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Rev. Leonard Greenway

COMMENT ON THIS ISSUE

The only new contributor among those who write for this issue
is Rev. Clifford Vander Ark, the pastor of the Christian Reformed Church
of Sanborn, Iowa. His thoughtful sermonette on God’s encounter with
Moses on the way back to Egypt, in which the Lord sternly insisted on
the observance of the outward sign of the covenant, has a message also
for our New Testament day.

This issue introduces a new department bearing the caption: Pointed
Paragraphs. We believe this new feature will please many, if not all, of
our reagers. Busy people who are interested in good reading not only
usually manage to find at least a few quiet hours every week which they
can devote to a calm perusal of solid material of some length; they can
also often eke out a few minutes every day for reading brief and pointed
paragraphs that give food for thought. We hope our readers will tell
us what their reaction is to this type of material.

The major part of this issue is devoted to a report on the activities of
the Synod of the Christian Reformed Church which met last month in
Grand Rapids, Michigan, It deals with only the most important decisions
that were made and with the discussions which preceded them. In many
instances we give only the substance of the speeches that were made.
Since there is considerable repetition in such offhand statements which
we can omit and since we report the very words of the speakers we are
confident of not having misrepresentedegeir expressions of opinion.

As many of our readers know, in years gone by, when we were still
the Editor of The Banner, it was our custom to report on what was said
at Synod as well as on what was decided. Since that custom is no longer
being followed by the present Editor (for which we are not at all critici-
zing him) and since we know that many of the readers appreciated that
kind of report, those who are responsible for the content of this magazine
deemed it advisable to satisfy the desire to receive in this manner a
taste of the atmosphere of the Synod and not merely to know the text of
the decisions.
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GOOD WORK

Ch50me time agsoch\;g]s sent a letter to our
ristian High offering ial in-
ducements to classes or grou mmts
interested in raising money for the school
by selling subscriptions or collecting re-
subscriptions to TorcH aND TRUMPET. One
of the schools which responded was Unity
Christian High School of Hudsonville,
Michigan. The report of Henry Vander Kam,
one of the sophomore students, shows what
can be done by our young people when they
get interested in a project. The sophomore
class succeeded in obtaining a total of 96
subscriptions — 79 new and 17 renewals.
Some of both were for one year, others for
two years.

Congratulations, young people! You have
done an excellent piece of work, both for
your school and for our magazine. May your
example be followed in other Christian high
schools in the coming school-year.

The Editorial Committee
Reformed Fellowship, Inc.

“The only theology that the Bible knows is the Reformed faith.” — DR. James 1. PACKER



Pointed Paragraphs:

THE NEW BIBLICISM

HE DOCTRINE of Scriptural infallibility is being

questioned of late in Reformed circles on the ground
that the term “infallible” is not found in Scripture. Some
twenty-six years ago the Auburn Affirmationists used the
same argument in reply to the reaffirmation of funda-
mentals made by the General Assembly of the Presby-
terian Church U.S.A. “There is no assertion,” they said,
“in the Scriptures that their writers were kept from error’
... We hold that the Assembly of 1923, in asserting that
‘the Holy Spirit did so inspire, guide, and move the writers
of the Holy Scripture as to keep them from error,” spoke
without warrant of the Scriptures or of the Confession of
Faith” (An Affirmation, 1924, p. 3).

This is biblicism in a new dress. Reformed theologians
have always rejected the view that only what is literally
expressed in so many words in Scripture is valid as dogma.
For example, the doctrines of the Trinity, the two natures
in Christ, infant baptism, and of Sunday as the Lord’s
Day are not literally taught in Scripture, yet “by good and
necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture”
(Confession of Faith of the Presbyterian Church U.S.A.,
Ch. 1, Art. vi, p. 13). Against this position some Funda-
mentalists, Baptists, Seventh Day Adventists, and others
raise objection. However, Church Fathers, in hammering
out the Confessions and Creeds, have always proceeded
on the assumption that the Bible contains a system of
truth which the sanctified human mind is able to grasp
and to formulate. Otherwise creeds would be impossible.

The question whether the Bible speaks infallibly in
all its utterances is, therefore, first of all a question of
approach and of method. May we conclude that since
God cannot lie, and since Scripture is the God-breathed
Word, written by holy men who were carried along by
the Holy Spirit, the Scriptures are without error? Ortho-
doxy has always answered this question in the affirmative.
The new biblicism says “NO”|

HR.V.T.

7 OUT OF 22

UMBERS can tell a story. These, I believe, do. This
fall 22 students plan to enter Calvin Seminary to
study for the ministry. Of this group 7 are products of
the Christian Reformed Churches in the United States.
It is strange, even startling, that three fourths of the con-
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gregations of the denomination can produce less than
one third of the students for the ministry.

These numbers raise the question, WHY?

Is it because the glory of the gospel ministry has lost
its luster in the souls of our youth? Have the homes which
reared our youth fallen prey to the valuations of a tech-
nological culture which places a premium on the scientist?
Have the ministers in the congregations proved poor
examples for the youth of the church? Does the educa-
tional leadership at Calvin College focus the students’
minds on the greatest goals and loftiest aims? Could it
be that the quality of theological training offered in Calvin
Seminary has lost its lure because it has failed to provide
a united front of first-rate Reformed scholarship? Is it
because the membership of the Christian Reformed
Churches in the United States has lost its sense of urgency
for the cause of Christ and the glory of God? Are we
more secular and complacent than we dare realistically
face?

The numbers stand. There they are: only 7 United
States-born and -nurtured young men are entering the
Seminary in the fall of 1960. We must find the answer
to the question, WHY? Instead of arguing among our-
selves to pin-point the blame, let each one of us put his
own hand into his bosom. As we pull it out again, stained
with sin, may our patient Father in heaven excrcise his
forgiving mercy and send his Spirit with scasons of
refreshment.

A.CD.J.

PROPAGANDA

N A NEAT stack alongside of me as I write these lincs

lie 1597 pages of propaganda. For all of this material

I paid $3.20. That figures to about two tenths of a cent

per page. Here is a list of the titles, the number of pages,
and the cost:

F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, 542 pages, $1.15; F. Engels,
The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State,
304 pages, $.25; K. Marx, Wages, Prices and Profit, 96
pages, $ .10; K. Marx, Wage Labour and Capital, 72 pages,
$.10; K. Marx, Economic and Philosophic Postscripts of
1844, 210 pages, $.75; K. Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy,
256 pages, $.60; V. 1. Lenin, The State, 39 pages, $.10;
V. 1. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component
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Parts of Marxism, 80 pages, $.15. The publisher is
Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow.

There seems to be some hesitation among us as to
the desirability and the propriety of propaganda. Moscow
does not share this feeling! T was able to purchase these
books and pamphlets openly on Jasper Avenue in Edmon-
ton, Alberta, in a store which stocks hundreds of Com-
munist publications in at least four languages.

I think it strange (and the proprietor of the New
World Bookstore in Edmonton agreed!) that those who
believe in the only truly universal Kingdom, who profess
that their Leader and Comrade (Matthew 23:10; John
15:15) is Lord of lords, often fail to realize that they are
called to be propagandists for Christ!

].P.

BAN THAT SUNDAY NEWSPAPER!

T IS NO SECRET that a Sunday newspaper is steady

diet in some Christian homes. There are churches whose
members seem to see no harm in reading it and no incon-
sistency between its perusal and the worship of God in
his house and in their homes. Yet it seems to us that
Christians should feel instinctively that the atmosphere
which is created by the Sunday paper, and by practically
all secular magazines, is in violent conflict with the
spirit of worship. Sunday papers and magazines that are
purely secular, possibly even worldly and frivolous, are
a menace to the Christian home. They tempt us to neglect
the reading of religious magazines and books and tend to
erase the spiritual influence of our worship in the house
of God. It takes little imagination to realize that the
wave of secularism which threatens to dampen all spiritual
aspirations easily becomes a veritable flood if we allow
it to engulf the home, which is the cradle of religion.

