reformed believers who had been as-
sumed into a town of predominantly
Lutheran citizens and councillors, the
Reformed congregation at Wesel expe-
rienced difficulties arising from the en-

forced union of Protestants whose doc-
trines and manner of worship were not
identical in every respect. Especially dif-
ferences in the teaching and ceremony
of the Lord’s Supper distinguished
Lutherans from Calvinists.

It was concerning the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper that the French
congregation at Wesel requested the
advice of John Calvin. Calvin's letter of
reply to the Reformed congregation
teaches believers that there are indeed
matters of the Reformed faith which
are not worthy of the status of primary
doctrine or necessary practice. In fact,
as shall be noted, Calvin argues that
there are certain circumstances in
which even improper practices of sec-
ondary significance must be tolerated.
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In order to appreciate the intent of
Calvin’s letter, we shall first note the
history and situation of the French Re-
formed believers in the town of Wesel.
Thereupon we shall consider the issue
which prompted them to consult
Calvin, and Calvin’s letter in response.
Lastly, we shall consider how relevant
Calvin’s advice may be to Reformed
churches today.

The “Stranger” churches in
London

It is thought that some of the be-
lievers who joined the congregation at
Wesel in 1553 came from the so-called
“stranger” churches in London. Mem-
bers of these churches were continen-
tal Europeans of the Reformed faith
who had emigrated to England in or-
der to avoid religious persecution in
their native lands. During his reign
from 1547 until 1553 Edward VI pro-
moted the reform of the church in Eng-
land, and the country became a safe
haven for exiled Protestants. Edward’s
accession to the throne had occurred
not a moment too soon, for by 1548 ac-
tual or expected persecution of Protes-
tants in the Low Countries was forcing
a growing number of believers to emi-
grate to London.' During the Spanish
occupation of the Netherlands, Protes-
tants living there were sought out and
punished. Even Germany, which was
considered a bastion of the Reforma-
tion, came under the threat of religious
suppression after emperor Charles V
had defeated the league of Protestant
princes in 1547. Thus in 1547 groups
of especially Dutch, German and
French-speaking believers settled in
London to practise the Reformed faith
in freedom. It is estimated that nearly
10,000 Protestants moved from the
continent to England during the reign
of King Edward.

In 1548 the Dutch-German com-
munity in London formed into a con-
gregation and instituted regular wor-
ship services. There was also a French
Protestant community in the city, but it
maintained a lower profile, since in
the middle of the sixteenth century
England was at war with France. Nev-
ertheless, according to one church reg-
ister, by 1550 the French Protestant
congregation in London numbered
about 350 adult males. From 1548
until its demise in 1553, the commu-
nity of French Protestants was guided
by two ministers, Francis Perussel and
Richard Vauville. Both men were des-
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tined to leave London when Mary Tu-
dor’s Roman Catholic reign would
force the Protestants to go under-
ground. In 1553 Perussel moved to
Wesel, whence he would travel to
Frankfurt. Richard Vauville remained
in London to serve the remaining
French believers until 1555, when he,
too, moved to Frankfurt.

The most prominent figure associat-
ed with the establishment of the stranger
churches in England was the Polish the-
ologian John a Lasco (or John Lasky).
With the assistance of Jan Utenhove, a
Lasco provided the two congregations
with a church order, liturgies, forms for
the administration of the sacraments,
and a Confession of Faith. The Lord’s
Supper was celebrated monthly; the lo-
cation for it alternated between the
church of the Dutch and the meeting-
place of the French. The Dutch-Ger-
man community was also served by
two ministers. It is estimated that by
1553 the Dutch and French churches
together numbered more than three
thousand persons.

It seems likely that Calvin’s in-
creasing authority influenced especial-
ly the French community in London, so
that it developed practices on the mod-
el of the church at Geneva rather than
that of the Dutch Reformed churches.
Calvin followed the progress of the
stranger churches with interest, and on
occasion admonished and exhorted the
French community. It is not surprising
that the stranger churches, consisting of
believers from diverse cultural, lin-
guistic, and religious backgrounds,

should advocate divergent ideas and
customs.

The death of Edward Vi in 1553
came as a shock to the stranger
churches which had prospered under
a king who supported reformation.
When Mary Tudor succeeded Edward
VI, she moved quickly to revert the of-
ficial religion to Roman Catholicism.
In August 1553 “Bloody Mary” or-
dered the ministers of the stranger
churches to stop preaching, viewing
them as potential opponents to the
restoration of the Roman church. By
autumn of the same year, the Dutch
and French churches had disappeared,
their members going underground. In
December 1553, Mary rescinded the
pro-Reformation laws of Edward and
reinstituted the Romanist Mass. While
many of the Dutch and German be-
lievers returned to the Low Countries
and to Denmark, the French believers
headed to their native land via Dover;
it was assumed that many would head
for Geneva.? Those members of the
stranger church who remained in Lon-
don were destined to resurface in
1559, when the accession of Eliza-
beth to the throne would provide a re-
turn to Protestantism.

