














resurrection and the atonement, There has been a
lack of discipline of those who contradict the confes-
sions we hold in common. There is the membership
in the World Council, ete. One can indeed weep
when he sees how this church has lost its Reformed
character and that it is no longer a vital force in the
lives of many of its members.

Consider the History

It is high time that we consider the history which
lies behind the present state of affairs in this church
so that we will also be able to understand why we
cannot persuade the Vrijgemaakte Kerken in the
Netherlands and the Canadian Reformed Churches
to enter into closer fellowship with us unless we ter-
minate our fellowship with the GKN. These churches
left the GKN in 1944. This happened, therefore,
while the second World War was still raging in Eu-
rope and Holland was still conquered territory. We
did not know what had taken place until after the
war was ended. In 1946 the First Reformed Ecu-
menical Synod met in Grand Rapids. Prof. Aalders,
of the Free University, informed the RES of the
things which had happened in the years 1942-1944
which led to the split in the church. The other side
was not heard! The Christian Reformed Chureh sim-
ply continued its former relations with the GKN
while those who had left the GKN maintained that
they were the true continuation of the Gerefor-
meerde Kerken in Nederland.

New Leaders After 1920

For the understanding of the gituation in the GKN
of recent years, it may be well to follow the events
which have taken place since 1920, In that year
Dr. A. Kuyper died. In 1921 the great dogmatician,
Dr. H. Bavinck, died. These had been two of the
greatest lights in the Reformed firmament. Upon
their death a new generation of leaders were called
upon to give direction to the church and the Re-
formed community. There was a tremendous output
of theological works during the 20s and 30s of this
century. Yet, there was something lacking. Bavinck
had written his dogmatics, and even he did not write
further in this field but restricted himself almost en-
tirely to subjects dealing with psychology-and edu-
cation. His successor at the Free University, Dr. V.
Hepp, produced little in the field of systematie theol-
ogy. Prof. Honig, at Kampen, wrote a handbook on
dogmatics. There almost seemed to be the feeling
that the last word had been said when Bavinek’s
great work had been published. This led to a certain
amount of scholasticism in the church.

During the 1920s there were {wo notable heresy
trials in the chureh. The first one was the case of
Dr. Netelenbos and dealt with the historicity of the
events recorded in Genesis, etc, The second dealt
with the view of Dr. Geelkerken who was not as-
sured of the historicity of the events recorded in
Genesis 3. In both of these cases the Synod took
a very firm stand and both these brethren were

deposed.
epose Enter Dr. Schilder

Dr. Geelkerken had heen deposed in 1926. Dr. V.
Hepp was the editor-in-chief of De Reformatie and

siz/yuly, 1980

Dr. K. Schilder was one of the associate editors. In
1929 Dr. Hepp began to work on a “Calvinisten-
bond.” This was to be an organization for Calvinists
from various countries, Dr. Geelkerken was asked to
join and to take a leading part in this organization.
Schilder objected that a person whose Reformed po-
sition had been condemned by the Synod could not
be recognized as a Calvinist. By far the larger part
of the religious press sided with Schilder. The
debate became so heated that Dr. Hepp resigned as
editor of “De Reformatie.”

In 1930 the opportunity opened for Schilder to
pursue post-graduate study. He was interested in
studying systematic theology and went to the Uni-
versity of Erlangen in Germany because he did not
feel comfortable in studying under Dr. Hepp with
whom he was in principial disagreement. Schilder ob-
tained his degree “summa cum laude” and was unan-
imously elected to the chair of Dogmatic Theology at
Kampen by the Synod of 1933.

On the 17th of January, 1934, Prof. Schilder as-
sumed his task as professor at the Theological
School at Kampen. Less than a month later Dr. Hepp
wrote an article in an almanae of the Free Univer-
sity in which he attacked the views of Schilder on
the doctrine of the church, writing under the cap-
tion: “Pluriformiteitsleer-gebruik en epigonisme.”
By the latter term he meant one who is not equal to
the task of carrying on the work of former genera-
tions. One who is not able to deal with a whole con-
cept but looks only at a part. Dr. Schilder replied ex-
tensively and sharply! He saw it not, first of all, as a
personal attack but an attack on the view of the
church which he had developed over the span of sev-.
eral years and which he considered to be of utmost
importance to the church. But, it should also be clear
that the lines were being drawn sharply — also be-
tween persons,

Schilder engaged in polemics. He was editor of De
Reformatie with two others for a few years (1930-
1935} and in April of 1935 he became sole editor of
this influential paper. He wrote many an article
against the Barthian Theology which had already
made its inroads in Holland and had an able spokes-
man in Prof. Haitjema of Groningen. Schilder did
not cease to warn. He wrote many articles against
the mystical strain in De Christelijke Gereformeerde
Kerk Iaving studied in Germany when Hitler came
to power, he warned against the party of the Nation-
al Socialists in the Netherlands before anyone else
had dared to touch this subject. He wrote about a
multitude of subjects and his “Persschouw” re-
vealed that he had read virtually everything which
had been written in both the religious and secular
press.

Opposition to Schilder

But, although he had awakened the church as no
one had done for many years, the opposition was not
lacking. Various writers found fault with the sharp-
ness of his polemics. Envy also was not lacking.
Whereas the Free University had played the leading
role for many years, some of its leaders were begin-
ning to see that the influence of Kampen, and espe-
cially its dogmatician, was being felt throughout the




church and that Schilder had many disciples. His
students realized the greatness of this man and the
preaching gave evidence of more life. The Scrip-
tures were being opened as they had not been for
some time, Schilder advocated the right of Kampen
to give graduate degrees and the men of the Free
University opposed it with all their might,

The Synod of 1936 was a very important one. For
one thing, it required the churches to deal disci-
plinarily with those who belonged to the National
Socialist Party. Another matter which came up at
this Synod, though it did not come from a minor as-
sembly and was therefore really not legally before
Synod, was the matter of polemics and “Differences
of Opinion” which became “Doctrinal Differences.”
This matter was simply brought up by two dele-
gates to this Synod, Amazingly, the Synod decided
to go into the matter and finally appointed a commit-
tee to study various doctrinal issues which were
under discussion in the press. Both Schilder and
Hepp were members of this committee. While the
Synod was still in session, Dr. Hepp published the
first of a series of brochures dealing with “Dreigende
Deformatie” (Threatening Deformation). In these bro-
chures he did not mention names nor cite pages of
works he was quoting although everyone knew who
were the objects of his attacks. He attacked Vollen-
hoven and De Graaf and Schilder, among others.
This manner of procedure on his part made it virtu-
ally impossible for the committee to do its work,
Dr. 8. Greijdanus resigned from the committee be-
cause of Hepp's action. Drs. Vollenhoven and Schilder
did not resign, but they did not meet with the com-
mittee the last two years. The unity was broken.

