











of bad things consists of all the things that were or are against
us, a poor crop for the farmer, low prices, high interest rates,
no work, sickness, unusual expenses and other adversities.
The pile of good things consists of the **more than we need”’
things, good crops, good prices, plenty of werk, pood
business returns and ever so many more that are in the
catepory of prosperity. Christians often assume that if the
pile of good things is bigger than the one of bad things we
really have reasons to be thankful. But what must those Chris-
tian people who have a small pile of good things think? Hasn’t
the Lord blessed them? Or has He blessed them less than
those who have received much? Remember there have been
and still are many Christians in that class of the ‘‘less for-
tunate.’’” Job was there, David knew what it meant to be
there, as did millions of other people of God in history.
Doesn’t the Lord often try and chastise His people, also with
a lack of material things?

The Heidelberg Catechism addresses both classes or condi-
tions of people, those in adversity and in prosperity. We must
practice patience in adversity and be thankful in prosperity.
Paul alse speaks of both conditions in this passage, ‘‘being
in want’’ and ‘‘having plenty.” He had learned to be con-
tented even in dire need.

It is very important that when we are in need and dif-
ficulties, we see that these conditions are from the Lord. He
controls all things and very commonly tries His people with
adverse experiences. Christians often fail to see “‘behind all
their problems’” the hand of their heavenly Father, And that’s
where we must begin if we are going to deal with our pro-
blems by the grace of God. Today the hard-pressed farmer
must learn to do this. Believing that our Father is in control
of the adversities, we realize that they really are for our good.
Being patient or contented means that we submit ourselves
to His all-wise and Joving providence and wait for His time
for improvement. This demands that we persist in faith and
godly living, We must cling to the promise of Romans 8:28
that all must work together for good to those that love God.
This paul remembered. Thus he could say from the heart
that in all circumstances he had learned the Christian art of
contentment.

Paul also knew what it meant for a Christian to have plen-
ty. This, too, took faith. In some of the older Bible versions
we read that he knew *‘how to abound.’’ For this, also, one
must live close to God!

What does it mean to be contented when we have plenty
and are prosperous? First of all, it means that our primary
goal in life is not to have an abundance of these earthly goods.
Naturally we must work and assume our normal respon-
sibilities. But money and riches are not our primary goals.
The temptation of many rich is to make materialism their
god. To many of them the old adage applies, ‘‘the more they
have the more they want."" Well-to-do people are often not
contented people. Money does not bring happiness!

To be contented like the apostle means that we do not com-
plain about conditions that we do not like or that are adverse.
We try to be satisfied and guard ourselves against being com-
plainers. A farmer commeonly complained that his crops were
not big enough. One year when he had a ““bumper™ crop
he was reminded that now he should be thankful. His reply
was, ‘‘Ja, but this big crop surely is hard on the land.””

Being contented also means that we thank the Lord for His
bountiful gifts. We need to thank Him with our lips, with
our hearts and with our gifts of money. This must be
something we practice throughout our lives—not just on
Thanksgiving Day with a sizeable gift. David knew how
necessary this is for a believer when in Ps. 103 he spoke
to his own soul, ‘*Bless the Lord, O my soul, and forget not
all His benefits.”’

Practicing contentment means that we use our monies pro-
perly and de not misuse them, or use them only for ourselves.
The Bible speaks of the rich fool, who said to himself, **You
have plenty of good things laid up for many years, lake life
easy, eat, drink and be merry.’" That’s how he used his
money; that was his goal. In words of today it would likely
read: “*Soul, be happy and contented, you have enough
money to retire, spend the whole winter in Florida and in
the summer, take a trip or enjoy your summer cottage.”’ That
was the goal of his life.

It is important for us as God’s people to practice Chris-
tian stewardship. There are many good Christian causes
“erying”’ for more financial support. And there are multi-
tudes of poor in the world. Most or nearly all of our homes
are ‘*flooded” with requests for money. Don’t we get tired
of seeing them in the mail? I recall a conversation in a con-
sistory room before the church service. One of the members
complained about all of those envelopes. A wise, godly elder
(who practiced what he said) replied, *“Why don’t you use
them. Then there won't be so many lying around.””

The Lord wants us to make these words of Paul our own.
Try to repeat with him these words, “*f have learned the
secret of being content in any and every situation, whether
well-fed or hungry, whether living in plenty or in want.”’
And pray for much prace to say them from the heart.
Remember, ‘*‘Godliness with contentment is great gain.”’

Paul learned this as a secret, a spiritual secret. The world
does not have it and cannot learn it. It"s acquired in the school
of life through the faithful use of God’s Word and prayer,
applied by the Holy Spirit. Such secrets are not learned over-
night. It takes time to practice self-discipline and self-denial
needed to enjoy this kind of contentment.

Ameong the basic truths we have to learn is that we are
in ourselves preat sinners. God doesn’t even owe us a liv-
ing. Also that by grace alone in Christ we may be His
children. And we must realize that our Father, in His wisdom
and love, knows what is good for us and will make all things
work together for good to those who love Him.

