


THE MOST

EXCELLENT WAY

“And now I will show you the most
excellent way” (I Cor. 13a).

These are words of Paul. Perhaps
we wouldn’t expect this, thinking of
Paul as the man of theglogy, the
great predestinarian, and of John as
the apostle of love. Paul here says
that love is the greatest Christian ex-
ercise. John does not have a
monopoly on love, any more than
Paul has one on theology.

Every Christian is to possess and
exercise love, This is fundamental
for all of us, because without it noth-
ing else is of spiritual value.

Love is not the basis of our salva-
tion. Neither may we say, with the
liberals, that love is the heart of sal-
vation and Christianity, with Christ
as only our example. The heart of sal-
vation is Jesus Christ, first of all
through His atonement on Calvary.
By faith, the gift of the Spirit, we can
and do lay hold of Christ. The result
of this faith is that we are justified
and are given the fruits of the Spirit,
of which the greatest is love. In
Galatians Paul speaks of the fruits of
the Spirit, mentioning the first as
love. )

By its fruits you can know the tree,
says Jesus. Here Paul emphasizes
the need of love as the greatest of
these gifts of the Spirit. This implies
that without the Spirit no one can
have that love; no unregenerate per-
50D possesses it; only those who are
in Christ have it.
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Love is the fulfillment of the law,
Hundreds of times most of us have
heard from the pulpit that keeping
the law means that we love God
above all and our neighbor as our-
selves. Paul has in mind the second
table, for in chapter 13 he speaks
only of love regarding the neighbor.

If love is the greatest of the beauti-
ful gifts of the Spirit, hatred is its op-
posite. Hatred tears apart, as the
work of the devil. Love builds up,
and unites. Because heaven is the
place of perfection, we may be as-
sured that in heaven we will taste
and experience love as we have
never known it in this hfe. How
glorious that will be!

Love is “the most excellent way,”..
says Paul, More excellent than what?
What does it surpass, so that it is the
greatest spiritual exercise? The
answer to this question Is in the last
part of the previous chapter. There
Paul speaks of the special gifts m the
church of Christ at that time, gifts of
prophecy and teaching, of working
miracles and speaking in tongues.
We believe that these special gifts
were given until the revelation of the
Lord was complete, We have the
complete Scriplures today. There-
fore these gifts are no longer given,
as we no longer need them.

In the church at Corinth, some
people possessed these special gifts.
Paul encouraged the congregation to
exercise them and to cagerly desire

John Blankespoor

the greater gifts. Then he said, “And
now I will show you the most excel-
lent way.” He would speak about
something that far surpassed these
special gifts. That was love.

Try to imagine what this meant for
the Corinthian Christians. There
must have been people amongst
them with various 1llnesses, such as
cancer, leprosy and otherincurable
diseases. And the workers of
miracles perhaps healed some of
them. How the people must have
praised these workers of miracles!

Twmagine how church members
having such special gilts of miracles
and healing would be praised today.
“No,” says Paul. I will show you
something much greater, something
that far surpasses all such special
gifts. It is the gift and exercise of love.

Someone might say that all this is
only imaginary. We no longer have
such spiritual gifts. True, but we
have people in the church with other
kinds of gifts. There are members in
special offices, pastors, missionaries,
elders, deacons and evangelists.
Remember the many dedicated
Christian teachers and other willing
and able workers. Every church has
gifted members to lead, teach, pray,
and who have extraordinary
knowledge of the Bible and good
memories too! Paul says that all
should desire the greatest gifts,
should aspire to have and do more.
But he also says, “I am going to show
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church. But they try to live with this
kind of love. And in God’s sight they
may be greater and more blessed
than some pastors, council members
and even professors of theology.
How differently the Lord secs
things and people than we do.

No Christian can be indifferent to
anything of such magnitude. Neither
will any Christian try to do so, with
something that is so great before the
Lord. He is bound to ask the ques-
tion. Why don’t I have more of this
kind of love, and why is my love

usually so weak and why are most of
my deeds so selfish? And how can 1
have more of this real love?