During the years after 1936 Schilder continued to
write as he had done earlier. Not only Dr. Hepp, but
also Dr. H. H. Kuyper attacked him again and again.
Twice he wrote an “open letter” to Dr, Kuyper. He
warned against the peril of Nazism and unmasked
Dr. Vande Vaart Smit, a minister in the GKN who
had become the director of the Nazi Press Bureau in
Holland. He was untiring in showing the dangers of
the Barthian Theology and the glories of the Re-
formed faith.

In 1938 Dr. M. Bouwman wrote a doctoral disser-
tation under the guidance of Prof. H. H. Kuyper in
which he advocated a disciplinary power to the major
assemblies which they had never had before in Re-
formed Church Government. Prof. 8. Greijdanus
wrote several articles against this position. This dis-
sertation is important because it would be used a
few years later.

Late in the year 1938 Schilder was invited to come
to the United States and lecture and preach in vari-
ous places, The then editor of The Banner wrote
that he thought it would be better if he did not
come! This was printed in several papers in the
Netherlands, e.g., De Heraut, the paper of H. H.
Kuyper. The tensions in the Netherlands were be-
coming very strong. Nevertheless, Schilder came
and received a marvelous welcome throughout this
country and people stood in awe of his brilliance.

When the Synod of 1938 met the war had broken
out in Europe. In May, 1940, the Netherlands was
conquered within the space of five days. The editori-

als written by Schilder after the occupation of the
country must rank with some of the most courageous
articles which have ever been written. In August of
1940 he was arrested and placed in a concentration
camp in the Netherlands. His paper, De Reformatie
was completely destroyed. De Hereut, under the
editorship of H. H. Kuyper was allowed to be pub-
lished because it was friendly to the Germans. Schil-
der remained in prison until December 1940 and was
then forbidden to write. Several times during the
war he was almost arrested but he stayed in hiding.

Mass Depositions

During the war, 1944, while Schilder was not able
to defend himself, the Synod of 1942!!!, which was
still meeting in 1944, first suspended him and three
months later deposed him as a minister and profes-
sor of theology. On what grounds? On none of the
points of doctrine given to the committee in 1936 for
study! Rather, on the ground of his refusal te sub-
scribe to the doctrine of Assumed Regeneration!
This was one of the points adopted by the Synod of
the GKN in 1905. It belongs to the Coneclusions of
Utrecht which were a compromise to bring the peo-
ple of the Afscheiding and Doleantie together. This
one point was now elevated to the status of a creedal
statement which he had to sign! He, of course, re-
fused stating that he was only called to sign the Con-
fessions. Dr. Berkouwer was president of this
Synod. Although Schilder had a great respect for
the ability of Berkouwer, he never let him forget
that his name was on the notification of Schilder’s
deposition.

Dr. Greijdanus, who had already retired because
of age, was also deposed by this Synod. A candidate
would not sign and he was refused ordination, When
another church called him and ordained him, he, to-
gether with the whole congregation were expelled
from the denomination. In one place fifty office
bearers were deposed! Hundreds of office bearers,
ministers, elders and deacons were deposed. Almost
one hundred thousand {100,000} people left to follow
those who had liberated themselves from this tyran-
ny. It was a much larger group which left the GKN
then the group who had left the State Chureh in
either 1834 or 1886!

The Liberated Churches

A “new” denomination was formed called “De
Vrijgemaakte Kerk,” “De Gereformeerde Kerk
Onderhoudende Art. 31" and, simply, De Gerefor-
meerde Kerken” because they eonsidered them-
selves the continuation of the historic Gerefor-
meerde Kerken. The Theological School at Kampen
was continued. Dr. Greijdanus came out of retire-
ment to teach New Testament again. At their first
Synod they appointed three new professors, namely,
Holwerda, Veenhof and Deddens.

It hecame clear later that the ground used for de-
posing Schilder was not so important to the GKN.
Two years later much of it was taken back, but it
had served the purpose! H. H. Kuyper was restored
to honor by a later Synod posthumously even
though he had been friendly to the Germans during
their oppressive rule in Holland. Schilder, however,
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and stranger in the world. ... He was predestined
by grace, and chosen by grace, by grace a pilgrim
below, and by grace a citizen abhove, As far as he
himself is concerned he has his origin from the same
lump which was condemned as a whole lump at the
beginning. But God like a poitter made ‘out of the
same lump one vessel destined for honour and an-
other for dishonour'.l4 15 And how are citizens of
this Heavenly City made? Augustine gives the an-
swer in many places. For instance: ‘When we were
overwhelmed by the load of our sins when we had
turned away from the contemplation of his light and
had been blinded by our love of darkness...even
then he did not abandon us. He sent'to us his Word,
who is his only Son, who was born and who suffered
in the flesh which he assumed for our sake...so
that we might be purified from all our sins by that
unique sacrifice.’16

Anyone, ‘if he is reborn into Christ and makes
progress’l7 is a member of ‘that Republic whose
founder and ruler is Christ’.!8 Augustine made it
clear that those who are reborn are not necessarily
all members of the church — he thus made the dis-
tinction between the visible church and the invisible
City of God. Ultimately only God knows his elect.
‘While the City of God is on pilgrimage in this world,
she has in her midst some who are nnited with her in
participation in the sacraments but who will not join
her in the eternal destiny of the saints.’19