It takes a very steady hand o carry a cup filled to the
brim. ]
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A Tale of Two Preachers

Richard E. Knodel

A Memorable Encounter

It was the best of times. It was the worst of times,
Remember? Except in the present case, the tale concerns two
preachers on a sultry Southern night in Lynchburg, Virginia.
Jesse's come to town. In national terms, this is Jerry’s town.
But because Jerry went to Pretoria and concluded that Bishop
Tutu was a phony, Jesse’s come to Lynchburg. Jesse is of
course, the Rev. Jesse Jackson, and Jerry is the Rev. Jerry
Falwell.

To this clergyman, there is something wonderfully right
about this promised confrontation. For those suckled on
secularism, religion is an extraneous commodity. But in the
history of thought, theology has been understood to be
foundational. It was once known as the ‘““Queen of the
Sciences.”” Drawing an errant conclusion from the data of
that science was thought to spell doom for all the others.

And so Jesse had come to town. He’d come to pick up
the challenge Dr. Falwell had thrown down just a few days
earlier. Even while some commentators saw these two as
buffoons, Jesse and Jerry realized that the hearts and minds
of America were the stakes of such combat. Indeed, one
would not be overstating the case to say that the ramifica-
tions of their contest would also affect the world!

America, despite her secular confusion is still **a ¢ity upon
a hill.”” Opinion recognizes that as goes this city, with its
Puritan forebears, so goes the world. That's why the Marx-
ists spend so much time playing out their sad little passion
play here. That’s why the UN’s charade is not staged so much
for the world, but for America. And that’s why conservatives
have been so incensed at the uneven bent of our national
media.

But now it's Saturday evening* and Jesse's hour has ar-
rived. Young socialists, abundantly supplied with their pro-
paganda sheets, try to shake down the multi-racial crowd that
gathers to hear Jesse speak. Aids hawk ‘‘Rainbow Coalition™
pins and color poriraits of Jesse. The marches that were
scheduled have taken place, and the NAACP has readied their
big gun.

Anticipation fills the air. Lynchburg is a small city and
is unaccusiomed, despite Dr. Falwell’s fame, to the
movements of the famous. But tonight Jesse’s to speak at
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the historic Courl Street Baptist Church, so the quiet is broken
by the buste of the arriving audience.

As the church begins to heat up, foreboding almost unbear-
able temperatures later on, Pastor Donald Johnson drops the
bomb. He tells the audience that he has just received a re-
quest to let Falweil speak, and that he has acceded to the
request, A ““hush' rises from the congregation, and he
reminds them who it is that makes the decisions in Court
Street. The Rev. Donald Johnson. Then he makes the first
of several admonitions that the audience behave cordially.
He tells them that while Court Street Baptist is not the oldest
church in Lynchburg, it is the oldest where everyone has
always been welcome. The locals know what that means.

After some jazz instrumentals and Black Gospel, the
Jackson entourage arrives a bit more than an hour late. But
Jesse’s disciples cared not. They arose as one to enjoy both
their hero and a certain sense that history was being made.

Of course, Jerry was there too. But this was a night for
those whose hearts pulsed to the beat of the third world. As
Pat Buchanan, the syndicated columnist once characterized
him, Jesse Jackson represents that mentality better than any
other American speaker. Yet ironmically, much of Black
America is nor of this mind.

I had passed by pari of this America on my way to the
church. We live in one of Lynchburg’s inter-racial areas,
and I had walked the eight blocks to the church. As I walked,
I was surprised that the vast majority of the area’s Blacks
seemed so untouched by Jesse’s anticipated arrival. Even half
an hour before starting, it was still easy to get a seat. |
wondered, *‘Didn’t these people know that their national
leader was soon to appear? If they did, how could they not
care? Didn’t they feel just a little oppressed and in need of
a Moses?

But there were also plenty who sympathized with Jackson.
His part of Black America stretched the church to its seams.
These were the people who knew that racism and oppres-
sion continued. Many made their living pointing such things
out.

As such, their appetite was only whetied by the Falwell
anncuncement. While remaining somewhat subdued, accord-
ing 1o their earlier injunction, one got the distinct feeling that









Reflections on the 1985 Synod

Thomas Spriensma

I was an elder delegate at the 1985 Synod. Some of the
important questions that came to my mind were: Why is there
division in our denomination? What is the cause? Why so
much confusion? Is there perhaps a lack of knowledge of
God’s Word? Is God’s Word too difficult or unclear? Are
we not able to comprehend it? At the Synod [ came to the
conclusion that the problem is much deeper. Many in the
C.R.C. do not want to be in subjection to the Word of God.
They are reasoning without regard to God’s revealed will.
Knowing Ged’s Word and yet putting our own reasening
above it is ‘‘higher criticism."’