The refugee centres

There were three European cities
which acted as refugee centres for the
exiled members of the stranger church-
es: Emden (in east Friesland), Frankfurt
and Wesel (both in Germany). Unfor-
tunately, no church records survive
which might indicate the number of
refugees who came to Wesel from the
French stranger church in London.
Whereas previously scholars thought
that the influx of French-speaking be-
lievers from London to Wesel was con-
siderable, recent estimates are very
modest. Two facts suggest, however,
that at least some of the members of
the London church settled in the Ger-
man town. As early as 1545 Wesel had
accepted religious refugees from the
Low Countries: Walloons had been per-
mitted to conduct Reformed worship
services in French alongside the Luther-
an services.’ Thus the town had gained
the reputation of being kindly disposed
towards fleeing Protestants; the French-
speaking exiles from London would
have been attracted to Wesel. More
important is the fact that the church at
Wesel elected Francis Perussel as its
minister. The choice of this man sug-
gests that there were not a few who
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The Last Supper by Leonardo da Vinci

knew the former minister of the stranger
church in London. At any rate, one may
suppose that the group at Wesel chose
a pastor whose teaching and practice
was in accord with their own. Further-
more, the Calvinist tenor of the Re-
formed community in Wesel must have
been similar to that of the French
stranger church in London.

The town’s council, however, con-
sisted of Lutheran members, and both
the doctrines and the practices of the
town church differed from those which
the French believers exercised. The well-
being of the French Reformed group in
Wesel depended upon its good rela-
tions with the Lutheran leaders. Unfor-
tunately, the relations between Calvinists
and Lutherans had deteriorated through-
out Europe by the time the exiles settled
into Wesel. The doctrine of the Lord’s
Supper continued to be the main issue
separating the Swiss, German and
French reformers. Already after the Mar-
burg Colloquy of 1529, the doctrine
concerning the mode of the presence of
the Lord Jesus Christ in the sacrament
divided Zwinglians from Lutherans,
while those associated with Calvin
strove to bring the camps together.* The
so-called Zurich Accord of 1549, in
which Calvin played no small role, was
one of the attempts at compromise.® But
John a Lasco, whose name was associ-
ated with the refugees of the stranger
churches, had published a series of ser-
mons in which he denounced the
Lutheran practice of the Lord’s Supper.

Disagreement over the sacramen-
tal doctrine had become bitter, and the
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exiles could expect a less than warm
reception by the coucillors of Wesel.
For, as A. Pettegree observes, “a nar-
row Lutheran orthodoxy was . . . being
imposed in many cities which had pre-
viously offered a generous welcome
to Reformed communities.”® Given
these circumstances, the Reformed
exiles needed to be sensitive to the
Lutheran position.

Upon arriving in the town, the ex-
iles first presented the town council
with a Confession of Faith, which was
deemed sound. The French-speaking
believers were permitted to conduct
worship services separate from the
town church, but under certain condi-
tions. Given the religious climate of
the day, these were generous conces-
sions. Shortly after he arrived in 1554,
Francis Perussel requested that his
flock be permitted to celebrate also the
Lord’s Supper apart. This request was
denied, however, and the members
were asked fo participate in the Luther-
an celebration. It seemed only a matter
of time before the town council would
request the exiles to subscribe to the
Lutheran doctrine of the physical pres-
ence of the Lord Jesus Christ in the
sacrament. To the Reformed believ-
ers, however, this would be unaccept-
able; they thought that the Lutheran
exercise of the sacrament retained ves-
tiges of the Roman Catholic mass. For
them the use of figured bread, the can-
dles on the table, and the wearing of
special vestments, called chasubles,
by the celebrants, was altogether too
ornate. The exiles began to consider

moving to another town where they
might practise their Reformed faith
freely. Late in 1553, or early in the
new year 1554, leaders of the exiles
requested Calvin’s advice. The letter
sent to him is not extant, but Calvin’s
reply, written in French and signed by
“the Ministers of the Church of Gene-
va” on 13 March 1554, survives.”

Calvin’s letter of advice

Calvin begins his letter with an en-
couragement to the exiles in their cir-
cumstances, exhorting them to remain
constant in the Reformed faith.? He re-
minds them to be thankful to God, who
“has granted you a place of refuge in
which you are at liberty to serve and wor-
ship Him (30).” Calvin points out that
such liberty is “no slight favour at a time
when the world is turned upside down
(30).” Thereupon he turns to the matter of
immediate concern, the celebration of
the Lord’s Supper in the church at We-
sel. He notes that the members of the
congregation are rightly concerned about
the administration of this sacrament, and
that he shares their conviction that the
supper should be celebrated only ac-.
cording to its institution as described in
the New Testament and as practised in
the apostolic church. Calvin agrees that
any addition to the scriptural prescrip-
tions for the rite “cannot fail to be a cor-
ruption.” Calvin’s attitude toward the
more ornate Lutheran practice at Wesel
is clear. He calls the ceremonies “un-
meaning mummeries — which are, as it
were, the residue of Popish supersti-
tions, the recollection of which we



should strive as much as in us lies to
exterminate (30).” Calvin appreciates
the concern of the believers in Wesel,
and supports them in their efforts to
correct the improper exercise of the
sacrament. Indeed, Calvin states, if the
church in Geneva should be confront-
ed with “such ceremonies, we should
hold ourselves bound according to the
position in which God has placed us, to
admit of no compromise in resisting
their introduction (30-31).” The exile
community in Wesel is rightly con-
cerned about the manner in which the
Supper was celebrated.