The Grace of God Shown
Even in the Earthly City

God shows a particular love to the elect, but
Augustine shows that grace is extended to maintain
an order that embraces even the unrighteous.20
Without this restraint man could not survive, for his
fallen instinets would inexorably lead to anarchy.
Order is achieved through means adapted to man’s
unrighteousness — the state, government, slavery,
property. God is in absolute control of all these af-
fairs. If he has taken meticulous care in ereating the
physical world ‘it is beyond anything incredible that
he should have willed the kingdoms of men, their
dominions and their servitudes to be outside the
range of the laws of his providence’.21 The beauty of
the created world is to the advantage of all mankind,
saved and unsaved. Of such beauty Augustine showed
a keen appreciation, writing of: ‘The manifold diver-
sity of beauty in sky and earth and sea, the abun-
dance of light, and its miraculous loveliness, in sun
and moon and stars, the dark shades of woods, the
colour and fragrance of flowers; the multitudinous
varieties of birds, with their songs and their bright
plumage, the countless different species of living
creatures. ... Then there is the mighty spectacle of
the sea itself, putting on its changing colours like
different garments, now green, with all the many
varied shades, now purple, now blue.’23

The Christian in the World

The common grace extended to the whole world
ensures a certain order, so that the children of God
may worship him in peace without fear of anarchy.
But what is our rule as believers in this present
order? Augustine had much to say on this subject.24
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{a) ‘God is to be worshipped as well for temporal
as for eternal benelits’25 he wrote, We are to appre-
ciate the beauty of God’s creation; have gratitude
for a measure of peace and restraint on evil; depend
on God for all earthly goods. Such temporal bless-
ings are not to be underestimated. ‘Anyone who ex-
alts the sou! as the Supreme Good and censures the
nature of flesh as something evil is in fact carnal
alike in his cult of the soul and in his revulsion from
the flesh,.’26

(b) However, the Christian must have a trans-
formed and spiritual attitude to these earthly
things. We must always know that ‘the inferior
goods of the world, although essential for this tran-
sitory life, are to be despised in comparison with the
eternal blessings of that other life’.27 Citizens of the
Heavenly city may be discerned in that they ‘refer
those (earthly)} concerns to the enjoyment of eternal
peace’.

In certain cases a passive attitude to the ordering
of earthly affairs is called for: ‘the servants of Christ
are enjoined to endure even the most wicked and
vicious commonwealth, if so it must be, that so they
may by this endurance purchase for themselves an
eminent place in that most holy and august Parlia-
ment of angels and in the celestial republic where
the will of God is law’.28 Such submission will, says
Augustine, be a consistent and positive witness to
the transforming power of Christ.

{(c} In more favourable circumstances it is God's
will that his people play an active part in the main-
tenance of order and peace in the world. A believer
may participate in political activities,2® wrote
Augustine, as long as he remembers that the aim of
these activities is fundamentally different to the aim
of spiritual aetivities. In participating in state af-
fairs a Christian cannot expect to change the hearts
of other men and he has to use ‘rough’ means of jus-
tice; law courts, sentences, even the death sentence;
remembering that they are part of God’s providence
to the sustaining of order in the universe among un-
righteous men. Such means, snitable for the city of
this Earth, are very different to the means appropri-
ate in the city of our God, where tenderness rather
than ecoercion is the rule.

(d) Augustine does not therefore enjoin Chris-
tians to abdicate responsibility in the Earthly city.
His very clear conception of two cities in no way in-
volves a ‘sociological separation’ in this world he-
cause until the Judgement men are being saved
from Babylon to Jerusalem. Indeed it was a sect
against whom Augustine contended for most of his
life {the Donatists) who envisaged the Christians’
separation from the world in literal terms. We are to
regard the world as a temporary abode, but while in
it we should contribute as we are able te the main-
tenance of the order ordained for it by God. That
this order exists at all is a sign of the forbearance of
God, though it is only an ‘image of justice’ compared
with the ‘vera justitia’ in God’s kingdom. It is to this
eternal kingdom that the believer’s ultimate alle-
giance must be given. So while we must be salt and
light in the world, with Augustine we look forward
to ‘the eternal rest not only of the spirit but of the
body also. There we shall be still and see; we shall
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The Place of Women in the Bible
A Critique

Ronald Scheuers

You may have noticed the publicity recently re-
ceived by The Place of Women in the Bible, a Bible
Study Series by Rev. Verlyn Verbrugge. This pam-
phlet deals with the place of women in the church,
and more particularly women in ecclesiastical office.
Surrounded by the intense discussion concerning
women in church office, you may have wondered
whether there is any trustworthy guide through the
Bible's teaching on this subject. If you are looking
for such a sound guide, this is not one of them.

An Unbiased Approach?

Although the six brief series of Bible studies con-
tained in this 40 page pamphlet are, according to the
foreword, “not first of all intended to convince any-
one of a particular position,” and claim “to let the
Scriptures speak for themselves,” they present a
very prejudicial approach in faver of women in
church office. By a series of introductions, discus-
sion questions, and concluding suggestions, the
author covers the following topics: God and the Cre-
ation of Human Beings, The Fall and Redemption,
The Marriage Relationship, Women in God’s Serv-
ice, Jesus and Women, and Those Texts That Deal
More Specifically with Women in Office. However,
in most of the studies the questions and conclusions
are so leading and loaded one cannot miss them. For
example, on page 36 the author is suggesting that
I Corinthians 11 and 14, and I Timothy 2 may be in-
terpreted as no longer in force because of cultural
relativism going on in the Bible. He suggests, “sup-
pose that we discover places where God explicitly
takes a cultural situation into acecount and gives cer-
tain regulations with that in mind, whereas his ideal
is something quite different. Then we may legiti-
mately question whether the same thing is happen-
ing here, namely whether God allowed the instrue-
tion for women to keep silent to be given in that
culture, whereas his ideal is something different.”
Nowhere, however, does the author mention specifi-
cally the reasons put forward in I Timothy 2:13-14
for the exclusion of women in office, namely the cre-
ation order and the nature of the fall. Why does the
author not openly bring these matters to bear on the
question? This biased approach is apparent throughout.

I am not surprised, therefore, that this pamphlet,
printed in 1979, has been puhlished, distributed, and
promoted by the Committee for Women in the Chris-
tian Reformed Church. This group, organized in
June of 1975, has a distinet purpose. I quote the
June, 1978 Newsletter of the Committee: “The hasis
for organizing the committee is our belief that the
ordination of women to ecclesiastical office is

Rev. Ronald Scheuers, pastor of the Christen Reformed Church
of Baldwin, Wisconsin was asked to provide us with the review of
this widely publicized piece of propaganda for women in church
office.
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the spirit-directed outcome of the teachings of
Scripture.”