The decision was made to change our confession, but there
was no mention made of God’s inspired phrase, ‘‘husband
of one wife'” which is found in Timothy. Qur only rulebook
was neglected, or silently set aside. During the debate on
women in the office of deacon I made the remark that higher
criticism was used. After the session a (well meaning?) pastor
wanted to take me verbally to the woodshed. Could it be that
some ministers have education but not much spiritual wis-
dom? Some have the wisdom of the new hermeneutics (which
is not new at all). The serpent in the garden used a similar
approach to God’s Word, and through the ages it has kept
coming back. Karl Barth gave some of this ““wisdom’’ to
the Reformed Churches.

At Synod we were often reminded to work in the Spirit
of unity. This is wonderful, but our unity must be the resuit
of Christian love in obedience to God's Word. *'If you love
me, keep my commandments!’’ Even the demons have unity,
but their unity is not to God's glory. We must know and
believe that God is sovereign. This is the only way back for
our Christian Reformed Church, the only way to true Chris-
tian unity. For a long time I had a struggle with the doctrine
of dual predestination. This lasted until I was convinced of
the absolute sovereignty of God. As a denomination we must
also be convinced of the absolute sovereignty of God, whose
Word is sure and unchangeable.

In my committee we had to study the liturgical dance.
Why? Are our people so happy about their salvation that they
are not able to sit still in church for one hour? Or do we
want entertainment? Should we replace a part of the formal
worship service with the dance? Israel had the dance in the
worship service on one occasion, but on that occasion they
worshipped not God but the golden calf. And God was not
pleased. Perhaps it would be more glorifying of God’s

kingdom if we started to teach the antithesis again. We should
be a people separated unto God. Psalm 1 begins, **Blessed
is the man who walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly,
nor standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of
the scornful. But his delight is in the law of Geod, and on
this law doth he meditate day and night.”” We may not drift
along with the world and the spirit of the time. Ofien Chris-
tian liberty is interpreted wrongly in our circles. The Biblical
liberty is to be set free from the condemnation of sin, to be
free to serve our Saviour, By grace we are able to fight
against the devil, the world, and our sinful flesh. Parents,
please remember the covenant vow that you have given.

After the overtures against women deacons were voted
down, a concerned pastor asked the question, *‘What now?
What can we do?’’ One delegate said later, *‘I am sick of
it and I give up!’* No, brother, we are in the militant church
and the battle must go on until we are in the church trium-
phant. Our first responsibility is to our family and our local
church. The promise of the King of the church is, *‘be faithful
and you shall receive the crown of life.”’

At the end of our Synod the President of Synod spoke about
growing pains in the C.R.C. Is it possible that the pain is
more like that of the hardening of the arteries? Not only the
issue of women in church office, but the reasoning that
culture and time limit the authority of God's Word, this is
the basic cause of our sickness. The only remedy is the
sovereign Word of God which is able to bring us back to
health and uvnity.

I do not want to be only negative. There are also good
things to report. Many wonderful Christians were at Synod,
men who are faithful. We can be thankful for them. I met
some of the candidates, young men with biblical convictions.
This is also a reason to be thankful, We must pray for them
and support them. Pray also for the editor of the Banner,
that the Lord may give him wisdom and understanding. He
has a great responsibility in our Christian Reformed Church.

Brothers, let us not be thoughtless slaves of narrow tradi-
tion; but let us neither be slaves to the opinions of men, who
do not know God or love His Word. Let us be neither nar-
row minded nor broad minded as the world counts these
things. Let us, rather, be biblically minded and subject to
Christ Who is the King of His church. ®

Mr. Thomas Spriensma lives ar 1994 Quincy, Grandville, MI 49418,
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Church Polity and Program Committee in assessing the pro-
priety of materials submitted to Synod. The history of the
Florida overtire seems to suggest that some clear guidelines
are needed. It would seem clear that this authority is limited
to judgments on the technical aspects of the documents sub-
mitted to Synod, whereas judgments on the propriety of the
petitions carried by such documents must be left to the body
to which the documents are addressed. Failure to observe
some such rule can only bring trouble like the bureaucratic
foul-up encountered hy the Florida overture.

The Role of the Board of Publications

One of the more puzzling aspects of this whole scenario
is the role played by the denominational Board of Publica-
tions. This Board obtained a copy of the Florida overture
and made some pronouncements on it at its meeting held in
February 1985, pronouncements that were publicized in The
Banner and brought to Synod 1985 in the Board's annual
report. This body declared that it ‘‘judges that Classis
Florida’s request for ‘further explanation’ contains a serious
charge against Rev. Kuyvenhoven, that it should have been
addressed either to his supervising consistory (Boston Square
CRC, Grand Rapids) or to his supervising agency {(Board
of Publications), and that it is not properly addressed to
synod.”” The Board further said that it found ‘‘no grounds
for questioning his faithfulness to the Scriptures, his loyalty
to the confessions, or his love for the church,”’ (See Acrs
of Synod 1985, p. 58).