Improper administration of the
sacrament, however, is for Calvin not
sufficient reason to disband the body
of Christ as it is manifested in Wesel.
Ceremonies “do not affect the sub-
stance of our faith” (31), states Calvin,
and it would be wrong if anyone who,
“from spite against a candle or chasuble
would consent to separate himself from
the body of the church (31).” From
these words in Calvin’s reply the im-
pression is gained that the exiles in
Wesel deem the mal-administration of
the sacrament of such significance that
it warrants their withdrawal from the
community.® To this the reformer
replies that “it would be for us a matter
of deep regret if the French church
which might be erected there should be
broken up, because we could not ac-
commodate ourselves to some cere-
monies (31).” Calvin feared not merely
for the unity of the church in Wesel, but
for its very survival.

According to Calvin another reason
why the Reformed believers in Wesel
should not quit the town over the issue
of the manner in which the sacrament
is administered, is to avoid causing a
scandal among the Lutherans who in
weakness might take offence at the ob-
jections raised by the exiles to the fig-
ured bread, candles, and chasubles.
To quote Calvin: “We must be on our
guard not to scandalize those who are
already subject to such infirmities,
which we should certainly do by re-
jecting them from too frivolous motives
(31).” The reformer even writes, “it is
perfectly lawful for the children of God
to submit to many things of which they
do not approve,” hastening to add that
the “main point of consideration is how
far such liberty should extend (31).”
From these words, and from several
other passages in Calvin’s works, it is
clear that the ceremonies and rites of

the church are not deemed fundamen-
tal elements of the Christian faith. Ob-
jections to the manner in which a cer-
emony is conducted is for Calvin not
sufficient reason to “abandon the ad-
vantage of having a christian church in
that place (31).” ,

The principle which supports Calv-
in's advice to tolerate the Lutheran prac-
tice of the Lord’s Supper is that there
are fundamental and non-fundamental
articles of the Christian faith. In Institutes
4.1.12, in a discussion of capricious
withdrawal from the body of Christ,
Calvin writes: “Some fault may creep
into the administration of either doctrine
or sacraments, but this ought not to es-
trange us from communion with the
church. For not all the articles of true
doctrine are of the same sort. Some are
s0 necessary to know that they should
be certain and unquestioned by all men
as the principles of the religion. .. .
Among the churches there are other ar-
ticles of doctrine disputed which still
do not break the unity of faith. .. . A
difference of opinion over these non-
fundamental matters should in no wise
be the basis of schism among Chris-
tians.”™® Especially the outward rites of
our religion, that is the customs, prac-
tices, and external orders, do not de-
serve to be counted as fundamental
principles. In his Commentary on 1
Corinthians 14:40, Calvin writes: “The
Lord allows us freedom in regard to
outward rites, in order that we may not
think that His worship is confined to
those things. At the same time, howev-
er ... He has restricted the freedom,
which He has given us, in such a way
that it is only from His Word that we can
make up our minds about what is
right.”"" It is Scripture, the Word of God,
which acts as the norm for fundamental
and non-fundamental elements of the
faith. The traditions and the teachings
of humans and human institutions are of
no value in assessing the ceremonies
and rites of a church.

Applying the rule of distinguishing
between fundamental and non-funda-
mental articles to the situation of the be-
lievers in Wesel, Calvin invites his read-
ers to agree to the premise that “we
ought to make mutual concessions in
all ceremonies, that do not involve any
prejudice to the confession of our faith
(31).” Especially for the sake of the uni-
ty of the church at Wesel, the exiles
ought to “support and suffer such abus-
es as it is not in your power to correct

(30).”"* The Geneva reformer even ad-
monishes the believers that “the unity of
the church be not destroyed by our ex-
cessive rigour or moroseness (31).” It is
important for believers to distinguish
between fundamental and non-funda-
mental matters of the faith, for it would
be a grave mistake if a matter not of
primary significance is the cause of
schism of lack of unity. Calvin is aware
of the temptation to abuse this advice,
and therefore balances it with the ex-
hortation “that you do not yield to a
faulty pliancy in the confession of your
faith, and that you make no compro-
mise as to doctrine (31).” Ending the let-
ter with an encouragement to enjoy
the benefits of partaking in the Lord’s
Supper, Calvin restates the essence the
Reformed confession of the sacrament:
“we are only made partakers of the
body and blood of Jesus Christ, and . . .
our souls are fully nourished by them
(31).” The brethren at Wesel should be
on guard against any belief which
would “go farther than that confession
(32).” Thus Calvin concludes his pas-
toral letter on a note of caution: while
bearing with the weaknesses which at-
tend the ceremony of the sacrament in
Wesel, the Reformed believers ought
to be wary of any transgression of the
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper as taught
in the Bible.

