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been born anew. At Gettysburg the great
emancipator was himself emancipated. His
heart was changed, and he now loved the
Savior. ‘“With malice toward none, with
charity for all,. . .may we bind up the na-
tions wounds. . ..” These words of his
second inaugural were the words of a man
who knew the forgiveness of God.

The Christian teacher will examine how
personal values affect ideas, how beliefs
affect both private morality and public
contributions. Biography is reunited with
the entire academic spectrum. There is
great power for good as our teachers place
before the student their own godly ex-
amples, and the examples of God's bless-
ings upon the righteous since the begining
of the world.

And if you have any doubt that God will
powerfully bless such godly examples in
these evil days, look at God’s blessing
upon a faithful father amidst similarly evil
days in Israel.

IN THE DAYS OF KING JOSIAH GOD
BLESSED THE GODLY EXAMPLE OF
SHAPHAN.

Shaphan was one of Josiah's highest ranking
cabinet members—his scribe, or secretary of
state. He helped administer Josiah’s reforms,
his tearing down of idols, and his repairing of
the temple. It was Shaphan who boldly read
from the rediscovered book of the law the
judgments of God due the king and the king's
people. Shaphan did not shrink from declar-
ing the soul-piercing truth, and through this
God brought about the king’'s repentance and
renewed zeal, resulting in God's extended
mercy to Josiah and his throne.

But the days of Josiah were only a brief
respite in [srael’s persistent march to doom.
What would happen to Shaphan’s sons and
grandsons? His son Ahikam, who served with
him alongside of Josiah, also later served in
the court of wicked Jehoiakim. When the mob
cried out for a death sentence for Jeremiah
‘“'the hand of Ahikam, son of Shaphan was
with Jeremiah so that he was not given into
the hands of the people to put him to death.”
When identifying himself as a friend of
Jeremiah could well put his own life in
danger, Ahikam courageously protected the
prophet of truth. Nor was the power of the ex-
ample of father and grandfather lost on
Ahikam’s son, Gedaliah. When Jeremiah's life
was threatened a second time, the Babylonian
king entrusted Jeremiah into the hands of
Gedaliah. When God said to Israel, ““Don’t run
to Egypt, but serve the king of Babylon,”
many disobeyed and migrated to Egypt. But
not Gedaliah—he trusted the seemingly
strange word of the Lord. His intellect was
captive to the Lord. He stayed in the land of
Palestine. He was made governor by the
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Babylonian king, and the poor of the land
were entrusted into his care.

But what about Ahikam’s wayward brother?
He had none. Elasah and Gemariah were as
faithful as he. And Gemariah’s son Micajah
was as true as grandpa Shaphan. Gemariah
and Micaiah also served as officials in the
court of Jehoiakim. It was Micaiah who was in
the temple and heard Jeremiah’s servant
Baruch read the prophet’s word from God. It
was Micaiah whose heart was stirred with
faith and excitement. Immediately he went to
his dad and the other cabinet members. He
recited from memory the words that had
struck his soul, Tt was this report that moved
his father and the other officials to have the
prophet’s scroll read before the king. This was
an urgent word that the king must hear! The
king sat at his fire warming himself. As they
began to read the scroll to the king, he took
his knife and began to cut it into shreds and
toss it into the fire. Gemariah cried our brave-
ly. **No, don't burn the scroll!”” He and his
son faithfully blew the trumpet in warning,
though the king did not heed. They were in-
nocent of the king's blood, and had faithfully
held aloft the banner of light in the days
when the darkness settled on the kingdom.

The same power for living as godly ex-
amples is with us today. ““The mercy of the
Lord is from everlasting to everlasting to those
that fear him, and his righteousness is to
children’s children—to such as keep his cove-
nant, and to those that remember his com-
mandments to do them.”” The God of Shaphan
is our God, and He will still bless our gadly
example for the preservation of a faithful off-
spring on the earth. This is what God will
bless so that our children will follow in their
father's footsteps unto the thousandth genera-
tion, instead of the sons falling away in the
second generation, and our grandchildren
going to the devil in the third.

We live in evil days. Christian parents are
afraid to cdnceive and raise children in the
face of the rising tide of decadence around us.
We see many covenant children turning away
from the Lord. Many homes feel fortunate and
comfarted if one child in five love the Savior.
What is needed is the power of godly ex-
amples. We need the godly example of you
who are members of the church family, of you
who are grandparents, and of you who are
parents. And we need the godly Christian ex-
ample of those with whom our children will
have spent at least 16,380 hours by the time
theyv are 17 years old—their school teachers.