One cannot fault the Board of Publications for giving ex-
pression to its confidence in the work and views of one under
its supervision. And probably the Board should have been
sent a copy of the overture as a matter of information and
courtesy. Any reflection on the work and views of one under
their supervision and in such a significant position in the
church would have to be a matter of real concern to them.
But is it in their province to make and publicize official
judgments on the legal status of an overture addressed to
Synod? And is it not preposterous for the Board to suggest
that a request for *“further explanation’” can and should be
dealt with by them? Cnly a consistory, classis or synod has
the authority to do this. So again one must express his
wonderment at other entries in the Index of the Acts of Synod
J1985. Here we read, “‘Overture requesting explanation of
views considered out of order by B of P, 57-58,”" and “‘B
of P view sustained by SIC."’ Such entries are more proper-
ly to be viewed as an index to a thoroughly muddled notion
of doing the church’s business.

Text of Overture Not Found in the ACTS

The officers of Synod 1985 said that the Florida overture
was legally before Synod. Synod itself underscored this deci-
sion of the officers by acting on the overture (pp. 727f. of
the 4cts). So it definitely was part of the Synod’s business.
Yet the text of the overture is nowhere to be found in the
Acts of Synod 1985. What will future students of the Chris-
tian Reformed Church and its history think when they read
of Synod’s action in the Acts but find no trace of what Synod
acted on? Such future students may well be as amazed at this
strange omission as is the author of this article.

Was Synod’s Judgment Right?

Synod 1985 decided not to accede to the petition of the
Florida overture. Was the Synod correct in arriving at this
decision? This question is properly asked because in so
deciding the Synod judged that the Synods of 1936, 1961

and 1963 were wrong, and possibly also the Synod of 1959,
In a previous article in this magazine (April 1985} I pointed
out that the Synods of 1936 and 1961 honored requests from
consistories for *‘further explanation’ and acted positively
on them. In 1963 Classis Orange City came with a request
that Synod ask the Professor of Missions at Calvin Seminary
for *‘further explanation”’ of his views on the love of God
for all men, a subject he had set forth in certain articles he
had written. Synod 1963 did not find the overture out of
order, even though the Classis had not previously consulted
the professor or his supervising consistory. Synod 1963 did
not accede to the overture because, in the mind of Synod,
the Classis had not demonstrated the *‘sufficient grounds of
suspicion’’ called for in the Form of Subscription. In all of
these instances the propriety of the procedure followed by
Classis Florida was acknowledged.

In 1959 Professor M. J. Wyngaarden came to Synod with
an appeal from the failure of the Calvin Board of Trustees
to act on his complaint against some writing by the presi-
dent of the seminary on the infallibility of the Bible. In his
appeal to Synod Wyngaarden declared that the president of
the seminary ‘‘had taken a position on infallibility which,
according to the view of this protest, is not in line with the
Belgic Confession’’ {(Acts of Synod 1959, p. 563). What did
Synod 1959 do in the matter? Did it tell Dr. Wyngaarden
that he had to go first of all to the supervising consistory
with his allegations against the seminary president? Not at
all. Synod dealt in detail with the professor’s protest. We
bear in mind that the grounds for the action of Synod 1985
appeal to these words taken from the Acts of Synod 1976
(p. 95), *‘Beyond the point of ordination the procedures out-
lined in the Form of Subscription and the Church Order must
be followed if 2 minister’s loyalty to the confessions is called
into question. (See Form of Subscription and Church Qrder
Article 89, 90, 91 and 93).”" The Synods of 1976 and 1985
interpreted this statement adopted in 1976 to mean that the
Church Order plainly says that any question about a mini-
ster’s views must first be addressed to the supervising
consistory,

At this point many questions surface. Does this language,
appearing in the grounds for a previous Synod's action,
become the law of the church? The statement excels more
in ambiguity than it does in precision. What does the state-
ment actually mean? Does it plainly mean what the Synods
of 1976 and 1985 took it to mean? Article 8% of the Church
Order says, ‘‘Special discipline (that is, suspension and
deposition, Article 88—E.H.) shall be applied to office-
bearers if they violate the Form of Subscription, are guilty
of neglect or abuse of office, or in any way seriously deviate
from sound doctrine and godly cenduct.”” Where does the
‘“further explanation’’ of the Form of Subscription fit in here?
The overture from Classis Florida did not charge that the
editor did “‘seriously deviate from sound doctrine.’” Rather,
the overture raised a question of high current urgency relative
to the contemporary authority of the Bible, and the editor
would be given every opportunity to put to rest the suspi-
cions raised by his writings and reported utterances. Much
clarification is called for before the church can be guided
by decisions of the kind which the Synod of 1985 made in
this instance. The precedents of 1936, 1961 and 1963 plain-
ly call for such clarification, and perhaps also the precedent
of 1959, °

Rev. Edward Heerema is a retived Christian Reformed pasior living at Cape
Coral, Florida.
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tention to the dangers of the polarization Vander Ploeg had
advocated. He saw the possibility of such a course turning
the denomination into an internally divided church, a
““modaliteiten Kerk™’ like the larger Reformed churches in
the Netherlands. If concemned people settle for that—**do not
take the ultimate step of obedience: call the church back,
in word AND DEED, to the Word of God in accordance
with the Reformed Creeds,”” this might ‘‘prevent the
emergence of a truly Reformed Church (with which we could
then unite}.”” Vander Ploeg reassured his correspondent, *‘1
do not envision polarization as a permanent solution to the
conservative’s problems in the CRC but rather as a prefude
or precursor to what ought to follow. For liberals and con-
servatives to remain indefinitely in tension under the same
denominational roof, whether the CRC or any other, will
eventually become intolerable.”” He cited the corporate
responsibility we share as members of the denomination, the
constant tensions, controversy and frustrations that must
characterize living in a divided house, paying of financial
quotas for causes that come to forfeit our confidence, and
the threat to the eternal welfare of children and grandchildren
as considerations that make remaining in such a pluralistic
denomination intolerable.