We trust our ministers will not fail to warn their
people against everything that tends to undermine the
influence of the church and the home, particularly against
whatever promotes Sabbath desecration.

H.J.K.

REAL PEOPLE

LITTLE BOY went to a restaurant with his parents.

The waitress asked the little fellow what he would
like. “A hot dog”, he said. His mother quickly interrupted
and said, “No, he must have salisbury steak”. The wait-
ress then said to the boy, “What do you want with it?”
Came the quick reply, “Mustard, catsup, pickles, and
onions”. Again the mother signaled for a change in the
order. “He must have green beans”. The waitress, some-
what in doubt whether she should inquire any further
from the youngster, finally came around to him again and
said, “What would you like to drink?” “Root beer”, was
his reply. For the third time the mother shook her head

four

—“No, he must have milk”. The waitress, completing
the order, left the table, and the little fellow leaning
towards his mother said, “Mom, she thinks I am reall”

Little children are real people. Young and dependent
though they be, they sustain important relations as living
human beings. They are not in their infancy and depen-
dency human zeros! They are not blank spaces waiting
for maturity to fill them in! They are human beings —
real people — with tremendous powers for assimilation
and imitation. Moreover, they have a trait that is often
lost when adulthood is reached —the trait that is seen
when they utter religious sentiment without affectation.
They are real people in whom God’s grace can operate
meaningfully. Certainly that is worth remembering in
connection with our practice of the baptism of infants
and little children.

LG.

PARTITION IN SOUTH AFRICA?

UCH OF what one reads nowadays about the

strained relations between whites and blacks in
South Africa is simply a monotonous repetition of the
condemnation of Apartheid —the policy of the present
government to bring about a separation between the
whites and the blacks. It fails to take account of the
terrific problem created by the presence of 3,000,000
whites in a nation where 9,000,000 or 10,000,000 blacks
also have their national home. The whites fear that as
soon as the blacks gain the upper hand socially and
politically they and their superior civilization are doomed.
One of the best things we have read on the subject is
an article by William M. Stringer, one of the special
writers for The Christian Science Monitor. He states that
“The Afrikaner looks ahead apprehensively to the time
when the blacks, unless strictly contained, will have at-
tained equality by slow stages and by sheer weight of
numbers will have entered the dominant position.”

Mr. Stringer suggests that the solution might be a
total separation and nation-wide partition, as realized in
Palestine and in India. It would be a drastic remedy
indeed. Which race would own the mines, the developed
farm areas, the seaports? There would have to be a
population resettlement on a vast scale. South African
whites could no longer lean on the prop of cheap native
labor. But modern mechanization has made it possible
for a nation to live without serf labor. The only alterna-
tive remedy would seem to be to grant the blacks all the
opportunities for education and self-improvement and to
seek harmonious cooperation in government and econ-
omics in a racially mixed nation. This would require an
altogether different attitude and spirit on the part of both
whites and blacks. Apartheid will not work. It is not
enough. The Afrikaners, says Stringer, will have to con-
sider all the alternatives, the drastic as well as the ideal.

HJK.

TORCH and TRUMPET Ilulv-Anau<t 10AN



THE ANTITHESIS

as a Cornerstone

OF CHRISTIAN LIFE AND ACTION

Y THE ANTITHESIS is meant

the fundamental contrast, divi-
sion, and antagonism between the
people of God and those who are of
the world, between the thinking of
those who are Christians and those
who are not, between the activities
of Kingdom workers and those out-
side the Kingdom of God.

SIN AND GRACE

The antithesis is the result of the
existence of two diametrically op-
posed forces in the human race. The
one is man’s sin, the other God’s
grace. If either of these forces had
not entered the world, there would
have been no antithesis. If sin had
not come, all of man’s thoughts and
actions would be pleasing to God and
mankind would be one under God.
If after the entrance of sin God had
not caused his grace to enter the
hearts of some, all of man’s thoughts
and actions would have been antago-
nistic to God.

The antithesis dates from the day,
after Adam’s fall, when God said:
“I will put enmity between thee and
the woman, and between thy seed
and her seed: he shall bruise thy
head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.”
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by HENRY J. KUIPER

This enmity or hostility is produced
by God, not by man. It does not
justify or imply hatred on the part of
believers against their fellowmen, but
it does mean that there is a division,
an ineradicable line of separation,
between the party of God and the
party of Satan. That division puts an
unbridgeable gulf between the ideals
and strivings of believers on the one
hand and unbelievers on the other.

CHRIST THE GREAT DIVIDER

The proclamation of the law of
God at Mt. Sinai made the contrast
between right and wrong sharper
than it was before. The coming of
Christ made it still sharper. It deep-
ened the line of cleavage between
the church and the world. Jesus
stressed this when he exclaimed: “I
came not to send peace but a sword.”
Again: “Think ye that I am come to
give peace on the earth? I tell you,
Nay; but rather division: for there
shall be from henceforth five in one
house divided, three against two and
two against three. They shall be
divided, father against son, and son
against father; mother against daugh-
ter and daughter against her mother;
mother in law against her daughter

in law, and daughter in law against
her mother in law.”

DIVISION FOR CHRIST'S SAKE
IN THE HOME

We sece that the antithesis will be
found even in the home, the most
intimate of all human institutions.
It will not be seen in the home where
every one is a true Christian, nor
in the home where everyone is an
unregenerate person. However, it is
bound to be seen in a home of the
world where God enters with his
grace into the heart of one or more
in that home without saving all its
members; and it is also seen in that
Christian home where one or more
have chosen the side of the evil one
and live a life of sin.

DIVISION IN THE FIELD
OF EDUCATION

Education is an area closely related
to the home. The school is to an
extent an elongation of the home,
Here if anywhere Christians and non-
Christians must part company. The
Christian home needs the Christian
school for the completion of its God-
given task to train the child in the
way he should go.



It is impossible for the state to
provide for our children the kind of
training which their covenant God
demands for them. We do not belong
to those who hold that no Christian
should under any circumstances teach
in a public school. Let us be con-
cerned about the millions of pupils in
these schools who will be our citizens
tomorrow but who receive no worth-
while instruction in moral principles
unless they have at least some close
contact with teachers whose Christian
example and occasional trustworthy
references to religion and morality in
classroom teaching and discussion
may serve to intensify those “glim-
merings of natural light” in the
unsaved whereby they “retain some
knowledge of God, of natural things,
and of the difference between good
and evil, and show some regard for
virtue and for good outward behavior”
(Canons of Dort, Ch, III-1V, Article
4).

At the same time it must be plain
as day that no Christian can begin to
give free expression to his or her
Christian convictions in a public
school. And it should be just as plain
that the Christian school is an ab-
solute necessity for the children of
Christian parents. Some object to the
Christian school on the ground that
by separating our children from
others we are dividing the nation.
The Biblical answer is that this di-
vision is not only inevitable but willed
by God,

Without Christian schools, good
Christian schools, our Christian homes
will crumble, our churches will not
continue to flourish, and in time our
people of Reformed persuasion will
lose their distinctiveness and be ab-
sorbed by the sects or swallowed up
by the world.