Rev. David B. Cummings is the pasior of the Faith
Pregbyvterion Church [OPC) at Elmer. NJ. and the editor of
tiwa good books on Christian educotion THE PURPOSE
OF A CHRISTIAN SCHOYN. [1979) and THE BASICS FOR
A CHRISTIAN SCHQOL (1982]). The PURPOSE book is
available from the publisher. Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Co.. P.O. Box 817, Phillipsburg, NJ 08865 for
54.50.



Dr. Cornelius Van Til

Dr. Cornelius Van Til, for 43 years professor of
apologetics at Westminster Theological Seminary
and emeritus professor there since his retirement
in 1972, died at the age of 91 on April 17, 1987,

Van Til was born on May 3, 1895, in
Grootegast, The Netherlands. He was the sixth son
of Ite and Klazina Van Til, who emigrated to the
United States when ‘‘Kees,” as he was known to
friends, was 10. He grew up helping on the fami-
ly farm in Highland, Indiana. He went on to
receive an advanced education when he saw the
need to meet unbelief on its own ground and in
the most thorough terms. Years later he said,
“Study was not easy for me. Having grown up on
the farm I was used to weeding onions, carrots
and cabbages. It was hard to adjust to classroom
work; I had labored physically and my body was
aching for that.”” He was married to Rena Klooster
in 1925 and they had one son, Earl, who died in
1983, Van Til is survived by a grand-daughter,
Sharon Reed of Valencia, PA.

He was graduated from Calvin College (A.B.,
1922), Princeton Theological Seminary (Th.B.,
1924; Th.M., 1925) and Princeton University
(Ph.D. 1927). He served as the pastor of the Chris-
tian Reformed Church in Spring Lake, MI,
1927-28 and was instructor of apologetics at
Princeton Theological Seminary, 1928-29. He was
professor of apologetics at Westminister, 1929-72.

He was a minister in the Orthodox Presbyterian
Chruch from 1936 until his death.

Van Til’s published writings include The New
Modernism (Presbyterian and Reformed, 1946),
The Defense of the Faith (Presbyterian and
Reformed, 1955) and Christianity and Barthianism
{Presbyterian and Reformed, 1962), plus several
syallabi and numerous reviews and articles. He
was joint editor of Philasophia Reformata, a
quarterly devoted to Calvinistic philosophy. A
festschrift, Jerusalem and Athens, edited by E.R.
Geehan, was published on his 75th birthday [P&R,
1971).

He is perhaps best known for the development
of a fresh approach to the task of defending the
faith. Although trained in traditional methods he
drew on the insights of fellow Calvinistic
philosophers Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd to for-

mulate a more consistently Christian
methodology. His apologetic focused on the role
of presuppositions, and point of contact between
believers and unbelievers, and the antithesis be-
tween Christian and non-Christian worldviews.

In an interview with Christianity Today
(December 30, 1977) he said, ‘.. .there are two
ways of defending the faith. One of these begins
from man as self-sufficient and works up to God,
while the other begins from the triune God of the
Scriptures and relates all things to him. ... The
traditional ideas of trying to find some neutral,
common ground on which the believer and
unbeliever can stand are based on the notion that
man is autonomous. . . . [yet] Paul says, all men,
knowing God, hold down this knowledge in
unrighteousness. . . .[This knowledge] is the anly
basgis man has on which he can stand, to know
himself, to find the facts of his world and learn
how to relate them to one another. Without the
Creator-God-Redeemer of Scripture the universe
would resemble an infinite number of beads with
no holes in any of them, yet which must all be
strung by an infinitely long string.”

One of Van Til’s students, T. Grady Spires, now
professor of philosophy at Gordan College,
Wenham MA, says of him, “’Every student of Van
Til can instantly recall the characteristic Van
Tillian blackboard graffiti: the foremost symbols
being two circles, a big one for the creator, the
other for creation with no ontological bridge be-
tween. The entire history of philosophy or Chris-
tian thought, including most heresy, would be
strewn in names and phrases across the board. . .
The consumption of chalk and the whir of ideas
were symptomatic of an excitement generated not
from brilliant erudition, though some of his
skyrocketing digressions could be called that, but
from the strong and systematic emphasis on the
antithesis between a hiblical world and life view
and the several intellectual scientific versions of
the carnal mind. Students began to see how far-
reaching were the differences between believer
and non-believer.'” {Christianity Today, 12/30/77)

Editor's note: His way of defending our Christian faith is

shown especially clearly and simply in the little booklel, WHY
[ RELIEVE IN GOD.
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ment with our doctrinal standards? Have I
deviated from the church order? Please tell me,
exactly what standard is it feared that I have
violated?