A final article in the April issue summarized the argument
for a policy of polarization. (First the editor addressed a
misunderstanding some had suggested when they mentioned
that ministers might be restrained from taking a position
because of fear of losing their pensions. He pointed out that
such pensions are protected by law and would not be lost
even if they left the denomination). The polarization must
be guided by the Scripture and with a prayer for the Lord’s
guidance. The editorial cited Isaiah 20:8, **To the law and
to the testimony! if they speak not according to this word,
surely there is no morning for them.”’ (Though some might
call this appeal an *‘over-simplification,’’ he wamed against
“‘over-complication.’”} *“There will be ‘no moming” for the
CRC or for any other church unless we are polarized or
crowded and kept very close to the living Word. Unless all
our ways radiate from the living Word. . .the darkness will
grow even deeper and the light will never dawn.”’ Our ac-
tivity will have to be positive and constructive as well as
negative and destructive. And it will have to be directed
toward encouraging one another as well as toward helping
others who do not yet share our faith. *‘Polarization means
that the lone voice. . . will be joined by others, thus making
it possible to turn up the volume for the cause of Christ.’”
Although aiming at reformation of churches that may be
seriously deficient (as were some of the churches mentioned
in the first chapters of Revelation, for example), this polariza-
tion may turn out to be a necessary step toward a responsi-
ble and viable secession. That ‘‘must be preceded by polari-
zation and a lot of groundwork if it is to amount to more
than a splinter movement. Without this there could be what
someone has called a ‘flaking off” of members here and there,
but not a movement that could draw a substantial number
to secede.” The Presbyterian Journal which had on its cover
““ Advocating continuation of a Presbyterian Church loyal to
Scripture and the Reformed faith,”” for many years polariz-
ed conservatives and resuited eventually in the rise of a
relatively large and growing conservative denomination. Rev.
Vander Ploeg urged the united study and discussion of issues
that concern the gospel and church, arranging meetings that
address them, organization of local chapters of the Reform-
ed Fellowship, and the promotion and use of our periodical,

the Qutlook, in support of this cause to which we have long
been committed,

A Banner Update

In the August 26, 1985, Banner, retired Calvin College
Bible professor, Dr. John H. Bratt, considering present
threatening developments in the denomination, takes up the
same subject in an article entitled *‘Seceders or Schismatics.””
He observes that differences (which are always found in the
church) at times ‘‘harden into granite positions, polarize the
church, and approach the breaking point. We hear ominous
rumblings about separation. And that is tremendously
serious....""

He describes a *‘legitimate secession’” when, because of
sin, the **‘faithful remnant’ is forced to separate from the
church, When does the breaking point come? It comes when
the parent body retrogresses to the point that it loses its claim
10 be the true church of Christ and demotes itself to the level
of a false church. It happens when the church descends to
that level of falsity which distorts or scuttles the biblical doc-
trine of salvation: vicarious atonement, redemption through
the blood of Christ on the cross, and salvation by grace
through faith.”” Then he cites the examples of John Calvin,
Hendrik De Cock, Abraham Kuyper, and J. Gresham
Machen, who each faced such a situation, protested against
it, were disciplined by the erring church and led secession
movements.

Bratt sees as “‘pivotal’’ the doctrine of “*salvation by grace
alone (along with the related doctrines of the deity of Christ,
the virgin birth, his physical resurrection, and his second
coming—doctrines which Calvin calls non-negotiable).” “*If
a church jeopardizes, waters down, compromises, or repudi-
ates that doctrine, that church lapses into the category of be-
ing a false church. Unless that falsity is rectified, secession
must follow in order to preserve the faith.”” **But, as long
as the church maintains that key bibiical doctrine of redemp-
tion, separation is wrong”’ and, in Dr. Bratt’s judgment, to
be denounced as a sin.