THE ANTITHESIS IN THE CHURCH
The antithesis is seen even in the
visible church. One of the most
serious objections against modern
ecumenism is that it refuses or fails
to acknowledge that the church, and
the various denominations which com-
pose the church, have a perpetual
conflict within their own bosom.
There is a true church and a false
church and that false church may not

be merely a religious organization
distinct from a true church; both may
be wrapped up in one and the same
denomination. One congregation may
be on the side of the seed of the
serpent while another congregation
of the same communion, located per-
haps in the same city, may be on the
side of the Seed of the Woman,
namely Christ. Therefore every move-
ment for the union of all churches,
or of all Protestant churches only, is
based on a false premise, namely, that
the church is essentially a visible in-
stitution and that every church which
professes to believe in Christ is part
of the true church of Christ.

TWO KINDS OF SCIENCE

In the field of science the antithesis
between faith and unbelief should
not be ignored. Even in Christian
circles there is often no recognition
of the fact that there is a gulf which
cannot be bridged between a science
which proceeds from basic Christian
suppositions and a science which is
motivated, consciously or unconscious-
ly, by hostility to the truth of God
as revealed in nature and in Scripture.
How often it is said that “science”
teaches this or that. Strictly speaking,
there is no such thing as a neutral
science. Science, both as a presenta-
tion of facts and as an interpretation
of those facts, proceeds either from
Christian or non-Christian attitudes
and presuppositions.

If any one has doubts on this score
he should read what Dr. Abraham
Kuyper writes in part two of his
most scientific work: Encyclopaedia of
Sacred Theology, particularly the
chapter that deals with A Twofold
Science (Tweeérlei Wetenschap). Dr.
Kuyper argues that as there are two
kinds of people, regenerate and un-
regenerate, there are also two kinds
of science: Christian and non-Chris-
tian. There are many things which
Christian and non-Christian scientists
have in common; nevertheless, “re-
generation brings this about that the
one group of persons is fundamentally
different from the other, and every
endeavor to understand one another,
or to harmonize the difference of
viewpoint in regard to any point of
investigation in which this difference
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plays a part, will be found in vain”
(p. 107 — translation mine-K). Dr.
Kuyper continues by stating that
there was a time when the unregen-
erate, in their scientific endeavor,
were controlled in their basic con-
ceptions by the truths of special rev-
elation, as for example the creation
and the fall of man. But today
evolution has been substituted for
creation and therefore it is no longer
possible for the two groups of scien-
tists to cooperate in their scientific
labors. We quote again: “He who
builds on the foundation of Creation
and thinks that he is still laying brick
on the same wall as the one who
proceeds from Evolution reminds one
of Sisyphus. No matter how often
the stone is rolled to the top of the
hill it is bound to roll down again”
(p. 111, 112).

THE ANTITHESIS IN THEOLOGY
Theology too is a science. In fact,
it has often been called the queen of
sciences. But here too we find the
antithesis. There is a theology which
is built on the foundation of the Bible
as the inspired Word of God. But
over against it and radically opposed
to it are the many theologies which
make human reason or experience
the infallible test of all theories con-
cerning God and man, Christ and the
Church, the world and human
life. We know of no area where the
division between the two parties is
as sharp as in the field of theology.
For that reason we fail to see the
consistency of conservative seminaries
like our own belonging to associations
which seek to be inclusive and which
are usually controlled by the liberals.
Here if anywhere the line of the
antithesis should be drawn sharply
and without hesitancy by those who
hold to the Bible as the infallible
Word of God over against those who
deny it and do not fail to show their
contempt for those whom they accuse

of “bibliolatry.”
¢ & o o

We do not speak of the antithesis
as the cornerstone but as @ cornerstone
of Christian life and action. However,
it is indispensable for effective Chris-
tian activity in all realms of life —
not only in those areas which are
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most closely identified with religion:
the home, the church, and theology.

THE ANTITHESIS IN THE
SOCIAL SPHERE

The antithesis exists also in that
broad domain called Society. There
are social organizations in which be-
lievers can cooperate with unbelievers
without betraying their religious prin-
ciples and convictions, as for example
in a neighborhood improvement as-
sociation — although even in such a
restricted field Christians may create
resentment by insisting on the avoid-
ance of means and measures which
conflict with sound religious and
moral principles. Common grace
makes some cooperation of a limited
nature with non-Christians possible.
Respect for religion, sense of decency,
and “some regard for virtue and for
good outward behavior” (Canons of
Dort, Ch. III-IV, Article 4) on the
part of the unregenerate make such
limited cooperation a possibility.

However, in most social organiza-
tions important issues will arise which
reveal irreconcilability of viewpoint
between Christians and non-Chris-
tians. That is particularly true of
organizations which concern them-
selves with the most fundamental
needs and relationships of men, as
for example labor unions. As a rule
cooperation in this and many other
so-called neutral organizations is pos-
sible only at the cost of a surrender
or denial of Christian principles and
convictions.

THE ANTITHESIS IN POLITICS

In the political field the division,
the antithesis, between believers and
unbelievers is often ignored or forgot-
ten. That is true especially in our
country where the line between faith
and unbelief is not so sharply drawn
as in many other lands. Moreover,
in the United States only the two
leading political parties seem to have
any chance of success at the polls, at
least as far as federal and state issues
are concerned. Nevertheless, there
are great political issues in which con-
sistent Christians and non-Christians
are bound to differ, as for example
the question whether the federal
government should subsidize and
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ultimately control our public school
system. One urgent need today is
a first class Christian magazine, with
nation-wide coverage, which is de-
voted exclusively to the discussion
of fundamental political issues in the
light of the Word of God. We may
well pray for the realization of this
ideal.

Meanwhile all Christians, especially
those of Calvinistic convictions,
should participate in matters pertain-
ing to rural and municipal govern-
ment. They should not be satisfied
with merely casting their ballots on
every election day but should en-
deavor to become a force to be
reckoned with by politicians. But
that requires organization. However,
before we can ever have separate,
successful Christian political organ-
izations on a local level we shall have
to engage in more general and persis-
tent study of political problems as
they affect local areas, especially our
municipalities. It is tragic that in
many of our smaller and medium-size
cities Christians of orthodox convic-
tions make their influence count for
so little. Have we no zeal for civic
righteousness, for clean politics, for
the glorification of Christ our King
in the life of the nation? Shame on us
if we fail to be the salt of the earth,
collectively as well as individually,
and to let the light of God’s revelation
shine on the problems of the day that
can be understood and solved only
in that light.

THE ANTITHESIS IN THE
FINE ARTS

The antithesis must come to the
fore also in the fields of literature,
art, and music. While in former
centuries the fine arts were domin-
ated by the spirit of Christianity, they
are today controlled by the spirit of
secularism and revolt against Chris-
tian standards and Christian prin-
ciples. Some modern writers grovel
in the gutters of profanity, immoral-
ity, and mockery of religion and the
church.

Much of modern art spurns the
standards of real beauty and revels
in the ugly splashes of paint that
portray nothing, say nothing, and
mean nothing except to the artist

himself as the arbitrary, fitful expres-
sion of the feverish impulses of a
mind at war with itself.

The same trend is noticeable in
some of the music of our day. We shall
not attempt to characterize the pop-
ular music which many people pre-
tend to enjoy. We find it hard to
believe that it really pleases them
unless their taste for beauty and
harmony is perverted to such an
extent that they actually relish sounds
that are discordant and harsh.

THE PATTERN OF THE PRIMITIVE

Is all this a sign that our civilization
is decaying, that men are turning
away from the refinements of a
former age and reverting to standards
that prevail among savages and primi-
tive peoples?

Some students of literature take
pride in imitating authors who spurn
all rules whose observance is essen-
tial to good writing, and take delight
in crudities that once were regarded
as the earmarks of ignorance. Or they
use language as a means to conceal
their thoughts so that no one but them-
selves can understand what they say.