I am enclosing a {poor, I'm afraid) cassette copy
of the address I gave at the annual meeting of the
Reformed Fellowship in October of 1986. That
should serve to provide you with more context for
the statements which the Reverend De Jong sum-
marized in the December Outlook. . ..

My views have been aired publicly and pri-
vately, in the pulpit and in print, on the floor of
Classis and Synod. .. .My views were known to
Classis Hudson as far back as my examination for
licensure in 1984! [ stand firmly (I trust) on the
Word of God and the traditional understanding of
that Word as summarized in our forms of unity. 1
think that people who espouse positions which
deviate significantly from these standards cught to
a) repent, or b) find another denominational
home. That is exactly what is called for, it seems
to me, in the form of subscription which we all
signed, and in the church order.

Now let me ask you for more information. In a
lively discussion which we had a month or two
ago, you used the following phrase: It all
depends on what you mean by ‘inspiration’.”” Will
you please tell me, in writing what you mean by
it?

It is apparent to me and all of us in Messiah's
Congregation that there is substantial interest in
our ministry around the denomination. This in-
terest is not 'in spite of’’ our concern about
trends in the denomination, but often especially
because of it. We get letters from around the
country, many including loving gestures of sup-
port. We can accept the money we've applied for,
should the board decide to grant it, with a crystal-
clear conscience because we truly and with utter
sincerity believe that we are doing our very best
to represent and further the cause of the historic .
Christian Reformed Church.

Surely those who *‘raise these concerns’™ are not
trying to use Home Missions’ funding as a
weapon to silence discussion of contemporary
issues in the church?! If Messiah’s’ application is
denied, we're certain it would be because of
financial counstraints, and not a punishment for
“bad boys” who speak their minds. Right? I know
the many people who follow the progress of our
ministry will be interested in the board’s decision.

Yours and His,

Steven M. Schlissel
P.S. If you require any further information, please
indicate what you'd like to know when you res-
pond to my request for your definition of the in-
spiration of Scripture.

Well, friends, as it turns out, at the Home Mis-
sion Board meeting in February our request for a
decreasing, three year Grant-in-Aid for 20, 16, and
12,000 doilars was disapproved, and we were
given a one time grant of $6,000 with the em-
phatic specification that no money is committed

to us for the future. Hmmim.

Of course, not being privy to the motives of the
heart, one may only cautiously speculate as to
whether there is a connection between the “‘con-
cerns’’ af the Board and their decision. Be that as
it may, WE ought to be concerned that what does
seem to get action, and quick action, is the kind
of things that were mentioned in the speech at the
Reformed Fellowship, Was this a “We’ll show
you who’ll cut off whose funds” machination? 1
don’t know. I do know that God Almighty will
supply the needs of this little ministry according
to the counsel of His good and glorious will. I
also know that it is high time for us to recall ex-
actly what it is that binds us together, for when
hoards and agencies stand in conflict with what
we confess to be the truth, something’s GOT to
give. When push comes to shove, one is likely to
be sacrificed on the altar of the other. Shall Truth
govern the activities of our agencies, or shall our
agencies take it upon themselves to redefine the
Truth.

{(Incidentally, 1 have yet to receive an explica-
tion of our RHM’s nnderstanding of inspiration,
though he told me in a phone converstation that
he’d be happy to provide it. I'm anxious to know
how one reconciles the advocacy of ordaining
women as ministers with our confession which
states that “‘it is unlawful for any one, though an
apostle, to teach otherwise than we are now
taught in the Holy Scriptures: nay, though it were
an angel from heaven, as the apostle Paul says.
For since it is forbidden toe add unto or take away
anything from the Word of God, it does théreby
evidently appear that the doctrine thereof is most
perfect and complete in all respects. . . Therefore
we reject with all our hearts whatsoever does not
agree with this infallible rule’’ (Belgic Confession,
Article VII}). This ““infallible rule’ tells the church
in 1 Timothy 2:12,13 I do not permit a woman
to teach or to have authority over a man; she must
be silent. For Adam was formed first, then Eve.”
Christian Reformed ministers solemnly swear that
they believe “‘without any doubt all things con-
tained in’’ the Holy Scriptures. “All things™ may
not become simply “‘many.”” This same infallible
rule tells us, “‘Prove the spirits, whether they are
of God. Likewisge: If anyone cometh unto you, and
bringeth not this teaching, receive him not into
vour house’” {See Confession, VII). That there are
many in "'our house’’ that do not bring this
teaching (in an undilnted form, that is) is pain-
fully apparent. Yet these men had sworn
“diligently to teach and faithfully to defend the
aforesaid doctrine, without either directly or in-
directly contradicling the same'’ (Form of
Subscription). I think our agency officials should
assure us that the agenda they are promoting is
the infallible and inspired one of the Scriptures as
understood in our Confession, and not another.}