When the Church By-passes Creeds

Although Dr. Bratt’s simple, straightforward introduction
of the matter is clear and helpful, it slights two of the three
Biblical and confessional ‘‘marks’’ of the true church, the
sacraments, and Biblical discipline. (Belgic Confession
XXIX). Furthermore, even in dealing with doctrine, it does
not adequately consider what has become the outstanding
characteristic of today’s theology, its systematic and com-
monly justified doubletalk. In the days of Calvin, DeCock,
Kuyper and even Machen, when one pointed out the errors
of the church he was disciplined by the apostate body. In
today s religions world that almost never happens, and it can
hardly be expected to happen. Theologians from the Amster-
dam Free University and our own who have been enlightened
there or in the equally *‘progressive’” liberal establishments
here, inform us that truth itself now means something totally
different from what it used to mean. Whereas it used fo mean
conformmity to fact, it has now come to mean something purely
“‘relational.’” If that means anything, it means that what us-
ed to be called a lie, if it makes for improved relations,
becomes, by this new definition, ‘‘true.”” A January, 1971
Cutlook article on ‘*The Inroads of Subjectivism’” and a May,
1977 article on “‘ A New Sales Pitch for Modern Theology™’
called attention to this ‘‘existentialist’’ way of thinking that
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Henry VanderKam

THE APOSTLES BEFORE THE COUNCIL
Acts 5:17-42

The church in its earliest days was very successful, judged
by the numbers who joined it and the influence which it ex-
erted. This success has its price, as the leaders soon
discovered. Jesus had told them (Matt, 10, etc.) that if peo-
ple had mistreated the Master of the house, they would do
the same to his followers. Such mistreatment was now ex-
perienced by the Apostles.

Lesson 5

An Increasing Threat

Immediately after the healing of the lame man at the tem-
ple gate the authorities imprison Peter and John. Now they
go farther—all of the Apostles are placed in prison. The
leaders of the people were “*filled with jealousy,” says Luke,
and jealousy is capable of strange things. Their jealousy stems
from the fact that more and more people are following the
Apostles and have left the leadership of the Sanhedrin. This
must be stopped. They are also dependent on the following
of the mass of the people. Accordingly, the occasion for this
imprisonment is not as clearly defined as was the imprison-
ment of Peter and John at an earlier time. Then a lame man
was healed. Now the author only mentions the miracles in
a general way and emphasizes the growth of the church. The
apostles are now placed in a more threatening situation than
the two had confronted earlier. They are in the common
prison where atl the lawbreakers are placed. Drastic measures
have to be taken to stop this movement.

Released for More Service

The imprisonment doesn’t mean much when that same
night an angel opens the door of the prison and leads them
out! Before leaving them this angel tells them to go to the
temple and preach to the people *'. . .all the words of this
life.”” They are to preach the gospel based on the life of Christ
and the kind of life which issues from this gospel of Christ
Jesus. The fact of this deliverance is to comfort the hearis
of the Apostles. No one can stop them! It is also to warn
the opposition—divine power is on the side of the Apostles,
Luke does not say much of this episode and no one men-
tions it later, but He who freed Daniel and his friends has
freed them.

The Apostles are obedient to the command of the angel.
They have not been delivered to hide, but to preach. At

daybreak they are already in the temple preaching Jesus
Christ.

The Highpriest calls the whole counci! togeiher in the mor-
ning. They are not aware of that which has taken place dur-
ing the night. Apparently the council does not meet in the
courts of the temple at this time. He calls the whole council
together, for this is important business. Someone is sent to
the prison to bring the Apostles before the council. None
of them is there. But, do not blame the warden nor the secur-
ity guards, Everything is in good order—but the prisoners
are missing! The councilors have had enough trouble with
these men. They are perplexed and wonder what is going
to become of this whole matter. Apparently an eye-witness
comes to tell them that the Apostles whom they imprisoned
are now standing in the temple preaching the same gospel
as before. Now the temple guard must bring them back, but,
carefully, because this could lead to a riot. The common peo-
ple must not be stirred up. The rulers need the people, but
are also afraid of them. The leaders could be stoned if things
get out of hand.

What is the charge? The apostles had been commanded
by the Sanhedrin not to preach in this name (the highpriest
doesn't even want to pronounce this name} and ‘*you have
filled Jerusalern with this teaching.”* That is the crime! Don’t
preach the gospel, and everything will be all right; preach
that word and you will lose your freedom. They have been
disobedient to their rulers. Besides, *‘you intend to bring this
man’s blood upon us.”’ This would make us murderers, This
is going too far. Not only are the apostles teaching the peo-
ple those things which ought not to be taught, but they also
incriminate the leaders. The gospel always cuts in two direc-
tions. Those who believe shall be saved and the guilt of the
unbelievers becomes the greater.

Under God’s Orders

Notice the reply of the Apostles: ““We must obey God
rather than men.”’ Here there is nothing of a revolutionary
spirit. ‘“We will indeed be obedient citizens but not when
the command of you rulers is in direct conflict with the com-
mand of God.”” The angel told them to preach. The Sanhedrin
forbade them to preach. Is there a question whom they ought
to obey? That it may be perfectly clear to these rulers, Peter
will tell them a little more. We obey the same God as you
do. 1t is this God of our fathers who called Jesus Christ into
being. What did you do? You not only slew Him, but you
even hung Him on a tree to show your utter contempt!
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secular scientists are beginning to expose the falseness of
evolutionary theory.