Conclusion

Readers may be tempted to draw
certain parallels between the situation
of the Reformed congregation in Wesel
and that of some modern Reformed
churches. However many similarities
there may appear to exist, it may be in-
appropriate to draw hard conclusions
from them. The social, political, and es-
pecially theological issues affecting
both the Lutheran and the Reformed
congregations at Wesel have no coun-
terparts in North America of the twen-
tieth century. One must appreciate his-
tory. The relations between church and
state were much closer in Calvin's day
than they are now, and politics played
a role in the matters which separated
the exiles from the Lutherans in Wesel.
What is more, in the sixteenth century
the Reformation was still in its most
formative phase, and Calvin’s personal
authority, and the authority of other
figures, played an important role in the
case of the Reformed exiles. The Re-

formed churches of today, however,

have been influenced by a Calvinism
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which continued to develop long after
John Calvin.

In addition to acknowledging the
general differences which exist be-
tween the Reformed churches of to-
day and those of the past, one must ap-
preciate the specific nature of the issue
facing the exiles at Wesel. Calvin was
not so much concerned about the uni-
ty of a Reformed church, he was con-
cerned about the relations between
Lutheran and Reformed believers. The
exiles had been admitted by citizens
and councillors of a town which was
hardening in its Lutheran doctrine of
the Lord’s Supper. Wesel was one
town where the sacramentarian con-
troversy was real; Calvin was keenly
aware of the role which the exiles
played in the sensitive relations be-
tween Calvinists and Lutherans. Yet
Calvin’s immediate concern regarding
the exiles was the very existence of a
French Reformed Church in Wesel
rather than the harmony within one
congregation. Moreover, Calvin was
giving advice to a definite group of
believers whose circumstances and
history he knew were abnormal. Iden-
tification of the situation of the Wesel
exiles and a current one would, there-
fore, be inappropriate.

As was suggested above, Calvin’s
letter should not be read out of the con-
text of worsening relations between
Lutherans and Reformed. When the
Lutheran party made demands from Re-
formed believers that would force them
to compromise in doctrine, the Re-
formed believers could not acquiesce.
K. Schilder reminds us that Calvin’s at-
titude changed towards the Lutherans
in general and towards the situation of
the Reformed believers in Wesel and
Frankfurt in particular. Schilder warned
those who advocated the notion of the
pluriformity of the church by adducing
Calvin’s assessment of the relations be-
tween Calvinists and Lutherans in the
1550s, that they should read Calvin’s
advice to the Reformed believers in the
two Lutheran cities in a broader histori-
cal context.” For by 1561 the Lutheran
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper diverged
more and more from Reformed teach-
ing, and Calvin then advised the Re-
formed believers against participating in
the sacrament as it was taught and ad-
ministered by Lutherans. Moreover,
Calvin had observed that there were
radical Lutherans, “apes of Luther,”
whose party-spirit was harming the del-
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icate relations between the Calvinists
and Lutherans.

It is worthy of note that Calvin did
seek unity between Lutherans and
Calvinists. He had signed the Augsburg
Confession of 1540 (the “varied” ver-
sion in which the article concerning the
Lord’s Supper was modified), and at no
point in the discussions between
Lutherans and Reformed did Calvin de-
scribe the emerging Lutheran church
as a false church.™* It was not until 1577
— after Calvin’s death in 1564 — when
the orthodox Lutheran Formula of Con-
cord was published, that the Lutheran
doctrine of the real presence and the
two natures of Jesus Christ became of-
ficial and so led to a formal break be-
tween Calvinists and Lutherans. Calv-
in’s letter of advice in 1554 is one
document of an ultimately unsuccessful
process between parties which, in the
end, did not possess a common doc-
trine of the Lord’s Supper. Nevertheless,
Calvin’s ongoing attempts to seek unity
with Lutherans should be seen today as
an example for bringing together that
which belongs together. More impor-
tantly, perhaps, current deliberations
among Reformed churches should fo-
cus upon the unity which exists in doc-
trine; common adherence to the doc-
trines taught in Scripture should lead to
unity in practice.

In conclusion, some general obser-
vations may be made about the princi-
ples underlying Calvin’s advice, and
their relevance to modern Reformed
churches. First, one may consider the
distinction between fundamental and
non-fundamental articles of the faith.
The premise according to which Calvin
assigns differing values to matters
which are essential to the doctrine of
the faith and to matters which do not af-
fect it is Scripture. The Bible, and not
tradition, customs or practices of hu-
man origin should be acknowledged as
the sole guide in making such distinc-
tions. The advice that outward rites
and ceremonies should not be placed
on a par with the doctrine contained in
Scripture is one which should be ac-
knowledged today. Appreciation for the
manner in which Reformed churches
worship and exercise the sacraments
should be tempered by the distinction
between fundamental and non-funda-
mental articles of the faith. The fact
that a certain form of worship has char-
acterised a particular congregation is
not in itself sufficient reason to maintain

that form. This principle is particularly
relevant in a time when Reformed
churches seek to strengthen the ties
which the unity of the faith provides.
Reformed churches would be well-ad-
vised to distinguish carefully between
those matters which form the very heart
of the Christian faith and those which
do not affect the doctrine as revealed
in Scripture.
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Lasco, who reckoned the council’s demands
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Churcl

By Michael Wagner

One view that is rather prevalent
arnong some groups of evangelicals is
that church membership is unscriptural
and unnecessary. Since the Bible does
not have an explicit command, “thou
shait join a local church,” adherents of
this view suggest that the requirement
of church membership is man-made
and therefore not a Christian obligation.
I am quite familiar with this view since
| held to it before coming to a Reformed
understanding of the Bible. s church
membership Biblical? Absolutely. The
Bible teaches that all believers are to
be members of local churches (i.e.,
members of the visible church) and all
those who forsake church membership
are in very serious spiritual danger, 1o
say the least.