A Biblical Study?

We must appreciate the author’s concluding state-
ment in the foreword: “If the issue is faced squarely
with the Word, rather than letting the discussion
develop with a host of emotional and extraneous
{(often secular} arguments or even degenerate into
an attack on personalities, the church will be strength-
ened and God's truth will prevail.” I foo am con-
vinced that our study of this issue facing the church
must be thoroughly Biblical. In fact the church must
oppose man’s changing culture if and when it tries to
overturn the standards of God’s Word. But what dis-
turbs me is that some, even in our ecircles, who claim
to submit to God's Word on this subject, seem quite
willing to quote passages which seem to support
their position, while minimizing, overlocking, and
declaring culturally relative and therefore not nor-
mative, other texts that claim to be normative and
not culturally relative. In an excellent article called
“Male and Female Related He Them” (Christianity
Today, Vol. XX, No. 14, April 8, 1976, pp. 13-17),
George W. Knight III shows how such authors as
Scanzoni, Hardesty, and Paul Jewett, who claim to
write from an evangelical perspective, have come
“to disavow any role of submission by women to men
in the marriage relationship or in the ruling/teach-
ing functions in the church.” The study material
before us by Rev. Verbrugge seeks in many ways to
promote some of the ideas regarding the role of
women presented by such so-called evangelical
writers. However, the question we must face is,
“Are these presentations Biblical?”

Some Arguments Examined

1. Slavery and Women. It is frequently argued by
advocates of women in church office that since the
Bible talks about slavery in the same context as the
women's issue, we ought to oppose the restriction
againsit women in office just as strongly as we op-
pose slavery. The author of this Bible Study Series
would like us “to draw a parallel between the issue
of slavery as seen a century ago and the women’s
issue today” (p. 38). He argues that “some of the ob-
vious commands of Scripture have been set aside be-
cause of a change in cultural situation” (p. 38). In
that context he asks, “Is it possible that God’s ideal
for his people is quite different from what the words
of Scripture expressly say (a literal interpretation)”
(p. 3812

Dr, Knight, in the above mentioned article deals
with this argument in a fine manner. He acknowl-
edges the obvious fact that both Paul and Peter deal
with slaves in close proximity to husbands and
wives, and therefore with the issue of women and




their ruling/teaching functions in the church. But
unlike the slave relationship, the marriage relation-
ship and the ruling/teaching functions of women in
the church are regulated by explicit reference to the

creation order and God's moral law. Knight con--

cludes, "Not once does Paul appeal to either God's
creation order or God’s moral law as the grounds for
the institution of slavery. This radically distin-
guishes the treatment of slavery from that of mar-
riage and the family.” The parallel, therefore, be-
tween the two issues cannot be justly drawn, for
Paul does argue that the roles of husbands and
wives and the rulingfteaching funetion are God-
ordained roles established by God Himself.

2, Equality and Inferiority. Another popular ar-
gument proposed today is that since both males and
females are equally created in God's image there is
to be no subordination on the part of women, And
conversely, it is argued, if there is subordination of
women, then to that extent one holds to the inferior-
ity of females. Question 7 of chapter 1 {p. 6} in our
series of studies attempts to deal with this facet of
the issue when it asks, “There are those who insist
that because Eve was created from Adam, she was,
therefore, subordinate to him, and, to that extent,
inferior. How do you react to this?”

At this point the author could have led his readers
to understand that the Bible indicates that “subordi-
nation does not imply inferiority or make any one in-
ferior ...”, as Knight again writes in the same arti-
cle. Jesus Christ was not inferior to God, the Father,
and yet He submits as the Son and the Incarnate
One who is obedient even unto death. “Likewise,”
says Dr. Knight, “that the woman submits as woman
does not mean therefore she is inferior or that
her humanity as an image-bearer is in doubt or
threatened.”

3. Women, the Fall, and Galations 3:28. In chap-
ter II the author of this pamphlet covers the topic of
“The Fall and Redemption of Mankind.” Like many
today, he would have his readers believe that “God
allowed the effects of the curse to be feit during Qld
Testament times. Women were not regarded as
equal, nor did they receive ‘equal rights' with men.,
But what resounds through the New Testament so
clearly is that Christ has come to remove the curse
of God against sin and restore things to their origi-
nal, pre-fall situation” {p. 11), Galatians 3:28 is then
sometimes quoted, as it is in this study series, to
bolster the argument that now, on this side of the
cross, sexual differences must go, particularly dif-
ferences in teaching and authoritative offices in the
church. This study series then quotes the 1973 Syn-
odical Study Committee on Women in Ecclesiastical
Office which identified four areas of equality implied
by Galatians 3:28, one of which is, that both men and
women are called to *leadership.” *In this new rela-
tionship in which Christ has placed us, sex is some-
thing totally irrelevant (cf. Gal. 3:28...).” (Acts of
Synod, 1973, pp. 546-551).

It is important to notice, however, that the Bible
never indicates that the removal of the effects of sin
on the husband-wife relationship or the ruling/teach-
ing functions in the church includes the removal of
those relationships and functions. In faet, the Bible

appeals to the pre-fall creation order precisely in
those places where it speaks of these relationships
and functions. See Ephesians 5, I Corinthians 11 and
14, and I Timothy 2. The removal of the effects of the
curse does not imply the removal of the distinctive
roles God has given husbhands and wives in mar-
riage, and men and women in their ruling/teaching
functions in the church. In the discussions regarding
church office, Galatians 3:28 has been so abused, I
fear, that almost any proof for freedom from any
strueture can be attempted by quoting it. That is not
(rod’s purpose for including it in Scripture.

4, Those “Sticky” Texts. What about those texts,
particularly I Corinthians 11:2-16, 14:33-36, and I Tim-
othy 2:8-15, which deal especially with women in
church office? Chapter VI of this study series at-
tempts to examine these passages. This is perhaps
the most disappointing chapter presented. I find a
double emphasis here, as well as in other writings on
this subject, first that these texts are most unclear,
and at the same time surely these are not binding
rules for the church today. However, an in-depth at-
tempt to understand the reasons why the Bible
gives these rules is often avoided. These reasons
cannot be easily dismissed.