We must see and remember first
that God Himself is the God of love,
the lovable God. He is love. Of
course, His rcaetion to sin is wrath.
But in Himself He is the God of
love. And He sent His Son into the
world, because He loved His own
from eternity, even before He laid
the foundations of the world. What a
deed and sacrifice of love, for Christ

to come into this world of hatred,

the “world of the devil.” This Christ,
we must know if we are to have and
be able to exercise this true love.

‘We must know Christ, personally, in-
tellectually and experientially.
(When we do know Him we must
reahize again and again, that it was
not because of anything in us that
He saves us. His love alone is the
reason.) And even when we have
known Him for years we do well to
ask the question, why do I stili love
self so much? How much am I lving
and acting with true knowledge of
this wonderful Jesus, our Savior?
How much of His love is a flame
within, by the power of the Spirit?

O Holy Spirit kindle ever more
that flame of God’s love in us.

-

DELEGATES

AND OVERTURES

Soon the Synod of 1988 will con-
vene. Delegates have been elected by
all of the 42 Classes and these
delegates will have a busy schedule
and a grave responsibility when they
meet m Synod. No doubt there will
be many overtures as well as reports
to be handled by the delegates.

A delegate to our broadest assemb-
ly must recognize the responsible
task to which be has been called but
he must also realize his proper posi-
tion in this assembly. I am afraid that
this is not always the case.

I hear that prospective delegates
have been asked by members of
some Classes where they stood on a
given issue coming before Synod. It
seems as though there were always
some members of Classes who
thought such qucstions to be im-
proper. The delegates should listen
to the debate and so form their
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opinion at Synod and not come with
pre-conceived notions. In the main I
would agree with this. If the Classes
are to tell the delegates how to vote
on every issue, they might as well
send robots.

However, it is quite a different
matter when the delegating Classis
has an overture on a specific matter
coming before Synod. The delegate
must remember that he represents his
Classis and not himself! Is this not a
truism? I think so; but it must be em-
phasized in the light of what has hap-
pened at some recent Synods.
Webster says to delegate means “to
send with a commission, depute.
One sent and empowered to act for
another, a dcputy; a representative.”
This means that the Classis may ex-
pect its delegates to vote for and
defend the overture it has sent to
Synod. Should there be delegates

Henry Vander Kanr

who do not wish to state where they

stand on the issue which their Classis

is bringing to Synod, such a Classis

better elect new delegates while

there is still time. -

Many of the membecrs of the
church are becoming disillusioned
with the process of sending overtures
to Synod. They claim it does no
good. There is an element of truth in
that disillusioned statement. This is
just another reason why the idea ol
delegation should be clearly under-
stood. The ecclesiastical process
should be kept in honor.

There have been two examples of
the breakdown of the ccclesiastical
process in recent years. The Synod
of 1985 had overtures from thirteen
Classes against the decision of the
1984 Synod concerning Women in
Office. Besides these 13 overtures
there were more than 35 from consis-






great events of redemptive history is
questioned? And then what will the
church’s reaction be? Just a few
years ago Professor Stek received a
“mild slap on the hand.” At most the
Board of Trustees of Calvin College
shook a finger at Professor Van Till
as they encouraged him “to be as
clear and complete in the future as
he can be with regard to these issues

so that the church will not be need-
lessly disturbed.” The church is be-
coming accustomed to a view of
Scripture which calls into question
the historicity of its teachings. And
where will that lead vs? How long
will it be before we find ourselves
without the Gospel?

When will the Christian Reformed
Church wake up and learn from the

experience of other churches? The
Dutch pastor wrote my friend, “Now
the entire Word is under question.”
Dor’t we see the same thing happen-
ing in our church? We must wake up
before it is too late!

Beverly CRC
Wyoming, MI

WHOSE WORD
MUST WE ACCEPT?

Do we accept God’s inscripturated
Word, or do we accept the word of
science about the ultimate origin of
man, the world and the cosmos?
That is the basic dilemma we face as
Christians in the secular world. We
have to make a clear, well-thought-
through choice regarding which way
to go. We have come to a fork in the
road and we can not travel both
roads that he before us. One road is
that of supernaturalism, which says
that God created the world and man
supernaturally by the Word of His
power, The other road is that of
naturalism, which says that the
universe and man developed by
natural means, without God’s special
mtervention. It is obvious that these
two cannot be reconciled, Scripture
does not allow for a mechanistic
development of the universe, and
secular scientists do not allow for
any supernatural events. That the
two cannot be reconciled, Abraham
Kuyper saw clearly, and in his Evolu-
tion Address of 1898 he strongly
dencunced any attempt to create a

6 [ June '88

synthesis of biblical teaching and
evolutionist dogma.