Anabaptism

Opposition to church membership
is common in North American evangel-
ical circles today. Kevin Reed, in his
Introductory Essay to john Knox's A
Warning Against the Anabaptists (Dal-
las: Presbyterian Heritage Publications,
1984), traces the idea back to the An-
abaptists. In discussing the Reforma-
tion period, he notes that due to “their
perfectionist leanings, the Anabaptisis
began to expeci a perfect Church.
These unrealistic expectations gave
bisth to their exireme separatism” {p. 6).
As a result, the “Anabaptists withdrew
from the Protestant churches to form
their own private assemblies. They
were simply ‘too spiritual’ to join any
regular congregation” {p. 6). These ex-
treme separatist tendencies are com-
mon among some evangelicals today.

Some persons - do not join any

church, because they see oo many

problams in the churches, and do
not wish to asscciate with such con-
gregations. Some even assert that
their separation requires a greater
spirituality on their pat, since they
must walk with God apart from
ties to a regular church. These are
nothing but modern manifestations
of Anabaptist perfectionism (p. 8.

This Anabaptist theology seems to be
one root of the anti-church membership
position.

Revivalism

A different explanation has been
offered by Peter Leithart in his article
“Revivalism and American Protes-
tantism” (found in The Reconstruction
of the Church, ed. lames B. jordan.
Tyler, Texas: Geneva Ministries,
1985). Leithart suggests that the evan-
gelical revivalism of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries in the Unit-
ed States resulted in a very low view
of the vizibi

ie church. One of the rea-

sons for this was that “[mlany of the
preachers in the first revivals were itin-
erants {i.e., travelling preachers with-
out a home church), a method of evan-
gelism that puts minimal emphasis on
the local church” (p. 82). in the end,
revivalism led to “a voluntaristic view
of the church.”

The church came to be viewed as an
issembly of individuals, democrati-
ally controlled, and undemanding.
That membership in a church re-
quires submission to authority and
a permanent and serious commit-
ment surprises, even angers many
American Christians. The medieval

&
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and Reformation idea that church
membership is not optional and that
the church is not a voluntary body
but an organic community estab-
lished by God with iles of faith and
fellowship that may be dissolved

nly in the most extreme case, is
anathema (pp. 82-83).

It appears, then, that Ameri a “re-
dvalism” also coniributes to the deni-
gration of church membersh,i
Dispensationalism

One last explanation that | will

pointiois a:ﬁsg::ensa‘{.ieﬁahsm. This is the
explanation offered by lain Murray in
his book The Puritan Hope {Edinburgh:
The Banner of Truth, 1971). Dispensa-
tionalism, an evangelical system of
theology that heavily empha@%zes e85~
chatology, generally places a low em-
whasis on the church. In dispensation-
alism, the organized church is seen 45
falling away bekere the return of Christ,
and therefore believers need to be wary
of it. Murray suggests that “of all the
tendencies of (dispensationalism) none
Was worse tharni the effect which it had
n belittding the i “npenance of the visi-
b%e Church” {p. 205}. Before the ad-
vent of di speﬂmatzonaéasm, the chu* h
had ge enerally been important in the
theology of evange;;cais {i.e., conserva-
tive Protestants). But after the spread of
dispensationalism,
the Church was regarded as an in-
stitution without a future, and dis-
paragement of church ties and du-
ties affected the thinking of many
evangelicals, . .. Whatever Chiistian
work @‘emainpd to be done before
the Advent belonged to new groups,
or simply to earnest individuals,
wheo often professed no connection
with the Church in her historic past.
Even the pastoral office was viewed
as no fﬁnbe? necessary and the
rained ministry was accoraingly set
aside. The study of the Church’s
teachers in former ages was dis-
countenanced as wining 1o human
frdd;ixans and each Chrési; an was
not only supposed to grasp all scrip-
fural truth without such aids but
also 1w be able o fulfii the role hith-
erto expected of tho se anm;m‘ﬁd o
the preachpr s office {p. 203).
The role of dispensationalism in deni-
grating the visible church is very clear.