In I Timothy 2:13 Paul clearly asserts that the is-
sue of women in the ruling/teaching function of the
chureh is founded on the creation order. In I Corin-
thians 11:16 and 14:33 the Apostle affirms that this
is to be the uniform practice of all the churches.
I Corinthians 14:34 tells us that this is what “the law
says.” Verse 37 of that same chapter informs us that
what Paul has written “are the Lord's command-
ments.” The full weight of these parts of the text
must also be part of our considerations on this issue.

I think a great deal more work needs to be done
on I Timothy 2. The context clearly has the church
situation in view. There is good reason, and I feel
convincing reason, to see verses 11-14 as prohibiting
women from the ruling/teaching function in the
chureh, or what we may call the special offices. In
verses 11 and 12 “silence” or “quietness™ occurs
both at the beginning of verse 11 and at the end of
verse 12. In both cases it is connected to one or the
other kind of authority and teaching, We are told in
verse 11 that the woman is to quietly receive in-
struction with entire submissiveness, while in verse
12 she is not to teach or exercise authority, but tore-
main quiet. Both verses seem to be saying the same
thing from a different angle. We may say these
verses have the same message, but come to us {rom
different perspectives. The woman is to receive
instruction quietly (vs. 11), not being permitted to be
a teacher, but to remain quiet (vs. 12). She is to re-
ceive instruction with entire submissiveness (vs. 11)
and not exercise authority over the man (vs. 12).
Paul is covering the subject from both sides of the
argument, both positively and negatively. He is con-
cerned with both her receiving and her giving.

When we examine this word for “silence” in the
original, it is clear that this word has to do with
something verbal, something I do with my mouth. It
is used here as the opposite of “teaching.” There is
good reason to conclude that this does not mean she
may never teach a man anything, (for Priscilla in-
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and two in 1978. In 1959, 70 people were brought in-
to the church through evangelism while in 1979 there
were 169. This figure is low if we consider that evan-
gelism growth consists of adult and children bap-
tisms and re-affirmations of faith. On the other hand,
there can be evangelism growth which is not meas-
ured by the CRC Yearbook but which appears in the
numerical growth of other denominations. Persons
come to a living faith in Christ through the witness
of a CRC person or preaching, yet they do not join
the CRC.

The strength of the CCRC can also be her weak-
ness in certain areas of church life. The strong Kuy-
perian influences in the chureh sometimes leads to
an emphasis on social change at the expense of deal-
ing with personal change and commitment to Christ.
The Kuyperian is tempted to explain Christianity in
terms of a European scholastic world-and-life view
{Dooyeweerdism), which is too complicated for many
people and sometimes contradictory to the Scrip-
tures. The pietists on the other hand have been
known to spend so much time in contemplating the
eternal decrees of election and reprobation, and as-
surance of salvation that they have neglected to tell
others about Christ. Both extremes must be avoided.

In Home Missions, 1979 recorded 10 unorganized
churches served by seven ministers and seven cam-
pus ministries, two harbour chaplains and several
institutional ministries. Ministries through secular
structures are more popular than the mission-chapel
approach. Again the Kuyperian/pietistic distinction
comes into view where the Kuyperian seeks to have
the church clergy and laity involved in the institu-
tional secular structures while the pietist is more
comfortable planting churches, developing the
church in a community situation, The Kuyperian cry
is to reach the politician, philosopher, educator and
other influencial people in all strategic areas of life,
so that Christian policies can be made and Christ
may be witnessed through the structures in society.
The pietist primary aim is to reach the human heart,
regardless of social and political status and conse-
quence, and form the church. The CCRC shows a
representation of both emphases, and this balance
between the Cultural Mandate and Evangelism
Mandate must be maintained,

The Christian Reformed World Missions’ situation
is very similar. Again the CCRC is better equipped
to work at the structural institutional level as she
tries to effect society as a whole. Christian edu-
cators, theological professors, and technicians are
sent out into the mission field with more readiness
than church planters, evangelists and teachers of
the laity. This trend closely resembles the trend in
the Netherlands. The GKN have virtually no mis-
sionaries involved in extending the church but have
a number of church workers sent as medical mission-
aries and social workers.

The CCRC support for the CRWRC is very strong
and her members readily participate in foreign
fields. Church growth, however, lags. There are
very few people becoming members of CRC related
churehes in such countries as Bangladesh, The CRC
has not always combined Word and Deed ministries.

As aresult, other denominations reap the harvest in
which CRC members have faithfully laboured.

Transfer-growth during the 70’s amounted to 4,035
received and 5,440 leaving. Even though in the last
years the trend is slowly reversing, that is, more
people are coming in, those received by transfer and
gained through evangelism barely make up for those
leaving the denomination. Many young people trans-
fer out of the CCRC through cross-denominational
marriages or non-Christian marriages, others move
away or are employed in areas where there is no
CRC. Whereas the historic growth of the CRC came
through the church as institution following her
members wherever they migrated, this trend is
slowing down as members are assimilated into other
denominations, Transferring out is easier to do than
transferring in. The CRC stance on doctrinal purity,
moral discipline and social issues such as lodge mem-
bership have discouraged some from joining the
church,.

The highest transfer-growth occurred in BC with
227 being received in 1979. Classis Hamilton re-
ceived 187 from other denominations. These same
classes lost the most members as well, Hamilton los-
ing 150 and BC losing 117. On the whole more mem-
bers left the CCRC than were received.

Natural growth is the largest source of church
growth. In 1959, there were 1,907 baptisms while in
1979 there were 1,309, The birth rate is high but de-
creasing since the post-WW II baby boom. The
death rate is very low, but increasing as the post-
WW II immigrants are getting older. If it were not
for its strong emphasis on Christian families and
education, the CRC would be in sad shape.

Church membership growth and loss is measured
by professions of faith on the growth side and mem-
bership reversions on the loss side. Professions con-
tinue to increase as do the reversions, with the pro-
fessions tripling the reversions. There seemsto be a
renewed effort in the church to “clean up” its mem-
bership rolls. Lapsed membership was introduced in
the 1974 statistics, and generally there is more con-
cern in keeping an active membership role than a
nominal one. The increase of profession can be at-
tributed to the second generation immigrant cove-
nant persons becoming adult members in the church.
Profession of faith outside of the covenant context
{such as in evangelism) is minimal.