The discussion of the doctrine of the Son gets similar
development, noting particularly the Christian’s commitment
both to a variety of responsibilities in creation and to his mis-
sionary duties. The chapter on the Holy Spirit notes John
Calvin’s extensive treatment of that subject and stresses the
Christian’s call to holy living. This brings up the subject of
the churches’ change from former condemnations of worldli-
ness to the current reaction, Although the writer expresses
some appreciation of the old warnings against worldliness,
there was, I believe, in those decisions a certain ambiguity
about the way to apply them to which his forthright condem-
nations of their “‘legalism’’ does not do justice. His treat-
ment of the Pentecostal movement is well done.

The subsequent chapter on Reformed Christian Education
is a somewhat independent lecture. After noting the stress
the Reformed Churches have placed on education the discus-
sion deals with the grounding of such education in God’s
covenant. Dr. Bolt tends to endorse N. Beversinis’ ground-
ing of that education in ‘ ‘the covenant of works.”” This strikes
one as a doubtful business, especially in the light of that
*“*covenant of works’’ scanty ground in the Bible and its in-
appropriateness in the Christian life. In this connection he
brings up the Bible's teaching about God’s Kingdom. He
sharply criticizes Beversluis” and Wolterstorff's proposal to
make the ‘‘transformation’* of culture the aim of Christian
education, because of its secular sociological character and
its neglect of the antithesis God has established between those
who serve Him and those who do not. Dr, Bolt cites the talk
of “‘redeeming the dance’” as an example of the resulting
confusion. He points out that viewing the kingdom of God
as a ““transformation’’ of culture makes that kingdom **an
entity which man builds on earth’’—a notion “‘completely
foreign to the Scriptures’ which never ‘‘speak of the
kingdom of God as a human achievement’” (p. 108).

A final chapter on ethics contains an interesting contrast
between Abraham Kuyper and Herman Bavinck. Bavinck had
to warn the Kuyperians that, despite their enthusiasm for
“*Christian principles,’” they could lose their own souls if
they were not converted to Christ. The difference between
Kuyper and Bavinck at this point should not be exaggerated.
Kuyper himself issued exactly the same warning to his
followers in his E Voto sermon on Catechism Lord’s Day
11, that all the philosophical learning and cultural develop-
ment that was not centered on Christ as the Savior of sin-
ners would quickly run dead ‘‘like a stream in the desert
sands,’” and that only as the churches returned as sinners
to Him would they have life. Similar warnings appear in his
introduction to Pro Rege.

This little book deserves wide reading. May there be more
of such discussions. If they are to be effective, however, they
will always have to define the Christian and Reformed Faith
as the Faith of God’s Word. Unless our Reformation efforts
are firmly and squarely rooted and grounded in the *‘Thus
sajth the Lord”’ of the Scriptures they will and must turn in-
to the disillusionments that all such subjectivist efforts {tradi-
tional, anti-traditional, or philosophical) as Barth’s, the
Toronto AACS’ and a host of others, despite good inten-
tions, became. ‘‘The voice said, ‘Cry out!” And he said,
‘What shall I cry?” *All flesh is grass, And its loveliness is
like the flower of the field. . . . The grass withers, the flower
fades, But the word of our God stands forever'” (Isa-
iah 40:6, 8). o

*Didn't Calvin quote voluminously from the church fathers as well as from
the Bible? Indeed he did, and from no one more extensively than St
Augustine. (Ford Lewis Bartles’ index to Calvin’s Institutes has a 6-1/2 page
list of his guotations from that church father}. But he quoted and appealed
to himn and the other fathers not as independent authorities, but only because
and to the extent that they had been the church's faithful teachers of God's
Word.

WHO AM I?

Glenn P. Palmer

This is only a partial list of names that | have been called:
*“The man who was with you on the other side of the Jordan™’
““This fellow*’ “Good Teacher™’

**Elijah”’ “‘drunkard’’
*‘John’’ ““Glutton’”’
“‘the man’’ **Rabboni™
Who am I?
| J [ ] L ]

What would you like to have written on your tombstone
as an epitaph? In one book of the Bible I am once called *‘the
man of God,"" four times *'my servant,”’ and thirteen times
“‘the servant of the Lord.”” Should that suggest a goal for
you? I do not want to sound boastful, for the Good Book
calls me “‘a very humble man, more humble than anyone
else on the face of the earth.”” Why does the Bible catl me
“‘the servant of the Lord"’ so often? One possibie reason is
that as a “‘servant,”’ I obeyed my master. Fifteen times in
two chapters it is written that I did “‘as the Lord com-
manded.”” Who am I?
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SOWING IN TEARS
(Ps. 126:5,6)

““They that sow in tears shall reap in joy’’
Is the precious promise given;

On earth perhaps, but it may be
Our joy will come in heaven.

Discouragements are often grear,
Temptations ever near;

But they who sow in tears today
May trust and never fear.

Perhaps if we should see success

Our hearts would swell with pride;
Far better still that we should cling

In meekness to His side.

““They that sow in tears shall reap in joy"
This promise we receive;
Help us to bear the precious seed
And someday bring the sheaves.
Annetta Jansen
Dorr, Michigan










would have!! Experience shows that neither Socialism nor
Communism can produce or maintain prosperity in a nation.
People work industriously to produce only when they can
keep what they earn. When either Socialism or Communism
is introduced prosperity literally disappears overnight.