The Biblical teaching on church
membs&s‘@h%g}

Having loo
padigree of the

i~
i
Fud

C‘ffp ideas, it is now possible 1w twrn to
God's Word for the truth on this issue.
The view that a Christian does not need
to be a member of a local church finds
no support in the Bible. Satan is the
great enamy of the church, and only Sa-
tan benefits when professing Christians
oppose church membership, He is the
ultimate source of that idea.
The Bible clearly teaches that all
hristians are to be members of the
zb ¢ church. A good place to find
ical teaching on kh?fﬁ issueis a &aseﬁ
message by Rev. Al Martin {a “Re-
for n’ed Baptist” minister in the U.5.) en-
titled “The io*af Church: A RQCOSHL.“
able Group.” Maitin's main point is that
if the 5053% churches in the New Testa-
ment had "recagmg.ab‘p definable
congregations, then churches today
must also have “recognizable, defin-
able” congregations. That the churches
of the New Testament era had clearly
defined congregations is clear from
Scripture. Just to use two of the many
examples, it can be seen that this is so.
in Acts 4:23 (K]V), Peter and john, after
being released from custody, “went to
their own company, and reported all
that the chief priests and el ders had said
unto them” (emphasis added). The
phrase “their own company” reveals
that there was a specific group of peo-
ple to whom they returned. [fwas a rec-
ognizable, definable group. Similarly,
in Acts 6:3 (K}V), ?he disciples are 1 told
to select deacons: “look yve out among
vou seven men of honest report, full of
the Holy Ghost and wisdom, whom
we may appoint over this business”
{emphasis added). Again, the deacons
were selected from a specific, defined
gmug of people
he point of showing that the con-
gregamﬂs consisted of specific people
is to demonstrate that they were clearly
distinguished from the community at
large. There was a clear line between
those who were inthe church and those
who were out, There was no confusion
about who was in the congregation
and who was out, The church had a
definite mambershp
This puznf is further strengthened by
verses that show that people hg(“ 0 foin
the visible church. In Acts 5:13 (KIV)
we are ©ld that “of the rest durst no man
ioin himself to them” (emphasis added)
rez‘fzr mg to the Christians. That is, they
had to join. Clearer vet is Acts 9:26
where it is said “when Saul was corne
W jerus
o the discip phasis added). Sau
was already a believer, vet he still had 1o

m, he assaved 1o join himself

join. Clearly, churches in the New Tes-
tament era were recognizable, definable
congregations that had to be joined.

Even without the evidence just of-
fered, the Bible clearly teaches the ne-
cessity of Chl rch wxﬂmLcme Matthew
18:15-17 alone is conciusive on this is-
5118, \/“ve are told that after an erring
brother has been admonished by an in-
dividual (v, 15) and than again with two
or three witnesses {v. 16}, the issue must
be taken to the church (v, !.7}. How
could the church have any fo @inthisat
all unless it had jurisdiction over the
people involved? And how could it
have jurisdiction unless those people
were members of the church? The point
is clear. And it becomes even more
clear when we lock at 1 Corinthians
5:13 where the church is told to “put
away from among yourselves that
wicked person.” How could the church
“put someone away from among them-
selves” unless that person was “among”
them to begin with? Clearly he would
have to be a church member!

Another important conce@t in this
issue has to do with Christ being the
“Chief Shepherd” (1 Peter 5:4) of the
church. This argument is mentioned by
Rev. Greg Bahnsen of the OPC in his
taped message “Church Membership:
The Biblical Concept.” Christ is the
Chief Shepherd of the church, and by
His authority he has placed “under-
shepherds” (elders and ministers) over it
1 Peter 5:1-2). There are undershep-
herds ruling over all of Christ’s flack,
Anyone who does not recognize an
undershepherd over him is, in effect,
not recognizing Christ as over him.
Christ has chosen cerlain men to rule
over His people (Acts 20:28, 1 Thessa-
lonians 5:12, Hebrews 13: 7,17}, and
those who spurn the rulers ;pua n Cfn ist,
The only way o be ruled by Christ's un-
dershepherds is to be a member of a
local church. Clearly, then, any Chrigt-

n who wants to ~ubm m his Lord
must be a memberofa ¢ ch There
are no other options. The Bzh & is clear.

All Christians who truly x,-,am 0
erve God do what the Bible says and
j oin a true church. All others are, at
best, Hiving in a sinful state. fsay “at
be 1” because “Christians” who have no
love for the church are spurious \.nns—
tians indeed. The Bible teaches church
membership.
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Church Membership and Baptism

Response to questions

By C. Van Dam

In the Issue of Clarion preceding
this one, br. W.H. Chase raises a num-
ber of concerns and questions in a letter
to the editor with respect to my article
“OPC and Canadian Reformed - a re-
sponse to criticism” (Clarion, March
10). He basically questioned whether it
was really true that according to our Re-
formed tradition one who errs in a point
of doctrine (the example was infant
baptism) could, by way of exception, be
admitted into the Reformed congrega-
tion. Due to the nature of the topic,
and because questions were addressed
to me, | would like to note the following
as briefly as possible:

1. The decisions of the OPC in
1967 and the Regional Synod of Gou-
da (1620) which dealt with this matter
are identical in insisting that those
who are to be admitted to the church
are to submit themselves to the Re-
formed doctrine. Those joining the
OPC have to answer sincerely and af-
firmatively the questions asked of those
being admitted to communicant mem-
bership. This includes assenting to the
Reformed doctrine, as | showed in
Clarion Year end issue, 1994, It is
therefore not correct when br. Chase
writes that in the OPC members are ad-
mitted who condemn infant baptism.
Rather, as the 1967 OPC decision puts
it, it concerns those “who cannot at
that time in good conscience present
their children for baptism.”