Another, more flambouyant minister, felt com-
pelled to tell me of his response to my speech
after listening to the cassette tape. He was ‘‘great-
ly offended,’” he said in a letter dated March
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does not mean that the amount churches may give
is settled and binding.” Then in a second ground
it calls atfention to the basic 1939 (Article 90)
decisions that “‘any unpaid quota may not be held
against a church as a debt’” and that the term
““‘quota’’ is to he used ‘‘to indicate the amount per
family recommended by the synod.”” Overture 50
gven more clearly highlights and seeks to correct
the abuse of quotas.

As the “RECOMMENDATIONS" they were in-
tended ta be, to give church members a guide to
the approximate amount of support that is needed
to fund the churches’ common projects, all under-
taken in obedience to the Word of God and in
conformity of our common confessions, one can
hardly find fault with such ““quotas.’” and usually
there has been little difficulty in more than
meeting them. When, however, they are perverted
into ‘‘assessments’” to compel payment for pro-
grams that contradict the Scriptures and our
confessions—taxes for which the agencies owe
those who give them no accounting, they become
the kind of abuses of which we confess in our
Belgic Confession Article 31, “‘we reject all
human inventions, and all laws which man would
introduce into the worship of God, thereby to
bind and compel the conscience in any manmner
whatever.”” Such compulsory “‘giving,”” as a
speaker at last year’s conference of concerned
aptly pointed out, is a gross perversion of
everything the Lord teaches us in His Word ahout
Christian giving (2 Corinthians 8 and 9].

THE ECUMENICAL CHARTER

If Vision-21 and its disruptive implications have
captured general attention, another proposal that
is at least as threatening to the church and to the
gospel has been quietly moving toward acceptance
almost unnaoticed. That is the Ecumenical Charter
which the Interchurch Relations Committee wants
the Synod to adopt this vear (pp. 156, 157,
170-175). Drawn up by a small sub-committee of
that agency appointed in 1983, the committce
tried to have it adopted in 1985, but the synad
referred it to the churches for study until this
year, Noting how little church attention and
response the document has received, and some
(sharp) criticisms of it in the RES Theological
Forum, the committee has made several extensive
revisions, but it wants to see it adopted now
without being referred back to the churches (p.
157).

The casual reader, trying to wade through 500
pages of agenda and pick out what is important,
may, noticing the broad and airy generalizations
of this document, dismiss it as another, rather
meaningless ‘‘declaration.”” What difference, if
any, will it make? We need to take notice of the
fact that in the “mainline churches,”’ one of the
most inexcusable activities that has aroused more
disgust on the part of multitudes of members and
driven them out of those churches in droves, has
been the ‘“‘ecumenical” involvement in the World
Council which has been diverting vast sums of
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church money to support guerilla movements that
murder Christians and destroy churches and mis-
sions. Our committee might reply that it is not
proposing that we now join the WCC (though
some of its veteran members have long advocated
that), Dut if we adopt the charter, we will join the
WCC and every other such apostate alliance. We
in this document will state that WE ARE
ALREADY ONE WITH EVERY CHURCH
REGARDLESS OF DIFFERENCES (including even
in such matters as ‘‘confessional formulas’ and
theologies) and that we must and will dialog with
them toward showing that “‘unity,” the “IDEAL
FORM" of which “IS NOT YET KNOWN!"" Faced
by this declaration, is it surprising that in the RES
Theological Forum the Indonesian correspondent
had to ask, ‘“How far does the Charter permit the
CRC to depart from its traditional stance as a con-
fessional church?’’ (If our confessional ‘‘forms of
unity”’ no longer unite us, what does?) The earlier
version of the Charter which the churches have
seen, was prefaced by a preliminary statement
(not part of it) that it ‘*was based on broad biblical
perspectives’’ and reflected John 17. . .Ephesians
4 and ‘“‘a host of others,”” ‘‘the ancient creeds and
Reformed confessions’’ (including the Belgic Con-
fession Articles XXVII to XXIX and the Heideiberg
Catechism, Lord’s Day 21) and was consistent
with earlier church policy decisions, notably those
of 1944. After criticisms (see January 1987
Outlook, ‘‘Approaching Ecumenical Suicide?"’,
the committee has now included this preliminary
statement in the revised document. Ohserve that,
whether in or outside of the document, those
statements are simply UNTRUE. The theme of the
charter, that all churches are one regardless of
their differences, flatly contradicts our Lord’s
teaching that His people are chasen ‘‘out of the
world” and ‘'sanctified through His truth.’” The
Charter wants nothing to do with His warnings
against *‘false Christs and false prophets’” who
“will deceive many’’ or with the admonition not
to believe '‘every spirit, but try the spirits whether
they are of God: because many false prophets are
gone out into the world.”” Its commitment to a
unity with all churches flatly contradicts the
Belgic Confession’s [Article 29) careful differentia-
tion of the frue from the false church. The docu-
ment does not agree with the emphasis of our
churches’ 1944 decisions, but is the opposite to
them. Even with the editorial changes which tend
to obscure a little its flagrant repudiation of
theological differences, it still amounts, as the In-
donesian delegate saw. to a rejection of our chur-
ches’ creeds. In the Theological Forumn already
mentioned the representative of the Dutch CRC
and even that of the liberal GKN, pointed out that
it is not true that we do not know “‘the form of
unity’’ which the church is to seek. This can only
be said by a church which rejects the Bible’s
teaching about what the Lord called His church to
be!