The total numerical growth and loss in the church
can be measured by adding evangelism growth,
transfer-in growth and natural growth through
births. Loss is measured by adding the transfer-out
losses and membership reversions, In the 1970's the
CCRC gained 19,804 and lost 10,380 which balances
to a 9,619 gain.

The CCRC is growing, for which we can thank the
Lord. The CCRC has also lost a [ot of members, con-
cerning which we must pray and examine ourselves.
I am speaking as a Dutch-Canadian, who was evan-
gelized through a campus ministry, became a Chris-
tian and transferred my baptismal papers to a local
church. Even though the evangelism program was
Kuyperian I became a pietist. How do you record
that in church statistics? How do you account for it
theologically? Was that evangelism or transfer?

guly, 1980/seventeen






Also, our Ascended Lord — our flesh — is there
as a pledge that He will take us to be with Him
{Ephesians 2:4-6). He is there as the Head of the
Body, His Church. We will never be separated from
Him. He will draw us — soul and body — unto Him-
self. In our glorified body we will know that blessed
fellowship.

The Scottish theologian John Dick, wrote:

To his followers, it is a source of high consola-

tion to know, that he has not laid aside their

nature, but retaing it amidst his glory; because
they can look up to him with confidence, in the
full assurance of his sympathy, and see, in his
exaltation, an earnest of their future glory

(Lectures on Theology, 11:112).

Finally, our Lord ascended so that He could send
the Holy Spirit to be God’s Advocate to us {the word
translated “advocate” in I John 2:1 is the same word
translated “comforter” in John 14:16). He has come
to plead God's case to us by applying Christ's work.
How wonderful is His testimony (Romans 8:16, 17}

Even now — present tense — Jesus Christ having
ascended is

SEATED AT GOD'S RIGHT HAND — Scripture
uses this expression (Psalm 110:1; Matthew 26:64;
Acts 2:33-36; 5:30-36, T:56; Romans 8:34; I Peter 3:22}
in a figurative way. Obviously, God does not have a
right hand. He is spirit. Nor are we to think of some
particular spot in heaven which is known as “the
right hand of God.” Rather, this is a way of saying
that the result of Christ's ascension is that He is
now reigning. He is in a position of power and might
having all authority and dominion over the whole
creation. His is the position of greatest honor,

This can be illustrated right from Scripture, as
well as from our daily experience. If a king would in-
vite someone to sit at his right hand a great honor
was being bestowed. After Solomon ascended to the
throne his mother Bathsheba was seated at his right
hand — a place of honor (I Kings 2:19). Today, still,
at properly arranged dinner parties the guest of
honor is seated at the host’s right.

Perhaps a word is in order because we read of
Christ being seated and also standing at God’s right
hand. John Dick wrote: “Sitting is the posture of a
sovereign, or a judge, or a person who has finished
his labors, and is enjoying ease; standing is the pos-
ture of a man who waits to receive a friend, or is pre-
pared to defend him” (Lectures on Theology, 11:116).
How clearly we see all of this in our reigning Savior!

But has not Christ always reigned? Yes, as the
Son of God He has always been at the right hand of
God. He is GGod and thus has always had a position of
authority.

Why, then, is it said that because He ascended
Christ now sits at God’s right hand? He is now reign-
ing as the God-man. Whereas He has always ruled in
the Divine nature, now He rules in the human
nature, also, During His humiliation for us He con-
cealed the glory that is His. In the high priestly
prayer He prayed that He might once again show
the glory that was His: “And now, Father, glorify
thou me with thine own self with the glory which I
had with thee before the world was™ (John 17:5).
Later, after the resurrection, Jesus explained what

had happened, to the two on the road to Emmaus,
“Behooved it not the Christ to suffer these things,
and to enter into his glory?” (Luke 24:26). Because of
His obedience, Jesus, the Savior of sinners, is now at
God’s right hand reigning as the representative of
God over all, in the name of the Triune God.

How beautiful! Charles Hodge wrote;

... this supreme ruler of the universe is a per-
fect man as well as a perfeet God; ... He still
has all human sympathies and affections, and
can be touched with a sense of our infirmities.
That a person in whom dwells all the fulness of
the Godhead bodily, and who is filled with all
the love, tenderness, compassion, meekness,
and forbearance, which Christ manifested
while here on earth, has all power in heaven
and earth ecommitted to his hands, and is not far
from any one of us, is an unspeakable delight to
all his people” (Systematic Theology, I1:637).

And He is there for us. This rule over all things is
for us! One day we will reign with Him as servants
of God (II Timothy 2:12; Revelation 3:21). Unto that
day He is now working. What has He done, and what
is He doing? 1) He established the Church by the
ministry of His apostles (Ephesians 4:1-16). 2) He
prescribed the form and order of His Church {Mat-
thew 28:19, 20; Pastoral Epistles). 3) He maintains
His Church throughout the generations (Psalm 22:29-
31). 4) He defends His Church {(John 4:4; Isaiah 54:17).

As the Head of the Church He is putting all the
Church’s enemies under His feet (I Corinthians
15:25). He is frustrating their plans. He is governing
all matters, national, international, social. He rules
over Satan and his wicked plans. “And when the last
enemy is subdued He will deliver up this kingdom
unto the Father, and reign forever as King over the
redeemed” (C. Hodge, Systematic Theology, 11:638),
All of this is being done so that by the power of the
Word and Spirit God’s people may be made glad and
willing servants of the Lord. As A. A. Hodge com-
mented on this step: “Seated upon that throne He,
during the present dispensation, as Mediater, effec-
tually applies to his people, through his Spirit, that
salvation which he had previously achieved for them
in his estate of humiliation” {Outlines in Theology,
443). Further, as a result of this rule, the fulness of
the elect will be brought in and everything made
ready for that Last Day for which the Church has
prayed, “Even so, come, Lord Jesus.”