2. Furthermore the exceptional na-
ture of such an admission was empha-
sized in the OPC decision. The excep-
tional character of what we are talking
about is, rather unfairly, not recognized
by br. Chase who also frames a ques-
tion to me in terms of a church admit-
ting someone who condemns the doc-
trine of infant baptism. Neither the

OPC nor our Dutch sister churches
have ever suggested that those who
actively condemn infant baptism
should be admitted into church mem-
bership. Such people would also not
want to be a member of a consistently
Reformed church. Why should they be
interested? The exception deals with
situations where in the opinion of the
local session or consistory someone
who does not see one point of Re-
formed doctrine correctly as yet (such
as infant baptism) but is willing to be
instructed and thus to submit himself to
Reformed teaching, should be admitted
into the church. Also in this respect
there is thus no difference between
our Reformed heritage and the OPC
decision. Rereading my articles (in the
Year End, 1994 and March 19, 1995 is-
sues) will make that clear.

3. Br. Chase asked about the na-
ture of the decision of the 1914 Synod
of The Hague which declared that tol-
eration can be exercised to a brother
who in good conscience errs in a point
of doctrine. The background of this
decision is that Regional Synod Fries-
land South asked whether someone
who agrees with the Reformed confes-
sions except on the point of infant bap-
tism can be admitted into the church.
Such a person would promise not to
make propaganda for his deviating
views and exhibit a godly walk of life.
In response to this questions, Synod
responded as follows.

i. Synod did not want to make a de-
cision for the consistory in this ques-
tion because it did not know all the
facts and it was not capable of doing
what the consistory should do.

ii. Synod declared that the Re-
formed Churches, following the exam-
ple of the apostolic church, have al-

ways judged that toleration should be
exercised towards those who in good
conscience err in some point of doc-
trine as long as they do not propagate
the error and are prepared to be in-
structed in the Reformed doctrine. It
stands to reason that such a person can-
not be an office bearer.

iii. The local consistory should
make the decision regarding such tol-
eration for admission, if need be with
the advice of classis.

When the Synod of The Hague re-
ferred to the example of the apostolic
church, it alluded to the report sub-
mitted to this Synod on this matter.
There reference was made to the apos-
tle’s command to welcome those
weak in the faith (Rom. 14:1) and to
bear with the failings of the weak
(Rom. 15:1).

These Biblical principles reflect the
mercy of our God and are part of the
total picture that should be borne in
mind if the situation should arise that a
consistory received a sincere request
for membership from someone who
leads a godly life and desires to join

‘the congregation, even though he or

she cannot assent to a particular point
of doctrine but is willing to be in-
structed. Such a person may, for ex-
ample, have been evangelized by a
member of the congregation. The Bib-
lical principles this synod referred to
and which point to the possibility of
admitting such applicants as members
in certain circumstances are more
compassionate and pastoral than the
position of br. Chase. We do well to
remember this.
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Our Fall Annual Report included a KIDS' PAGE which
challenged YOU to send us a drawing showing something of

our efforts to help the poor. We received many responses
and thank FEVERYONE who sent a drawing. Your interest and

t
fforts were really appreciated! Keep up the good work,
and let us all remember to pray and do what we can on be-
half of the poor and needy.

The following four drawings were selected for publica-
tion in Clarion. We congratulate Lynda Krabbendam, Tracey
Krabbendam, Allan Vanderveen, and Margaretha Ysselstein
for their fine work.

[44]
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BAG PUZZLE

You can also help hungry people right in your own city or area.
To find out how, solve the puzzle, writing the first letter of the pic-
ture in each blank. Then read the sentence.

You can help children who
are hungry by bringing
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to food pantries in your
church or community.
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Meeting of the Administration
Committee with the Inter-League
Publication Board on Friday, March
24, 1995 at the Canadian Reformed
Church building, London, ON

Present from the 1.L.P.B:

— from the Men’s League
Helder and Keith Sikkema

- {rom the Women's League: Jane Oost-
erhoff and joanne van Middelkoop

~ from the Young People’s League:
John Smid and John Smith

: George

Present from the Administration
Committee:

Lynda Schouten.

The meeting was opened with the
singing of Ps. 43:3, and the chairman,
George Helder, read Ps. 43, prayed and
welcomed everyone present.

The agenda was amended and
a sO{J* 2d.

The minutes of
LL.P.B., March 10,1

and adopted.

he
d

meeting of t
vere corrected

the m
1995, v

Discussion of Proposed Projects

1. The LL.P.B. continues tentative dis-
cussion of whether to translate
Korte Verklaring, since Zondervan
has abandoned this project.

2. A proposal to translate Klank en
Weerkilank by C. Trimp is discussed.

A policy change was announced: from

now on the term “LLL.P.B.” will refer to

| the entire organization, and the term
Pete Engb@r&; Elaine Spriensma, ‘
Irene Boeringa, Rennie Pieterman, |

“directors” to the 6
the Board.

representatives on

Administration Committee Reports
1. Progress
- Call Upon Me by H. Westerink
is now in stock

UR LITTLE MAGAZINE

—~  Christ in the Family by W. Meijer
is now at the printers

— Lukeby C. Hauem will be ready
in early 199¢

— we aim to have outlines on Job
by P. de Jong ready in Autumn,

! 1995,
| 2. Sales - sales are going well.
3. Mamemgw letters are hemg sent to
contact persons in the Independe

Christian Reformed U*urd"e»

4. f inancial ~ expenses are co
ble to last year and income ’1
creased.

The next combined meeting is
scheduled for Friday June 9, 1995, in
London.