When the Dutch went into South Africa in 1652 that was
all open country. There were no Bantus or Zulus within hun-
dreds of miles. The British came in 1795, nearly two cen-
turies ago, and gained control of the country in 1910, And
the economic grandeur of that country has been due largely
to the Anglo-Dutch industry and ingenuity. As the couniry
developed the Blacks came in ever increasing numbers as
they found much better living conditions than in their own
countites. South Africa did not have to build fences to keep
their people in, as have Russia and other Communist nations.
Rather she had to build fences to keep others out.

The Communists are behind much of the rioting and
anarchy that is going on in South Africa. Time after time
they have promoted unrest and insurrection in countries
where there is trouble. They have furnished arms and sup-
plies and have vigorously promoted propaganda favorable
to their cause. That has been standard Communist policy.
We need think only of Korea, Vietnam, Cuba, Nicaragua,
and Afghanistan. The present South African government is
strongly opposed to Communism, and wants to be friendly
to the United States. The problem in South Africa is not so
much Black as it is Red. That racial agitator, Bishop Tutu,
is a professed Socialist, strongly inclined toward Com-
munism. He has called for the destruction of the Capitalist
Free Market, the very system through which South Africa
has grown to greatness, and he has said that Communism
would be better than what they now have. What nonsense!!

The outcome of the present rioting and the meddling of
other nations in South Africa’s internal affairs can lead only
to a victory for Russia. And then, with the sea lanes around
South Africa in Russian hands, we and the European nations,
who are s0 dependent on Arab oil, will really be in trouble, ®

September 4, 1983, (Mr.} Loraine Boettner, P. 0. Box 56, Rock Port, MO
64482, (Dr. Boettner Is the author of a number of books including his classic,
The Reformed Docirine of Predestination).

South Africa

THE OTHER SIDE OF THE STORY

The recent criticism of South Africa’s so-called apartheid
has been so distorted that since we were there two years ago,
we must tell the other side of the story.

Twenty-five couples rented recreational vehicles, and in
seven weeks drove 5,000 miles across South Africa. We
camped in their parks, rode their trains and public buses,
visited their homes and most large cities. We therefore had
many excellent contacts with both Whites and Blacks. We
found both easy to talk to, happy, and mixing freely with
each other in the market places, stores, banks, industry, and
all walks of life.

When we visited a large General Motors plant, we noticed
many Blacks and Whites in the same cafeteria line, dining
areas, offices, and working areas. Just like home!

Our group often commented that in many ways, in our
observation, we have as much apartheid here in the U.S. as
South Africa has. There it is supposedly ‘‘legalized”’ and
ineffective. Here it is done by ‘‘people and their attitudes’’
and very effective. Incidentally, how many Blacks come to
your church?

Yes, we were In Soweto (the suburb of Johannesburg with
1.25 million Blacks), where the housing was like new,
spacious, one-story, and clean. The Blacks are purchasing
these homes with 3% down on a 40-year plan at 4 % interest.
Many are doing this. Obviously heavily subsidized by their
government. Ironically our Blacks live mainly in the old and
decrepit areas of our towns. Soweto has several hospitals
for the Blacks, one of which is the largest in the southern
hemisphere and likely one of the largest in the world. It has
2400 beds (here few have more than 450 beds), 1200 Black
nurses in training, and a staff of 150 Black doctors plus 300
White doctors.

Education for the Blacks is free. At Pretoria, the univer-
sity has 28,000 students; 60% are Blacks. There are thou-
sands of Black churches of almost all faiths in South Africa.
Eighty percent of the Blacks profess to be Christians. Thanks
to the Whites.

When the Europeans came to South Africa in the 1600’s,
there were few Blacks. The climate was too dry—almost
desert and no food, The Whites began building huge dams,
reservoirs, and irrigation systems. Now they store up to five
years’ supply of water and several years of staple food. Ob-
viously there is no starvation here. Production of food here
exceeds demand by 20%—a condition very rare in any of
the 50 countries in Africa. Most of them produce 20-30%
under demand and need imports. The present drought (also
common here} has little effect, and South Africa regularly
exports considerable food. :

Almost all of South Africa became the home of the Whites
before it became the home of the Blacks. Most of the Blacks
were migrants from the north and returned frequently.

In terms of industry, South Africa is the Japan of Africa.
South African Blacks share in these successes and have the
highest literacy and standard of living of Blacks among the
400 million in Africa. When we were there the unemploy-
ment of the Blacks was below 8%. Ours is 30% or more.

As a result, Blacks and Whites in neighboring countries
continue to migrate to South Africa, and no one leaves. In
the last 70 years, South African Blacks have increased ten-
fold, the Whites only three-fold. A 7-to-1 ratio now exists.
The ratio explains why South Africa docsn’t dare grant voting
rights to the Blacks. It would obviously result in a complete
Black takeover. However, South Africa does place many
Blacks in governmental positions. Actually Blacks never did
vote in Africa because their culture revolves around tribal
councils and chiefs.
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