To be sure, during the wait for that prayer’s an-
swer it seems as if God’'s promise of perpetual care
is not true. However, the promise is not that we will
be free from persecution but that we will be kept in
salvation so that we will live and reign with Christ.
This is the believer's hope: Jesus Christ shall

RETURN — This is the last step in his exal-
tation. He who was arraigned as a criminal at
the bar of Pilate; who was unrighteously con-
demned, and who amid cruel mockings, was
crucified with malefactors, is to come again
with power and great glory; before Him are to
be gathered all nations and all the generations
of men, to receive from his lips their final sen-
tence. He will then be exalted before all intel-
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Seeing the relationship of Bible and creed in this
way makes it appropriate that we in our method of
“catechism preaching” try to make clear that these
are the Rible’s doctrines. That may be done in vari-
ocus ways. Forty years ago as a young minister re-
cently graduated from the seminary I faced the
problem of beginning this “catechism preaching.”
The situation was peculiar, a little struggling “or-
phan” congregation, 700 miles from the nearest
other representative of the denomination, vacant
for two years and rather critical of such Christian
Reformed ideas as the Heidelberg Catechism. Hav-
ing plenty of questions of my own, I set out to study
each docirine seeking to determine what Biblical
ground could be found for it. (I worked through and
outlined most of Kuyper’s four volumes of E Voto,
his eollection of writings on the Catechism). Then in
preaching I sought Bible passages which most di-
rectly and clearly presented and applied each point
of doctrine, bringing in the church creed as simply
confessing that. Not only did this approach meet the
criticism “You are not preaching the Bible.” It also
had the positive advantages of showing that what
was being presented was not merely a church tradi-
tion, buit God’'s Word and showing from Secripture
the practical implications and application of the Bi-
ble's doctrine. The exercise taught me (and I hope
the people of the congregation), to appreciate those
doctrines of the Bible. That approach to the doe-
trines I have continued to take in the suceeeding 4
decades. Does it have disadvantages? Perhaps it
does. Stressing the Bible text or texts may tend to
slighi the system and unity of the system of doe-
trine. That “system” may, however, be pointed out
in the development of sermons and even more in the
teaching of the catechism classes. Especially in our
day of criticisms of old traditions we need, like the
Reformers, to go back to and ground our and the
churches' faith in the Bible, God's Word. Textual
preaching of doetrines is one of the most forthright
and effective ways of doing that.

Scripture Texts Used in
Catechism Preaching (1939-1980)

INTRODUCTION:

2 Tim. 1:183, 14; Tit. 1:9; 2 John 8-11; 2 Peter 1:12-16, 19-21; 2 Chron.
17:7-9.

LORD'S DAY

I, 1: Phil. 1:21; Rom. 14:8, 9; 1 Cor. 6:19, 20; Ps. 16:5, 6; Ps. 2:8; Acts
27:23, 24; 2 Cor. 1:5; Hos. 2:23.

I, 2: 1 John 1:1-2:6; Ps. 106:4-6, 47; Eph. 5:8.

II: Gal. 3:24; Rom. 3:20; T.T; 2 Kings 22:8-14 {¢f. 2 Chron. 34}

11, 4: Matt. 22:37-40. 11, 5; I11, 7, 8; Eph. 2:3, 4;: Rom. 7:21-25; Ps. 51:56

II: Rom. 5:19, II1, 6; Gen. 1:27, 31. III; Eccles. T:29.

IV: Rom. 1:18; Lk. 13:6-9; Rom. 2:2; Ps. 5:4, 5, §; Gal. 3:10; 6:7, 8;
Nahum 1:2, 3; Lam 1:18

V: Psalm 49:79, 15; Heb. 10:5-7, 9, 10; Ilos. 13:4; Jer. 23:6; Gen.
22:7, B; Job. 33:24.

V¥I: 1 Tim. 2:5, 6; Mt. 16:13-18; 22:41-45; Bm, 1:1-5; 8:2-5; Phil. 2:5-T;
Heb. 1:1-8; 2:14-18; 4:14-16; Mk. 12:35.37.

VII: 2 Tim. 8:14-17; Rm. 10:9; Eph. 2:8-10; Acts 16:30, 31; Lk.
19:41-44; Heb. 11:7: Heb. 3:19-4:3; 1 Thess. 2:13.

VII: Mt. 28:19-20; John 17:3; Eph. 2:18; Jude 20, 21; Tit. 3:4-T; 2
Cor. 13:14; 1 Cor. 6:11, Lk. 4:18, 19; 1 Pet. 1:2.

IX: John 14:6; Eccles, 12:1; Mt. 11:25-27; Ps. 24:1, 2; Rev. 4:11; Acis
17:24-31; Gal. 3:26; 4:4-7; Eph. 1:3, 5; 2:18; Lk. 10:21, 22; Gen. 1:1;
Rev. 4:11; John 1:12; 20:1T; Mt. 6:26.
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X: Mt. 6:28-32; Job 1:21; Gen. 45:4, 5, 7, 8; Ps, 103:13; Gen. 50:20;
Ps. 121:36; Deut. 8:3; Jonah 4:6-11; Isa. 10:5-27; 11:1-10.

XE: Mt 1:21; Acts 4:12; 8:35; 10:43: Gal. 4:5: 1 Cor. 3:11

XII: John 1:41; Acts 10:36-44; Ps. 110:1-4; Isa. 61:1-3; Lk. 4:18, 19:
Acts 4:26-28; Acts 17:3; Rev. 17:14; Acts 3:22, 23; 1 Cor. 1:30.

XTI, 32: Acts 11:26; 26:28, 29; 1 Pet. 4:12-16; 1 Jn. 2:20.

XIII: 1 Jn. 2:23; 4:9, 15; Ps. 2:7, 8; Heb. 4:14; Rm. 1:4-8; Mt. 22:41-45;
1 Jn. 5:20, 21; Gal. 4:4, 5; Acts 2:36; Em. 14:8, 9; Phil. 2:11; Acts
22:8, 10; Lk, 6:46.

XIV: L, 1:35; Mt. 1:20-24; Gal. 4:4, 5; Phil. 2:5-7.

XV: 1 Pet. 3:18; Isa. 53:4-6; Gal. 3:13, 14; 1 Pet. 2:24; Lk. 2:35.

XVI:1 Cor. 15:3, 4; 1 Thess. 5:9, 10; Mt. 12:38-41; Heb. 9:27, 28; Col.
1:20; Heb. 2:14, 15; Mt. 20:28; Ps, 4%15;

XVI, 44: Mt. 25:41; Gal. 3:13, 14; Ps. 16:10

XVIIL: Eph. 2:4-7; 1 Cor. 15:54-57; 1 Cor. 6:14; 15:17, 20; Phil. 3:10,
11; Eph. 1:18-20; John 20:19, 20; Jn. 11:25; 1 Cor, 15:58.