The committee wants this document adopted
now, When we make this official statement, we



really confess a unity with every church, no mat-
ter how apostate it may be. Next year the commit-
tee had scheduled us to join the World Alliance of
Reformed Churches, which has long been a virtual
subsidiary to the WCC. This Alliance has for some
time been wooing and flattering some of our
theologians {pp. 160, 161; cf. 197-201) and next
year's envisioned joining it means that we ALLY
ourselves with a body which states that “‘the
Reformed tradition’’ is not “‘any narrow and ex-
clusive definition of faith and order,” and with
some of the rnost liberal churches in the U.S.
These include the big United Presbyterian
denomination whose toleration of denial of
Christ’s deity has driven out of it the Evangelical
Presbyterians who are currently seeking closer
relations with us (pp. 194-196), and the even
more liberal United Church of Christ. The
Ecumenical Charter is a product of, by and for our
increasingly independent Interchurch Relations
Committee. If we adopt it, it will free the commit-
tee to engage in whatever ecumenical adventures
it may choose to explore and will commit us to
virtually unlimited support of every kind of
ecumenical venture. Such a course can never lead
to church reformation, but only to sharing the
apostasy against which the Lord and His apostles
warned us.

Overtures 32, 33 and 34 all oppose adoption of
the Ecumenical charter because of is ambiguity
and imprecision, preoccupation with the work of
one committee, failure to consider other Reformed
churches, its unbiblical and unconfessional
character, and its unsuitability to guide us in the
prablems which we actually face in relations with
other churches. Will the synod listen and take a
critical look at what it is being urged to approve?

THE FEMINIST ISSUE

The feminist drive for office, with which our
synods have been seeking to temporize and com-
promise, confinues to haunt us. This year it con-
fronts us in two reports of a study committee on
the Authority and Function of Deacons (reviewed
in our April issue). A synod in 1984 decided to
permit women {o serve as deacons provided that
their work as deacons be distinguished from that
of the elders. Because of the resulting confusion,
the synod of the next year appointed the commit-
tee to study that distinction. Now its majority
wants to give in to the feminist drive to exploit
the confusion of offices in order to gain a full
share in church government. A minority proposcs
that, if the synod’s condition for admitfing women
ag deacons is maintained, the deacons will have
to be separated from the governing consistories.

The feminist issue also has to be faced in
several overtures. Classis Grand Rapids East in
Overture 27 would have the synod reject the "84
statement that the Bible teaches that man is to be
“head” to exercise leadership and direction. At
some length, it aitempts to nullify the Biblical
passages that distinguish between the differing
roles of the sexes (notably 1 Cor. 11 and 14 and 1

Timothy 2) and, by misdirected appeals to the of-
fice of the believer, deny the plain Biblical
teachings about church offices. It also proposes in
Overture 28 to reverse the decisions that wornen
are not eligible for the office of elder and
minisier.

On the other hand, Classis Illiaua, in Overture
29, proposes fo nullify the decision of 1984 to
make women eligible for any church office, as
contrary to the Word of God {1 Cor. 14:34;1 Tim.
3:2,12), and causing division in the churches.