The same trend is found today in
painting. The hideous distortions in
color which are called art are no
better than the crude pictures of
children or the blotches of color made
by the ape shown not too long ago
on a well known television show.
Recently a South American artist
was featured on a popular television
panel whose pictures shown to the
audience were made by gobs of paint
flung against a revolving wheel. A few
weceks later on that same program a
teacher of music in one of New York’s
music schools entertained the viewers
with an original “composition” per-
formed on a bath-tub, a steaming
kettle, a toy whistle, a water pitcher,
a sprinkling can, and similar instru-
ments. This teacher defined music
as being simply sound. Perhaps he
would denominate also the yelping of
dogs and the clatter of breaking dishes
as music.

We realize that such extreme ex-
amples of art and music are not fair
samples of what is deemed modern
in these fields. Nevertheless, they
indicate a certain trend, a tendency



to revert to the primitive and to
imitate not the best but the worst
of what is found in heathen society.

Such a reversion to the pattern of
the primitive poses a threat to the
church. Much of the religious music
of our day is an offense to good
taste and defiles the house of God.
Many hymns express cheap sentiment

and in some instances are bald imita-
tions of the music of the dance hall
and the night club.

What can we do to oppose this
trend? We shall have to depend
chiefly on our Christian teachers to
instill in our children a love for true
art and good music. Experience
proves that children can learn to ap-

preciate the best in music. Teachers,
we depend on you to keep the mu-
sical standards of the church highl
Our ministers too should have some
instruction, while still in college, in
music appreciation. Happily, many
of them do take courses in music and
will doubtless help to raise the mu-
sical standards of our people.

SERMONETTE

MOSEY
REDEMPTION

XODUS 4:24-26, “And it came to

pass on the way at the lodging
place, that Jehovah met him, and
sought to kill him. Then Zipporah
took a flint, and cut off the foreskin
of her son, and cast it at his feet, and
said, Surely, a bridegroom of blood
art thou to me. So he let him alone.
Then she said, A bridegroom of
blood art thou, because of the cir-
cumeision.”

Here is a text that makes the
casual reader of the Bible stop, won-
der for a moment, and feel he is
confronted with an insoluble mystery.
The common reason for not under-

by CLIFFORD VANDER ARK

for Mediatorial Service

standing the importance of the events
of the text usually lies in a failure to
understand the importance of the
ordinance of circumcision in God’s
program of revelation unto salvation.
The context is to be sought in all that
Scripture reveals concerning the
development and fulfilment of the
covenant of grace.

The seal of the covenant before
Christ was circumcision. That was
God’s specific order. The manner in
which God operates the covenant is
exclusively his. The pattern is not man
working through God, but essentially
God working through man. It is im-
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portant to sense this distinction. The
Author of salvation is God alone. His
grace alone must be glorified.

In developing the theme: Moses’
Redemption for Mediatorial Service,
let us consider its historical set-
ting, its covenant basis, and its spirit-
ual instruction.

I. The historical setting of God’s
redemption of Moses here is of a
very specific nature. Moses had been
wonderfully called from the deserts
of Midian, where he had been in
exile for forty vears, to go down to
Egypt and bring out God’s people.
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He was to redeem Israel. He had
excuses for not returning to Egypt.
He could not have forgotten how
Israel had rejected him forty years
before. They said then: “Who made
you a ruler and a judge over us?”
Moses had been faithful in casting
his lot with them, rejecting the wealth
of Egypt to suffer affliction with the
people of God. But what had that
readiness to suffer the reproach of
Christ gained him? Forty years of
exile in Midian. Poor fellow! Giant
of faith that he was to become, he
was also the victim of profound dis-
appointment. So God’s command to
go down to Egypt was met with an
understandable reluctance, and there
is an apparent readiness to leave
Israel in the land of bondage.

But God has a covenant with that
people — a covenant whose sign and
seal was the holy sacrament of cir-
cumcision. Moses may offer excuse,
and Israel may despair, but Israel’s
God does not change. He is ever-
faithful and never-failing. Moses’
arguments are brought to nought. He
goes.

It is interesting that Moses does
not give Jethro the real reason for
going down into Egypt. He said only
that he was going to see if his breth-
ren were yet alive. This may indicate
his own lack of knowledge of the
importance of this business.

Moses packed his family and began
the long journey to Egypt. Then,
just before the event recorded in our
text, God sets forth to Moses that he
is going to bring severe judgments on
Pharaoh. In fact, all the first-born
of Egypt will die. God thus reveals
to Moses that salvation and judgment
belong together. That same truth will
be pin-pointed in the redemption of
Moses, as told in our text. To look
ahead, we may say that in the proc-
ess of Israel’s salvation, Egypt’s first-
born must die. But Israel’s first-born
must die, too. And lest God does not
at once slay all of Israel’s first-born,
Israel must forever remember the sign
of death, not only in the Passover
but also in circumcision. Only when
the great First-born of Israel fulfils
all righteousness will these ordinances
be fulfilled.

Moses and his family have bedded

st ) THRUIIRATIYT™Y 1.0 A

down for the night and Moses became
fatally ill. In fact, “Jehovah sought
to kill him.” Now, the text doesn’t
tell us why Zipporah at that moment
proceeded to circumcise her son.
Perhaps God told her though this is
not recorded. It is also possible that
there had been some disagreement
in past days between Moses and Zip-
porah in this matter of circumcision.
That seems to be indicated by the
reluctance with which Zipporah per-
forms the circumcision, witness the
fact that she threw the foreskin at
Moses™ feet, in disgust repeating the
words: “a bridegroom of blood art
thou to me, because of the circum-
cision.”

Zipporah’s disgust with circumci-
sion as a holy rite had its background.
She was a child of Abraham’s family
like Moses. However, she was a
Midianite born of Keturah, while
Moses was an Israelite born of Isaac.
God had been very specific when,
in his covenant formulation he an-
nounced to Abraham: “In Isaac shall
thy seed be called”. Zipporah had
no regard for the special privileges of
Isaac. To her these were absurd.
She would say, “In what, Moses, are
you better than I? You, an exile from
your own people, and your family a
measly lot of slaves down there in
Egypt; and you believe that circum-
cision really sets you apart? Circum-
cision! Man, forget it! It’s nonsense.”
And Moses had evidently been in-
fluenced by her argument. He seems
to have been tempted to think like
Zipporah, and to wonder what good
there could be in circumcision. But
now, according to our text, God
comes to him with a refresher-course
in the basic lessons of Genesis 17.
He seeks to kill Moses.

I1. There is a covenant basis for this
redemption of Moses. We spoke of
Genesis 17. There circumcision is
established as God’s eternal ordinance
with Abraham. There it is stated,
“And the uncircumcized male who is
not circumcized in the flesh of his
foreskin, that soul shall be cut off
from his people; he hath broken my
covenant.,” There it becomes explicit
that Sarah shall have a son, but only
after Abraham is circumcised. And

now some important observations are
in order. Sarah’s “contention” had al-
ways been God’s battleground with
Abraham. Instance only that Abra-
ham had twice claimed her as “sister”.
(Did he also suggest to himself, —
she might as well be only thatP)
Recall how Sarah said to Abraham,
“Here, take Hagar, and give me the
son through her” As Pharaoh and
Abimelech were dead men because of
Sarai, Ishmael rejected, God ordains
that Abraham shall be dead (as far
as generation of the covenant seed
is concerned) until circumcision is
accomplished. The command in cir-
cumcision is, “cut off the flesh”. Such
is the sign forever. Then God will
work to bring his covenant to realiza-
tion; life will come forth from the
dead, and Isaac will be born.