John Smid closed in prayer, and the
chairman adj uumed the meeting.

on behalf of the LL.P.B
John Smith |
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By Aunt Betty

Dear Busy Beavers,
The LORD ascended up on high,

The LORD has triumphed gloriously,

in power and might excelling.

The grave and hell are captive led.
Lo, He went up our glorious Head,
To His eternal dwelling.

After Jesu

on earth. He wou
His Father.

Forty days after Jesus rose from the dead, H
He to f
the Holy Spirit would come upon them, and He

they had to go, tell peo-

disciples to a mour ntain near ferusalem.
them witnesses for Jesus. So later, t
ple everywhere abou
His People.

When Jesus was still talking to them, He was lift
right in front of the di sopi% They watched in wonder

a cloud hid Jesus from them.

They stood still, staring at the sky. All of a sudden, two
en in white clothes were beside them! They asked the 7.
“Why are you still looking into the :,k)/?
k in the same way you saw Him go.”

msupie
come bac
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15 rose from the dead, He showed Himself to His
eleven disciples. He taught them about the Kingdom of
God. They had to learn a lot because Jesus would not [ stay
ild go back to Heaven, to be with God,

t Jesus andwhat He had

because they bel

! We are still waiting for Jesus to come back. But we
know He is in Heaven, beside God, His Father.
He asks God to have mercy on those who believe in Him,

And there

ong to Him.
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SCRAMBLED BIBLE NAMES

By Busy Beaver Eritia Smit

le took His 1.
‘fhem that
uld make 2. arulzas

3. ossme

done 1o save
4’ )i%j(}k,d
ted up o
Thm 5. srieen
6. hjleia
rhdoe

us wil i e
esus will 8. wetmtha




SEVEN

Seven means complete in the Bible. Match each state-
ment about seven with the proper person.

1. Had seven locks of hair. a. Solomon, 1 Ki 6:38

2. Laboured seven years for b. Naomi,
a wife Ruth 4:15

3. Judged Israel for seven ¢. Mary Magdalene,
years Mark 16:9

4, Ate grass seven times d. Samson, Judges 16:13

5. Possessed by seven devils e. Pharaoh,

6. Dreamed of seven fat and Genesis 41:2,3
seven lean cows f. Ibzan,

7. Built the Temple in seven Judges 12:8,9
years. g. Nebuchadnezzar,

8. Was condemned by seven Dan. 4:25,33
princes h. Vashti,

9. Women said her Esther 1:14,15,19
daughter-in-law was i. Jehoash,
better than seven sons 2Ki 11221

10. Became king at age seven J . Jacob, Gen 29:20

BIBLE CODE
By Busy Beaver Danielle Ostermeier

A -1 F -6 K ~-11 P ~16 U- 21
B - 2 G- 7 L -12 Q-17 V -22
Cc-3 H- 8 M-13 R -18 W23
D~ 4 I - 9 N -14 S ~-19 X - 24
E -5 J] —10 O-15 T -20 Y -25

Z —~26
21251919 1144 16181 9 19 5
208 5 121518 4 119 121514 7

FROM THE MAILBOX

Hi, Laura Kanis. How are you:
! flute lessons going? Do vou practice a
lot? Thanks for the interesting story
- you wrote. Do you have any younge~
‘ Krothers.?jbwye‘, Laura T

" Heho, emily Boot. How are you
doing? Thanks for the puzzle you sent
in. Do you like animals? Bye, Emily.

Welcome to the Busy Beaver
Club, Stefanie DeBoer. Thank you for
the neat letter. Do you like working on the computér? How
did your move go? Please send me your new address and
your birthday, so | can put your name on the birthday list.
Bye, Stefanie. ’

Hi, Shaun Smeding. Thank you for the word search
puzzle. How are you and your family doing? Hope to hear
from you soon. Bye, Shaun.

Hi, Candace Schuurman. Wow, it must be neat to have
a butterfly for a pet! How long was it in the cocoon? What
kind of butterfly is it? Hope your stamp-collecting is going
well. Bye, Candace.

Hi, Alisa Krabbendam. Thanks for your letter. Do your
rabbits like to hop on your lawn and eat the new grass? Or
would they rather not be held? Bye, Alisa.

Welcome to the Busy Beaver Club, Twyla Vanleeuwen.
Would you like to share one of your stories with the other
Busy Beavers? If you would, send me one, and I'll put it in
the Clarion. Bye, Twyla.

Bye, everyone! Love to you all,

Aunt Betty

.
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A new joy, a new love . . . With thankfulness to the Lord, Psalm 105:8
We i L:I:zewkda:ghter. N we announce the birth of We thank the Lord for richly
e give thanks to our heaven- . . . )
ly Father for blessing us with TYSON MICHAEL blessing our marriage with an
the precious gift of another Born March 18, 1995 other daughter
daughter Henry and Judy Slaa ALYSSA JENELLE
MIKAYLA CHANTELLE Crystal
. 5 Y. .“ Born on March 29, 1995
Born March 27, 1995 arcie
! A little sister for Kimberl
A sister for Adrienne Sheldon €8s e1" o1 Ramberty '
Art and Sharon Teitsma Erin Bill and Jean Devries
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