Finally, Classis Rocky Mountain, in Overture
30, would make the election of “‘qualified
members’’ to all offices a local option (ignoring
the Biblical restrictions already mentioned). Our
churches will have to make up their minds
whether to be conscientiously Biblical or not.
Temporizing and compromise can only praduce
more conflict and increase the drift of members to
other church fellowships that know what they
believe and why.

DISCRIMINATION

The Synodical Committee ou Race Relations has
for many years been handicapped by two fun-
damental objections to its existence. (1) It is
dedicated to the contradictory aim of removing
race discrimination by giving special support to
selected people and gronps only on the basis of
their race. To help needy people and deserving
students invites general appreciation and support;
to give or deny help only on the basis of color, as
this commiitee does, is hypocrisy. It promotes the
very sin it is supposed to aoppose. {2) Having no
field of operations of its own, the committee over
the years receives funds using a large part of it for
its own support and the rest for its racially
limited grants to others, an inherently foolish and
wasteful procedure. Despite the indefensibility of
such a program, successive synods have annually
increased its support from church quotas.
Especially in recent years as it has been venturing
into a progam for developing and training
“multiracial deadership.’” It, in addition to its own
direct quotas, has been soliciting and getting extra
“‘assessments’’ from all kinds of other agencies,
which must show their opposition to ‘‘racism’’ by
their support. Now the committee (like some of
these other agencies—see pp. 240, 47, 120, 124} is
asking the synaod to ‘‘increase the SCORR guota
by an amount comparable to that which the Ad-
visory Council or Multiracial Leadership members
formerly paid SCORR as their individual agency
assessments for membership on the Advisory
Council.”” The perusal of its report shows how it
is naturally involved in a wide variety of efforts to
secure preferential advancement for non-whites in
all kinds of church, educational and business ac-
tivities. Its regular report is accompanied by an
additional plan for strategies and goals to achieve
the same end (pp. 247-257). In addition to
SCORR’s reports on its special programs for non-
whites, the agenda also contains a report of a
special committee on ‘‘Ordination of Pastors from
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Multiracial Groups’ (pp. 356-370). This report
suggests special efforts and considerations to at-
tract such churches into the denomination (p.
358), and deals with advantages being offered to
non-whites to attract them into the churches’
ministry. The synod a few years ago made special
modifications to the Church Order for the Indian
churches and later agreed to special seminary
training programs for indians, Hispanics, Asiatics
and Blacks which would permit them to be or-
dained when they were half-way through the pro-
gram. The committee now proposes a variety of
changes in the Church Order to adjust it to the
special arrangements introduced to accommodate
churches of these other races. When we once com-
mit ourselves to sanctifying various kinds of racial
discrimination with the claim that that eliminates
such discrimination, where do we stop the
nonsense! Could we imagine Paul endorsing such
hypocrisy? He immediately denounced it when
Peter made concessions to it (Gal. 2:11 ff.)!

While the details of our church practice and
customs may and can usually be rather easily ad-
justed to other circumstances, we do people from
other races no honor of favor when we think that
we have to scale down our Biblical doctrines,
creeds or church order as a concession to them.
When they become committed to the gospel they
often quickly outstrip in their enthusiasm for its
doctrines and confession, our theologians who
seem eager to abandon them. The Lord’s gospel
does not have a race label and we have no right to
_stick such labels on it.

Look at the outrageous racial discrimination we
have now created. Members of non-white races
can be ordained to our churches’ ministry with
half of the usually required seminary education.
At the same time white students who have grad-
duated from some other seminary than that of our
church, must spend at least one extra year
(sometimes two) at Calvin to be declared eligible!
Overture 22 would drop that unnecessary and un-
fair extra study at Calvin, and Overture 21 seeks
to further correct the present injustice by putting
licensing and candidacy under the control of
classis where it ought to be, instead of under
Calvin Seminary’s partisan adminijstration, which
is not a church assembly. Why should a student
from San Diego have to go to Grand Rapids for a
seminary interview instead of to the assembly of
our California churches which he seeks to serve?

OTHER AGENDA

The synod agenda necessarily gives special at-
tention to problems that demand decisions, and
this survey has noted some of them. At the same
time, it reports on more diverse and routine mat-
ters. We should notice, for example, the con-
tinued expansion of the Back-to-God radio and TV
programs, not only in English, but in Arabic,
Spanish, Portugese, Chinese, French, Indonesian
and Russian languages. The 1986 responses in-
creased 25% over 1985’s (p. 19).

We notice the decrease in Banner subscriptions
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and advertising (p. 34) and the postponement of
the new hymnal release until September (p. 40).