And at the moment of our text
there are millions of Isaacs down in
Egypt. They are the promised seed,
the seed of circumcision. Moses in
far-away Midian is call e d to be the
mediator of this people. But his wife
had rejected the holy ordinance of
circumcision, even that by which this
people had come into existence. And
Moses had compromised. But God
is changeless and so are his ordi-
nances. Zipporah, your ideas will have
to yield! Moses, you are useless as
you are, disregarding circumcision!
If there is no circumcision there is no
promise, If there is no cutting off
of the flesh, there is no salvation. No
wonder God sought to kill Moses.
And all this was not only for Moses’
instruction but also for ours. It is
no more possible for Moses to per-
form his task in Israel while disre-
garding circumcision than it is for us
to be saved without the blood of
Jesus. Moses’ sin must be undone.

It may be noted here that the part
of man’s anatomy which was cut off
in circumcision had to do with the
generation of life. One day, when
the true First-born of Israel will be
generated, God will set aside not
just a small part of the natural man;
he will dispense with him altogether
and by his Spirit generate the spotless
Son of Abraham in the virgin womb.
Every mouth must be stopped and
all boasting excluded. “I, even I,



am thy Savior, and beside me there
is no other.”

III. The spiritual instruction which
this passage offers lies on the surface.
There are only two alternatives.
Moses must die or the flesh must be
cut off in circumcision. Why these
alternatives, and what does it all
mean?

The Scriptures are very plain. The
basic law of the salvation which God
gives is that in human nature there
is only death. Salvation is of God
alone. Moses, called to “redeem”
Israel from Egypt, must first be
redeemed from his error. The deliver-
ance of Israel from Egypt is one of
the great redemptive events of God’s
Word. It is a picture of full salva-
tion. But if Israel is to be redeemed,
nature must be eclipsed, cut off,
manifested as dead. That was just as
important in Moses’ day, as it was
for Abraham to be circumcised to
generate Isaac. Only the Sovereign
power of God can save. God saw to
it that the redemption of Israel in
Egypt was literally drenched with the
manifestations of his power. Think
of the nine plagues. And of the tenth.
And of the Red Sea passage. Pharaoh
must learn it to his sorrow, Moses
must learn it to his joy that God only
can save. God’s people must remem-
ber this to the praise of his power and
glory forever.

So, Moses, either you must die or
cut off the flesh. Death or circum-
cision! But the apparenti alternative
isn’t a real one. In God’s book there
is no difference between death and
cutting off the flesh. Circumcision
is God’s own sign of death. Circum-
cision is the beginning of the death
that will be concluded only on Cal-
vary.

Abraham believed this too. He
confessed by his own circumcision
that he was undone; that God would
and could give life to the dead. He
continued to believe that even when
God told him to sacrifice his one and
only son. He believed that God was
able even to raise him up again
(Hebrews 11:19). Abraham had
learned well the lesson of faith., And
now, just at this juncture in Israel’s
history, that lesson must be repeated.

Moses, the flesh must go!l Isaac
was not spared on Moriah because
he was too good; he was rejected
because he was not a sufficient sacri-
fice. God rescinded the order to
Abraham, but in heaven the order
was not rescinded. Later, Abraham’s
great Son will be brought to another
hill by his Father, and the sacrifice
will be perfected. The flesh, at its
very best, must be cut off.

Yes, Moses, Egypt’s first-born must
die. But so must Israel’s. All Israels
first-born. And if they die not, they
must bear the sign of death in their
flesh forever, until the blood of Christ
be shed. No circumcision, no death;
no death, no Mediator.

Paul clarifies all this even more
when he says, “We had the sentence
of death in ourselves that we should
not trust in ourselves, but in God
who raiseth the dead” (II Corinthians
1:9).

Christian, this is for you and me.
We have that old inclination to turn
away from the bloody sacrifice. We
are like Zipporah; and too often we
compromise, like Moses. God’s Word
is clear. We have a Bridegroom and
we can have him in only one way.

He is the Bridegroom of blood. We
must look at our Bridegroom nailed
to the cross. Not in disgust, but in
wonder, love, and praise. There our
best energy, our prized strength, our
self-will, our flesh is crucified.

Thanks be to God for his immeas-
urable love, and for the glory of
his power; that he has cleansed us
from all sin and adorned us with the
perfect obedience of Christ. Lord,
do not slay me, as Thou wert ready
to slay Moses! I accept the circum-
cision. I accept the blood. My Savior
took my place. And now I will bow
down to hear thy Word. I will
rejoice in the salvation freely given.
I believe also what thy Word says to
me: “In him ye are made full, who
is the head of all principality and
power: in whom ye were also cir-
cumcised with a circumcision not
made with hands, in the putting off
of the body of the flesh, in the cir-
cumcision of Christ; having been
buried with him in baptism, wherein
ye were also raised with him through
faith in the working of God, who
raised him from the dead” (Colossians
9:10-12).

To Societies!

The Bible Lessons for the
1960-61 season will be on THE
BOOK OF AMOS. These will be
DIFFERENT in content from all
lessons of former years and will
deal with such important, timely
subjects as Divine Judgments;
Social Justice; Formalism in Wor-
ship; Luxurious Living; Promises
to the Penitent.

We are also pleased to be able
to announce that Rev. Henry
Vander Kam, who has completed
his lessons on The Sermon on the
Mount, and has shown that he
is able to write thorough but
easily understood lessons, has
agreed to write on Amos.

Sacieties, decide now that you
will study AMOS next year, the
Lord willing.  Managing Editor
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PRAY IT AWAYI
Smvon C. WALBURG

When days are dark and gloom
spreads far,

When night is void of moon or star,

When sin-born sorrows all things mar,

Pray it away!

When heart-aches gnaw with numb-
ing pain,

When comfort seems a thing inane,

When life seems empty-handed, vain,

Pray it away!

When fever's fiery fingers burn,

When loved ones moan and groan
and turn,

When Death seeks all our joys to
Spum’

Pray it away!

When life is ebbing low and fast,

When the soul is going home at last,

When hope seems dead — don’t stand
aghast,

Pray it away!



Some Synodical Decisions and Discussions

N WHAT follows we present to

our readers some of the most im-
portant decisions taken by the Synod
of the Christian Reformed Church
and a summary of the discussions.
In many instances literal quotations
arc given of the remarks made by the
delegates. For various reasons we
could not quote all the delegates. We
are sure, however, that what is pre-
sented will give the reader a fairly
accurate picture of the course of the
discussion.

Synod convened on Wednesday,
June 8. The officers elected were:
Rev. T. C. Van Kooten, President;
Rev. Dr. W. Rutgers, Vice-president;
Rev. George Gritter, Secretary; Rev.
William Brink, Assistant Secretary.

We report only some of the deci-
sions and discussions at Synod — those
that in our opinion touch on or are
related to matters basic and principial
or which, though they concern in-
dividuals, are of general interest.

Bible Infallibility

Our first report deals with matters
pertaining to the inspiration and in-
fallibility of the Scriptures. The study
committee appointed last year re-
ported that it plans to report to Synod
in 1961. This is in accordance with
the rule that synodical study com-
mittees ordinarily have two years for
study and the preparation of their
report.

As our readers may know, certain
Classes had presented overtures to
Synod in connection with what the
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Synod of 1959 had decided on Scrip-
tural infallibility, particularly the fol-
lowing decision: “Synod declares that
it is inconsonant with the creeds to
declare or suggest that there is an
area of Scripture in which it is allow-
able to posit the possibility of actual
historical inaccuracies (cf. Article V,
Belgic Confession, ‘believing without
doubt all things contained therein’).”