XVIIIL: Heb. 9:24; Ps. 68:18, 19; Eph. 4:8; Dan. 7:13, 14; Mk. 16:19,
20; In. 14:1-3; Heb. 6:19-20; Rev, 12:5; Lk. 24:51; Mt. 28:19; Jn.
16:5-T. -

XIX: Mt. 26:64; Eph. 1:20-23; Rm. 8:34, 35; Acts 2:33, 35;

XIX, 52; Mi. 16:2T7; Rev. 20:11-21:8; 22;12-15; 2 Thess. 1:6-9; Tit.
2:13; Mt. 25:31-84; 2 Pet, 3:8-13.

XX: Jn. 14:16-18; 15:26; 16:13-15; Lk. 24:48, 49; 1 Cor. 2:9-13; 3:16:
REm. 8:9;

XXI: 54, 55: Mt. 16:18; Eph. 1:4, 11-13; 1 Pet. 1:2, 5; Jn. 10:16; Eph.
5:18, 27-29; Heb. 12:22-25; Rev, 21:9-27; 2 Thess, 2:13-17; Eph.
4:1-16; Jn. 17:20-23; Mt 12:30; Mk. 9:40; Rm. 1:6, 7; Philemon
4-7; Acts 2:44, 45,

XXT, 56: Eph. 1:7; 1 Jn. 4:10, 11; Heb. 10:17; Col. 1:14;

XXH: Phil. 1:21; 3:20, 21; Jn. 11:25, 26; Rm. 8:23; Eph. 2:4-7; I Tim.
6:12, 19; Hev. 22:1-5; Jn. 6:54;

XXIII: Bm. 5:1, 2; 3:21-26; Acts 13:38, 3%; Gal, 2:16; 5:4; 8:10-14;

XXIV: Tit. 3:5, 7; 2:14; Lk. 19:17; 24-26; Eph. 2:8-10; 1 Cor. 3:11-15.

XXV: Bm. 10:13-15; Jas. 1:8, 21, 22; Jn. 6:44, 45; Acts 16:14, 15; 1
Cor. 1:21; 12:3; 1 Pet. 1:23; 2:1, 2; 1 Cor. 1:17; 2:2; Aets 14:27;
Rm. 10:17; Aets 2:37-42; 1 Cor. 12:3; Acts 16:14, 15 Jn. 3:5.

XXVI, XXVII: Mt. 28:19; Jn. 13:8; Acts 22:16; Tit. 3:4-T.

XXVIL, 74: Gen, 177, 10; Acts 2:38, 39; Gal. 3:29; Col. 2:11, 12; Mk.
10:13, 14; Isa. 44:1-3; Rm. 3:1, 2.

XXVII-XXX: 1 Cor. 11:23-26; 17-34; 1 Cor. 10:14-21; Mt. 26:26-29;
Jn. 6:35; 2 Kings 18:4, 5; Heb. 10:10, 14.

XXXT: Mt. 16:19; 1 Cor. 5:4-7; 2 Thess. 3:14, 15; 1 Tim. 3:4, 5, 12;
Tit. 1:13; Acts 26:16-18.

XXXH: Rm. 12:1, 2: Jn. 8:8, 5; Jn. 15:1-11: Mt, 5:13-16: Lk. 1:74-75;
Tit. 2:14; 1, 5; 3:8; Eph. 2:10; 1 Pet. 2:24, 25.

XXXINO: Col. 3:5-17; Acts 22:10; Rm. 6:1-11; Jn. 3:3; Lk. 15:11-25;
Eph. 4:22-24; Isa. 55:7; Lk. 19:10.

XXXIT, 91-XXXIV, 93: Mt. 5:17-20; Ps. 1:2; Rm. 8:3, 4; Heb. 10:16;
Ps. 119:18.

XXXTV: Ex. 20:3; Mt. 22:37, 38; 1 Sam. 15:22, 23; 1 Jn. 5:20, 21.

XXXV: BEx. 20:4-6.

XXXVI, XXXVII: Ex. 20:7; Mt. 5:33-37.

XXXVIIL: Ex. 20:8-11; Mk. 2:28; Col. 2:16, 17; Heb. 4:9; Isa, 58:13,
14.

XXXIX: BEx. 20:12; Eph. 6:1-4; Eccles. 8:11; Pv. 6:23.

XL: BEx. 20:13; Gen. 9:6; Ps. 51:5-15; 1 Jn. 3:11-16.

XLI: Ex. 20:14; Eph. 5:1-10; Mt. 19:4-6; Gen. 1:27, 28; 2:18-25; Gen.
39:9; Mt. 5:27, 28,

XLII: Ex. 20:15; Eph. 4:17-24, 28.

XLII: BEx. 20:16: Eph. 4:15, 25; Col. 3:9, 10.

XLIV: Ex. 20:17; Rm. 7:7; Eph. 5:5.

X1.IV, 114, 115: Jn. 3:3; Mt. 5:48; Heb. 12:14; 18:20, 21; Ps. 25:8-14;
119:33-38: 1 Jn. 1:8, 3:9.

XLV, 116: Ps, 50:14, 15; 116:12, 13; 1 Thess. 5:16-18.

XLV, 117-119: Jn. 14:13, 14; 157, 16; 1 Kings 18:36, 37; Dan. 9:18,
19; 1 Jn. 5:14; In. 4:22-24; Lk. 18:11-14; Jas. 1:5-7; Mt. 6:3-15: Jn,
16:23, 24.

XLVI: Mt. 6:9

XLVII: Mt. 6:9; Lk. 11:2;

XLVIH: Mt. 6:10; 16:18, 19; Mk. 10:13-16; Eph. 5:25-27; Lk. 11:2;

XLIX: Mt. 6:10;

L: Mt. 6:11;

LI: Mt. 6:12, 14, 15;

LII: Mt. 6:13: 2 Cor. 1:20.

CANONS OF DORDT

I. Eph. 1:3-6; 11-13; 1 Thess. 1:4; 2 Thess. 2:13-15; Rom. 8:28-34.

II: John 10:11, 14, 15, 26-30:

IIT and IV: Eph. 2:4-5; Mt. 19:24-26; Ezek. 36:1-14.

¥: 2 Tim. 2:19; John 10:27-30: 1 Peter 1:5; John 6:38-40; 2 Peter
1:10, 11.