Home Missions are seeking to limit the amount
and shorten the time of subsidizing missions and
new churches. Both in foreign and home missions
there is plenty of evidence that overly generous
and long-term help, although given with excellent
intentions, can hinder rather than help the pro-
gress of the gospel. (p. 67). At the same time, try-
ing to program church growth like a sales
campaign—100,000 members in a dozen years (p.
57), and preferably non-white! (pp. 66)—is
disturbing. In foreign fields we notice the
withdrawal from Jordan and Bangladesh and the
continuing Mexico controversy (p. 82), the con-
tinued church growth and mission retirement in
Nigeria, church growth in the Dominican
Republic, (pp. 84 ff.) World Relief begun as
disaster relief, moving into developmental pro-
grams, is also becoming involved in what looks
like a more doubtful business of trying to organize
the deacons of area churches (pp. 109 ff.}, In
general, broader agencies should not do what can
be done by local churches.

The Interchurch relations Committee wants the
churches in the next year to consider rejoining the
National Association of Evangelicals, which we
left in 1951. The Committee presents a long report
which appears to be worth the requested study by
the churches during the next year (pp. 161, 162;
176-193}. A committee to study the churches’ call-
ing system proposes giving churches the freedom
to call ministers for a term rather than indefinite-
ly, and it wants to give the work to the
Ministerial Information Service of the Pastor
Church Relations Committee {pp. 422-430). Over-
ture 20 (p. 440}, opposes the first and supports
the second proposal. Overture 23 would try to
reduce the size of synods. Overture 25 would
make the rather ambiguous 1972 “*Report 44’ on
the nature and extent of the Bible’s authority in-
valid, and Number 26 would make the 1959 ver-
sions of the creeds official because the later
changes were irregularly adopted. Overtures 36,
37, 38 and 39 are critical of a Fund for Needy
Churches proposal to cut off subsidy to churches
of less than 20 families (pp. 321-336; 453, 454).
Overture 43 presents a statement against por-
nography. Overture 54 would, in the interests of
ministers’ equality, set a maximum salary for any
minister employed by the synod. While Classis
B.C. Northwest (Overture 44) wants us to stop
supporting the Communistic CEPAD organization
in Nicaragua through World Relief (p. 106},
Classis Lake Erie (Overture 45) wants us to pray
and work for peace with its Communist
government.

As we look over the business of this coming
assembly, we should remember that not it, but the
many and diverse congregations that it for a few
days represents, are called to be the Lord's chur-
ches. For their health and faithful Christian
testimony, we, like the assembly, must labor and

pray.



THE FOURTH DAY

Dear Editor:

1 am writing this letter to say a lond
“AMEN!"" to two articles in the Febrnary
issue.

The first is a review of Howard . Van
Till's The Fourth Day by Lester De
Koster, When I attended Calvin Coilege I
took an astronomy conrse with Dr. Van
Till. I many times objected to his
teaching of evolntion, but he thought
that I was rather silly and simplistic. Not
only his book, but his entire conrse ‘“is
an exercise in short-changing the Bibla.”

1 might add that the Biology and
Gealogy courses at Calvin are no less
evolutionistic than the astronomy
courses. In one Biology course for exam-
ple we were taught that the peppered
moths in England were clear evidence
for evolution. When 1 objected that it
was only evidence of what happens
within a species when the environment
changes, the teacher accused me of
being afraid of evolution. The science
professors at Calvin are very scholarly.
When socmeone objects to their clearly
unbiblical teaching he is generally not
answered with good scholarship but
with name-calling, with psychological
categorizing.

I. as a graduate of Calvin College,
have for years been wondering with
Lester De Koster what claim the Board of
Trustees has left on the trust of its con-
stituency.

The second article is “Misnsing Mat-
thew 18" by J. Tuininga. I believe that
this misuse has become a big obstacle to
proper discipline in the CRC.

As a student, I wrote a short article in
which I criticized the doctrinal teaching
of a book written by a CRC minister,
published by Eerdmans and for sale in
bookstores. In other words, it was a very
public matter. Yet, I was qnestioned by
some members of the Board of Trustees
of Calvin College and Seminary as to
whether [ had first talked to that par-
ticular minister in line with Matthew 18.

At another time, 1 and two other
students bronght charges against a
Calvin College professor to President
Diekema. These were very well
documented charges of this professor’s
pnblic teaching in many classes over the

course of a year. He very clearly taught
that belief in an inerrant Bible was
unscholarly. We were asked if we had
followed the procedures ontlined by
Christ in Matthew 18 in objecting to this
professor’s public sin against the church
that had entrusted him with teaching her
yonng people. Of course, because we
didn't foliow this procedure, we were
given the run-around and eventnally
nothing was done.