Synod sustained the protest of
Classis Chicago South that Synod had
not answered the 1959 overture of
Classis Chicago South in which Synod
was asked not to take action on the
subject of inspiration. The Advisory
Commiitee (reporter Rev. E. H.
Oostendorp) advised synod to declare
that “although the overture asked
Synod ‘not to do what Synod had
not yet decided to do’, this was
Classis’ right since every Classis has
the privilege of urging Synod not to
take action on certain matters, just
as well as it has the right to urge
Synod to approve of specific issues.”
In this case three overtures (Nos.
15, 28, 35) from as many Classes were
asking the adoption of a synodical
declaration regarding the inspiration
of Scripture, and Classis Chicago
South was entitled to register its re-
action to these overtures.

We report on this matter though
it is not of special importance. The
recommendation to approve the pro-
test was adopted after a rather brief
discussion.

Three other overtures were of much
greater import. They were designed
to persuade Synod to virtually set

aside the decision of last year about
the historical accuracy of Scripture
to the extent of asking the present
Study Committee on inspiration to
pass judgment on that decision. These
two overtures came from Canadian
Classes: Alberta North, Alberta South,
and Chatham. Only one of these is
found in the printed Agenda (Classis
Alberta South) and reads as follows
(abbreviated ): “Classis Alberta South
protests to the Synod of 1960 the
action of the Synod of 1959 in making
a doctrinal decision in the interpre-
tation of Article V of the Belgic Con-
fession . .. without first having con-
sulted the churches and requests that
this doctrinal deliverance be commit-
ted for study to the study committee
appointed in 1959. Grounds: (a)
This decision violates the principle
expressed in Article 30 of the Church
Order; (b) the interpretation of Arti-
cle V of the Belgic Confession should
be one of the main subjects of study
both for the churches and for the
synodical study committee...; (c¢)
...the Synod gave an interpretation
of the creed in which a highly con-
troversial issue, being debated not
only in the faculty of the Seminary,
but also in the bosom of the church,
was decided by an immediate and
binding pronouncement.”

The recommendation of the Advi-
sory Committee was “not to sustain
this and the other similar protests,
and that on the following grounds:
a. This action was not a violation of
Church Order Article 30 since this
was a matter which pertains to the
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churches of Synod in common
(namely, a doctrinal difference in the
Seminary). Moreover, the matter on
which Synod declared itself was be-
fore the minor assemblies in the form
of several overtures to Synod — Nos.
15, 28, 35, 48. The appeal to the
provision of the new Church Order of
De Gereformeerde Kerken, although
suggestive, has no direct bearing on
the policy of our Church. On the
other hand, there are many prece-
dents for making such doctrinal pro-
nouncements in a very similar manner,
cf. Synods of 1922, 1924, 1937. b.
The quotation: ‘the conviction of the
church on such a crucial point of
doctrine should not be decided
hastily’ (Acts 1959, Art. 139, C, 7, b,
[3], 1al) does not refer specifically
to the declaration under considera-
tion, but to the decision to “withhold
further judgment whether or not at
this point the view expressed by
President Kromminga is consistent
with the creeds, and commit this
matter to a thorough study.” Hence
this is not a valid ground for this
protest. c¢. The appointment of a
study committee does not involve a
contradiction of the declaration under
question, since there are many areas
that need further elucidation, and the
mandate of the committee is by no
means limited to the single point
made in the declaration. The ap-
pointment of the committee was also
occasioned by the Report of the
Board of Trustees and the recom-
mendation of the Seminary Faculty.”

The recommendation of the Advi-
sory Committee concerning the re-
quest of Classis Chatham “to pro-
nounce that the declaration in
question be understood not as defini-
tive and binding at this time, but open
for further comsideration and study,
by the study Committee” was that
Synod should not accede to this re-
quest. The ground in substance was
that “Synod clearly intended its de-
cision to be of a piece with all synodi-
cal decisions adopted by majority
vote, and considered ‘settled and bind-
ing’ and Synod acted accordingly in
its disposition of the concrete case
before it.”

Now the interesting and lengthy
discussion which followed.

Rev. R. Rienstra said he did not
intend to make a long speech but
he wanted to know about the proper
interpretation of Article 30 of the
Church Order and who should give
that interpretation.

The Reporter, Rev. E. H. Qosten-
dorp, replied as follows: Article 30
has two parts. The point that is
especially relevant is the statement
that in major assemblies only such
matters shall be dealt with as could
not be finished in minor assemblies,
or such as pertain to the churches of
the major assembly in common. This
safeguards the rights of both minor
and major assemblies. Now, this was
not a matter of minor assemblies. It
was brought to the attention of Synod
because of the difficulty in our Sem-
inary. It concerned a minor sub-
point in eight declarations in
connection with a protest of Dr. Prof.
Wyngaarden against President Krom-
minga. This matter, though not taken
by Synod from a minor assembly,
pertained to the churches in common.
Now, one may say that the minor
assemblies should first have had the
opportunity to express themselves.
But the fact is that the matter was
not taken up before the minor assem-
blies had been able to speak on it.
(There is a reference here to the fact
that several Classes had sent
overtures to the 1959 Synod pertain-
ing to the infallibility issue —K.)

The Reporter continued: The
Classis appeals to a new article in
the Church Order of the Netherlands
which says that no decisions shall be
taken in important matters unless
they have first been referred to the
minor assemblies. But we feel as a
Committee, first, that that Church
Order is not the Order of our
churches; second, that it is open to
question what that article intends to
say. It pertains only to such impor-
tant matters as the determination of
the creed, the acceptance of an order
of worship, and of a book of praise.
That article says nothing about an
interpretation of the creed. Our
synods in the past have not consid-
ered it a violation to take such deci-
sions. (Synods of 1922, 24, and "37 are
mentioned.) Synod, as the represen-
tative of all the churches, has the

right to make such pronouncements.

Rev. ]J. Hoogland said he remem-
bered very distinctly that when the
Jannssen matter was adjudicated in
1922 a committee of investigation had
been appointed beforehand (Speaker
mentioned the names of the mem-
bers). They were divided four
against three. That Committee had
worked two years. Therefore he could
not see how any one could say what
the reporter had just said. As to the
Synod of 1924 (Common Grace issue ),
Rev. Van Baalen had previously gone
to Classis Grand Rapids West with
his complaints. Speaker then asked:
Is this historically accurate?

The Reporter replied: That is his-
torically accurate in so far that a
committee had been appointed for
investigation. Yet when Synod spoke
it did not refer its decisions back to
the Classes for discussion.

Rev. Tymen Hofman (Classis Al-
berta South) then made a long speech
and said in substance: Classis Alberta
South does not say that it is not the
right of the Synod to make doctrinal
pronouncements. That is not only its
right but its duty. We don’t want to
do anything to take that away. We
don’t say that the action of 1959 was
contrary to the Church Order. But
it violated the principle and the spirit
of the Church Order. It was done
without consultation with the
Classes and without a study commit-
tee. And it was not a minor matter.
We wish to take things seriously but
we also want things to be formulated
seriously. The whole procedure has
violated the spirit of the Church
Order. No deliberative body below
Synod had come to grips with the
infallibility question. There was no
chance to discuss the material aspects
of the matter. This statement about
there being no historical inaccuracies
in Scripture is ambiguous; it can be
interpreted in different ways. If you
let me interpret it in my own way I
can agree with it. It is open to
misinterpretation or a dual interpre-
tation.

Rev. A. B. C. Hofland, also from
Canada, took the same position as the
former speaker. He said we must
always ask what the underlying prin-
ciple of the Church Order is. It deals



with the limited authority of major
assemblies. That quotation from the
new Church Order of the Netherlands
is not just suggestive but expresses
genuine Reformed Church Polity. 1
want to stress the fact that the action
of the Synod of 1959 was in conflict
with the underlying principle of Arti-
cle 30 of the Church Order.

Prof. M. Monsma: I am adviser
to this Committee and am personally
convinced that the brethren who have
appealed to Article 59 of the Church
Order of the Gereformeerde Kerken in
the Netherlands have misunderstood
it. (The speaker reads the article.)
What the article says so far pertains
to the formulation of the creed, the
acceptance of a praise book, etc, And
then we read that the General Synod
shall with a view to these matters
make no definite decisions without
giving the minor assemblies the op-
portunity to consider them. There
is nothing here to the effect that if
a doctrinal statement is made by the
Synod regarding a protest, that then
the matter must first be referred to
a minor assembly. At the Synod of
Dort (at which the Five Canons of
Dort were adopted) and in the case
Netelenbos (a few decades ago this
minister denied the historical char-
acter of the story of the Fall in
Genesis 3 —K), did they then post-
pone action till the churches had been
consulted? No, they went right ahead.
The Synod of 1959 did not make all
kinds of doctrinal pronouncements.
But when that Synod felt it had
enough light on the matter concerned
they had the right to make a pro-
nouncement.

Prof. H. Dekker: I want to pursue
somewhat the matter of the first
ground of the report of the Advisory
Committee, namely, that the matter
on which the Synod declared itself
(no “historical inaccuracies” in Serip-
ture —K) was before the minor as-
semblies in the form of several over-
tures to Synod. Those overtures did
not deal with that material but with
the article in the Chimes, ete. This
ground is a fallacious one.

Rev. J. Hoogland: I wish we could
get out of this in another way. Per-
sonally I would be satisfied if we
would give the Study Committee the
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mandate to study that pronouncement
of 1959.

A delegate from Classis Rocky
Mountain whose name we did not
know, though later we gathered that
it was Rev. R. B. Vermeer, stated
that this classis did ask Synod to
reaffirm the position of the creed
on the subject of Scriptural infalli-
bility. That very thing, said the
Speaker, was in the mind of Classis
Rocky Mountain. This, he continued,
referring to the decision in regard to
the historical accuracy of Scripture,
was the answer. It was an interpre-
tation of our Belgic Confession and
helped to satisfy the demand in the
church for a statement. (That over-
ture read as follows: “Classis Rocky
Mountain overtures Synod to reaffirm
the historic position: of the Reformed
Churches in regard to the infallibility
of the Word of God as expressed in
the writings of the Reformed theolo-
gians, in the creeds of the Church,
and by the Synod of the Christian
Reformed Church.” Three “grounds”
were given: “(a) the historic position
of the infallibility of Scripture has
been questioned by a recent student
publication in the Seminary and Col-
lege; (b) this has occasioned serious
concern by the Church; (¢) this con-
cerns a vital and basic tenet of our
faith” —K)

One of the ministers whose name
we did not know at the time and
whose remarks we did not hear
clearly stated that he did not agree
with Prof. Monsma’s interpretation of
Article 59 of the Church Order of
the Netherlands. Prof. Monsma re-
plied that the brother had misunder-
stood him. He had said that Article
59 says that in certain specific things
the General Synod must first recog-
nize the minor assemblies.

Rev, K. Hart: It seems that this
has to do with the formal aspect of
the matter only. But one would get
the impression that we are consider-
ing the material aspects of the ques-
tion. This is not an opportunity to get
rid of the decision of 1959. I was at
that Synod and disagreed with that
doctrinal statement. I fought against
its adoption. But the Synod of 1959
said: We need this, we are ready for
this, When the Synod says that, we

should be very careful to say now:
Synod did not have that right. Now
I say: It is valid, even though I dont
agree with it.

Rev. William Brink: It is stated
here that this matter was before the
Classes. But the matter of this deci-
sion was not before the Classes.
There were two overtures requesting
Synod not to make such a declaration
(Speaker quotes one of them).
Classis Chicago South was afraid of
such a thing as Synod did and Classis
Holland asked Synod to refrain from
hasty pronouncements. Now these
overtures say that Synod did that
which those overtures asked Synod
not to do. This statement is an
extra-creedal explanation, not just an
adjudication.

Prof. A. A. Hoekema: At the Synod
of 1959 I spoke against the adoption
of the statement because it might
lead us into difficulties. However,
Synod did adopt it and we are bound
by it. We should be very careful
about rescinding a Synodical decision.
I teach Reformed Dogmatics at our
Seminary and I have difficulty with
this statement (concerning the his-
torical accuracy of Scripture —K).
This statement does not tell us
whether it applies to the autographa
or to the text which we have. That
certainly should be spelled out. As
to the overture of Classis Rocky
Mountain, it mentions our Reformed
theologians. One of these is Dr.
H. Bavinck. Let me quote one sen-
tence from his Gereformeerde Dog-
matick. 1 am giving my own
translation, (The Speaker then quoted
a sentence from vol. I, p. 474, third
edition, reading as follows [translation
mine but we quote also the preceding
sentence]: “Nevertheless, the entire
manner in which history is written in
Holy Scripture witnesses that it fol-
lows its own course and has its own
design. It does not give us in the
determination of place and time, in
the order of events, in the grouping
of circumstances that exactness which
we often would wish.” In another
place [next issue] we shall make
clear that Prof. Hoekema has mis-
interpreted this sentence. —K.) T ask
myself that when Synod said there
are 1o historical inaccuracies in Scrip-
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ture, did it want to say that Bavinck
was wrong? If not, what did Synod
want to say?

At this point several of the
delegates protested that the Speaker
was out of order because he was dis-
cussing the doctrinal aspect of the
matter. The chairman so ruled.

In reply to a question by Rev. A.
B. C. Hofland, the Reporter made
the remark that the protests should
have been made against the decisions
of the Ecumenical Synod as adopted
by the Synod of 1959, and that the
Study Committee is bound also by
those decisions. Then Rev. Hofland
said: I have no objection that in the
case of protests Synod gives an an-
swer from the creeds. But this was
a declaration on a crucial point of
doctrine. Some say: this is an inter-
pretation of the creed. But every
declaration of a Synod is an inter-
pretation of the creed. I may have
no objection against the interpretation
but I do have against the formal side
of it. I am thinking of the principles
of Church Polity. We must not refer
things to committees but to our
churches. These two Classes are not
fighting against the contents of that
decision. The churches in the Nether-
lands learned something about adopt-
ing binding declarations; they have
suffered because of them.

At this moment a motion was made
to vote on the recommendation but
not on the ground. The result was a
hassle about technicalities. Some one
else suggested to vote on the grounds
before voting on the recommendation,
The result: more confusion. There
was also a motion to vote on the
recommendation and the first ground
only. All these suggestions met with
disfavor but much time was con-
sumed in discussing them pro and
con.

The following day Rev. N. Veltman
was making a speech while we were
coming in. The substance of it was
that the Synod of 1959 had acted in
haste and that therefore its decision
should be referred to the Study Com-
mittee which was appointed last year
and will report in 1961.

In his reply the Reporter, Rev. E.
Oostendorp, contended that the man-
date given that Committee to study

i g e

the subject of Bible infallibility did
not conflict with the decision that
there are no historical inaccuracies in
the Bible; that there were many other
aspects of the subject of infallibility
which deserved special study and
that these had been spelled out by
the 1959 Synod in circumscribing the
task of that Committee.

Rev. C. W. Flietstra: Prof. Monsma
spoke about the Article 59 of the
Netherlands. We want to make a
declaration about Article V of our
Confession; but that same article of
the Church Order in the Netherlands
also mentions the adoption of a
Church Order as having to be re-
ferred back to the churches. We have
spent four or five years drawing up
a new Church Order; but a declara-
tion concerning the Belgic Confession
can be spelled out in a few days.
Rev. Guillaume said he was amazed
at the hastiness of Synod. Are we in
such a hurry that we can’t engage in
honest discussion with our sister
churches? We have already accepted
the decisions of the Ecumenical
Synod on Infallibility. Last night I
read the communication from the
Protestant Reformed Churches. It
concerns the declarations of 1924 on
common grace. There I read: the
term common grace should not be
determined by ecclesiastical decisions
that go beyond the creed. I agree
with Rev. Veltman that haste makes
waste.