This confusion is truly unbelievable,
As a matter of fact, I don’t believe it is
confusion at all. I believe people in
“‘powerful”’ positions are purposely
misusing Matthew 18 in nrder to protect
their colleagues and friends. As Tuin-
inga says, “Public sins call for a public
rebnke and a public apology.”” Again [
say “AMEN!"’

Yours in Christ

Wayne Leigh

[Christian Reformed Japan
Mission, Tokyo, Japan)

The Ruling Elder. by Samuel Miller.
Fresbyterian Heritage Publications, P.O.
Box 8812, Jackson. MS, 39204. 1987
Reprint,.322 pps.. Hard Cover $14.95.
Reviewed by William Shishko, pastor,
Orthodox Presbyterian Chnrch, Franklin
Square, N.Y.

Some years ago, The Outlook pub-
lished the substance of an address given
by Mr. Paul M. Ingeneri at the annual
meeting of the Reformed Fellowship.
The address was entitied, *“The Crucial
Role of the Eldership in a Church Desir-
ing to Remain Faithful to the Lord™
{Outlook, January, 1983.) Ingeneri con-
cluded his challenging address by affir-
ming, "'We must regain a consciousness
of the unique anthority of our elder's of-
fice and the proper focus of onr officer
service.” Samnel Miller's The Ruling
Elder. first pnblished in 16831 and now
agaiu made available through the service
of Presbyterian fleritage Publications, {s
an outslanding tool to assist elders in
our Reformed and Presbyterian churches
that they mighl do that very thing.

Milier served for some 35 ycars as pro-
fessor of Ecclesiastical History and
Church Government in the first genera-
tion of Princeton Seminary. He is one of
our staunchly Calvinistic Fathers whose
name has heretofore been swept nnder
the carpet of *‘contemporary Christi-

anity.”’ There is a renewed interest in
his works, however, and deservedly so.
His address of Christian day school
education, delivered nearly a century
and a half ago, advances the same warn-
ings abaut public education, and direc-
tives on truly Christian education which
now dress the pages of popular
evangelical publications. The volume
now under review is so remarkahly ap-
plicable to the present situation in our
churches that Miller could easily have
composed it in our dccade.

“*Faithful discipline. . .ought to be
regarded as one of the most precious
means of grace, by which offenders are
humbled, softened, and brought to
repentance; the Church purged of un-
worthy members; offences removed; the
honor of Christ promoted; real Christiang
stimulated and improved in their
spiritual course; faithful testimony borne
against error and crime; the professing
family of Christ made to appear holy and
beautiful in the view of the world”
fp. 174). Miller sees such discipline as
essential, lays out the historical and
theological warrant for such discipline
as administered by a class of officers
distinct from the Teaching Elder, and
defines the qualifications for such
overseers as well as their particular role
in the life of the congregation and
beyond. Can any Reformation-minded
Minister or Ruling Elder donbt that such
a volume is a welcome contribution in
our day of ecclesiastical egalitarianism
and congregational anarchy?

While Miller's perspective is assen-
tially that of early American Fres-
byterianism (although he uuhesitatingly
departs from the traditions of his day
when convinced those tradifions are not
representative of historic Christian prac-
tice), he is well aware of other schools of
thought, especially the Scottish and Con-
tinental. In the pages of this volume one
may become acquainted with the distinct
practices of the Reformed Churches of
France and the Netherlands, and also
with the strong views of Eldership as
presented by Calvin {pp. 128-130), Ur-
sinus (p. 137f.) and Zanchius
{p. 137f} among others.

Neither is Miller oblivions to those
questions which seem to possess our at-
tention in the 1980’s. There is no
equivocation here when declaring that
“only male members” of a congregation
are eligible to serve in the office of Elder
or Deacon (pps. 260, 273f.). His presen-
tation comes, iuterestingly enough,
against a backdrop in which there were
at lcast some arguments for female
elders, thongh only advanced among the
more mystical and clearly aberrant sects
still regarding themselves as Christian.

Especially as Preshyterian and Re-
formed [and many Baptist) lovers of
historic Calvinism become more familiar
with our ‘‘roots,” we must regard this
reprint as a worthy contribution in the
field of trnly Biblical church govern-
ment. May our Consistories and Sessions
profit from these pages of pastoral
wisdom still needed in our day which
cries for reformation. . . reformation
which must begin with the under-
shepherds of Christ's Church.
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