Reporter OQostendorp: We as a
Committee have decided to ask Synod
to recommit this matter to our Com-
mittee. Very likely we shall be able
to come with some suggestions which
might give some guidance.

Rev. W. Brink spoke against this
suggestion on the ground that to
recommit at this time would be to
nullify the discussion which has just
been held.

Prof. Ralph Stob: I am not im-
pressed as some are with the haste
of 1959. But to recommit now has all
the earmarks of haste,

Rev. Bartel N. Huizenga: We must
act very wisely in this matter. If we
do not try to reformulate, to give
satisfactory answers, and to give as-
surance to our denomination in this
matter, we are not acting wisely.

There are two important matters with
which we have to deal: the appeal of
these Classes and the statement of
Synod made last year. We can’t brush
these aside. This will take a lot of
study. (Note: Rev. Huizenga spoke
as one of the members of the Advi-
sory Committee. —K)

Rev. George Gritter, Synod’s Secre-
tary: There are a number of speakers
on this list who have not had a chance
to speak. My name happens to be on
this list. The discussion has been a
bit onesided from my point of view.
We should be permitted to speak.
Then perhaps it may be all right to
recommit.

Some one whose name we did not
understand when it was mentioned
stated that he was concerned about
the influence which these protests,
if adopted, would have on the peace
of the church.

A motion was made to recommit
the matter to the Advisory Commit-
tee. This was adopted after some dis-
cussion.

Notes by H.J.K.

At a later session the Advisory
Committee presented its revised
recommendations.

The Advisory Committee now rec-
ommends that “Synod do not accede
to the protests of Classes Alberta
South and Chatham. Grounds: (a)
Article 30 of the Church Order has
not been violated; (b) The doctrinal
declaration . ..is intended as an in-
terpretative statement of our Creed
in the adjudication of an appeal; (c)
The declaration of Synod 1959...,
‘the conviction of the church on such
a crucial point of doctrine should
not be decided hastily’ has no direct
reference to the decision...against
which protest is made; (d) the Study
Committee appointed to study In-
spiration and Infallibility has not
expressed difficulty for the lack of
specific inclusion of this declaration
in their mandate;...e. Until proved
wrong the declaration of Synod 1959
has the same validity as do all other
similar rulings”.

Rev. Tymen Hofman of Calgary
asked for the floor to defend the
overture of his Classis. He registered
disappointment with the recom-
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mendation of the committee since it
had failed to find a common ground
in the mind of the Synod, but had
rather further re-trenched its original
position and that with great finality.
With this he addressed himself to
each of the grounds. He said: Al-
berta South did not say that Article
30 had been violated but that the
principle in it — viz., that each assem-
bly has its own rights had not come
to its own. He further accused the
committee of not affirming its former
first ground because it had lost its
validity. (Parenthetically it may be
stated that the reporter refuted this
by saying that their former reasoning
still was sound but had been boiled
down to a shorter statement. The
Committee had held in the first
instance that since this was a matter
(namely, a doctrinal difference in
the Seminary) which pertains to the
churches of Synod in common, the
Synod’s declaration was not a viola-
tion of Article 30, C.O.)

Against the second ground Mr.
Hofman said that he was not willing
to settle for the principle that we
must always adjudicate a case by
an expository statement on the Creeds.
(To this Prof. Woudstra later replied
that the only way a Synod could
answer a matter without repeating the
creed verbatim [and interpreting the
words of the Creed was the issue]
was to give in its own words the
meaning of the Creed on a given
matter. )

Concerning the third ground Rev.
Hofman said that this was one of
the most specious arguments on the
page, for Synod says that on such a
crucial point of doctrine no hasty
decision should be made, and then it
proceeds to give a verdict forthwith
... To this we object. (This was also
answered later by the reporter who
said that the declaration of Synod
1959 concerning a crucial point of doc-
trine had reference to the decision to
“withhold further judgment whether
or not at this point the view ex-
pressed by President Kromminga is
consistent with the creeds, and com-
mit this matter to a thorough study.”)
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In regard to the fourth ground
(point d above) Rev. Hofman won-
dered whether the Advisory Commit-
tee had actually talked to the Study
Committee on inspiration and infalli-
bility, since he had received a differ-
ent impression from one of its
members. The speaker was willing
to grant that ground five (point e
above) might be correct in itself but,
said he, “that is not a ground against
the protest of Alberta South.”

Point 2 of the Advisory Commit-
tee’s report read as follows: “Al-
though Synod has not sustained these
protests in view of the fact that these
appeals also contain specific requests
that this declaration be ‘open for
further consideration and study’,
your advisory committee recom-
mends: ‘Synod declare that it is the
right of the churches and any ecclesi-
astical committee to study and test
in the light of Scripture all creedal
statements and synodical declara-
tions.”” Rev. Hofman said: This is
the Committee’s way to try to appease
us. The Committee says nothing that
we do not know! This does but one
thing! It but increases the authority
of the statement of 1959...making
it like that of 1924...it does not
meet the mind of Synod. Therefore,
we must face the issue very concretely
and realistically. There is, indeed,
a real problem...I have no personal
problem with the statement of 1959
...no problem with infallibility. ...
I am a simple minister and willing
to abide by the decisions of Synod . ..
but we protest with utmost vigor
against what we are convinced to be
an infringement upon the churches of
Jesus Christ . . . . . . . and
against the trend all too evident...
that we expect the top to do every-
thing and the bottom to do nothing
... We feel there must be a return
to responsible action by consistories
and classes and our protest asks this
...This is a classical concern, a
synodical concern, an ecumenical con-
cern . .. for this is a violation of C.O.
Article 30, and we ought to deal
with it as such.

The reporter agreed that whether
Article 30 of C.O. had been violated

was truly the issue and that his com-
mittee was of the opinion that this
was not the case.

Rev. W. Brink got up to defend
the overture of South Alberta and
that of Chatham, since they were a
protest against the summary treat-
ment which had been given to the
overtures of Classis Chicago South
and Classis Holland in 1959, asking
Synod to make no extra-creedal state-
ments which shall bind the churches
and to refrain from hasty pronounce-
ments or rash judgments, respectively.
Speaker contended that the Synod
of 1959 did the very thing which it
had been asked not to do, and that
it had not given the Classes time to
reflect on these matters.

Rev. G. Gritter got up to say that
something ought to be said on the
other side. He read Article 30 of the
Church Order and denied that the
spirit of that article had been violated
since the matter before Synod had
not come from the minor assemblies,
but dealt rather with a matter that
had arisen in the Seminary, which
was the concern of all the churches
and hence rightly a matter of which
Synod could dispose. In that light
we must interpret the decision of
1959. .. History marches on! Synod
of 1959 judged that in the common
interest of peace and unity a doctrinal
statement was needed concerning
something which had been contested
... Synod merely reacted to what it
considered to be an incorrect inter-
pretation of the Belgic Confession.
That was not rash or hasty.

The Chair opined at this point
that Article 30 of C.O. had been
sufficiently debated and warned
speakers a gainst repetition. Prof.
Woudstra said that he would heed
the admonition of the Chair, but
reminded Synod that the two Classes
protesting were on weak ground since
it was their responsibility to prove
that Synod 1959 had made extra-
creedal statements, which they had
not done. Synod itself did not elevate
this explicatory statement to an extra-
creedal character. It is not something
new.,

Rev. W. D. Buursma said that he
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