Some people think that “when
science says so it must be true,” That
sounds good, of course, But what
does it mean when we say that
“science says 50”7 First of all,
science does not say anything at all.
Science is an activity which some
people engage in. So it is the scien-
tists who do the saying. And it is only
some scientists that say certain things
about particular subjects. Who are
these scientists? Sometimes they are
atheists and sometimes they are
Christians. Therefore, a better ques-
tion to ask would be whether a cer-
tain thing is truly scientific: not
whether some or most scientists
belicve it, but whether it can be
demonstrated to be correct and true,
If it is truly scientific, i.e., true to
what is actually in the world around
us, there can be no conflict with what
God says in Scripture. Truly scien-
tific theories, therefore, are never in
conflict with God’s Word and we
never have to worry about those.

Al Mennega

When we look at the currently
popular secular theory of the origin
of the umverse, called the “Big
Bang” theory, are we dealing with
something truly “scientific”? Can the
Big Bang theory be demonstrated to
be in accord with what we actually
know about our universe? And the
answer is NO. It is not scientific,
even though it is held by many scien-
tists, even some in our Reformed
circles. This theory could be true
only if the assumptions were correct.
But certainly the assumption is false
that the slogan “the present is the
key to the past” would also hold for
ulamate origins. It surely does not
agree with the scriptural teachings
which indicate that God super-
naturally and discontinuously called
certain things into being. The con-
cept that God would initiate the
universe by means of the Big Bang
and then let it develop mechanistical-
ly, strictly according to the laws of
nature, is totally foreign to and in-
compatible with the scriptural con-
cept of the divine Creator calling

-
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REFLECTIONS

ON THE REPORT

The Ad Hoc Committee report
which was presented to the Board of
Trustees of Calvin College and Semi-
nary in February, 1988, has resulted
in a strong and forceful reaction.
Most of the responses from my point
of view have been negative. I believe
that a sufficient period of time has
elapsed to put some thoughts on
paper which would serve as my
reflections on the action of the
Board.

The committee report was not the
same as a synodical report. This com-
mittee was an “ad hoc” committee,
which simply means that it was ap-
pointed by the Board of Trustees of
Calvin College to serve the Board
with advice relative to the issue at
hand. As such, it is not like a synodi-
cal committee which serves synod
and thus the entire denomination.
The report of this committee has
not, for example, been printed in the
Agenda for Synod. At the same time,
however, since Calvin College is the
college of the Christian Reformed
Church, the committee and its report
should be open to the entire
denomination for its perusal and
criticism, This is as it should be.

As the chairman of the committee,
I wish to say right at the outset that
our committee was comprised of
men Who were honest and open to
the Word of God and the confes-
sions of the church. There was a har-
monious relationship that existed
among the five members of the com-
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mittee. Our task was given by the
Board of Trustees with a clear man-
date: “To study and evaluate the
published statements of Professors
Howard Van Till, Clarence Mennin-
ga, and Davis Young on the subject
of creation and evolution, including
their interpretation of Genesis 1-11
and to determine whether these
statements are in accord with the
synodically adopted guidelines for
the interpretation of Scripture and
with the doctrinal statements of the
Christian Reformed Church; and to
submit formulated recommendations
which may serve as answers to the
various communications received by
the Board.”

The Guidelines
What are the “synodically adopted
guidelines for the interpretation of
Scripture?” We determined that
these guidelines are found in the so-
called Report 44 which was adopted
by Synod in 1972. The pertinent
guidelines which apply especially to
the matter at hand are these:
d. Synod, acknowledging that
Scripture is self-authenticating,
reminds the churches that the
authority of Scripture is not de-
pendent upon the findings of
science, While scientific hindings
can serve as occasions for a better
understanding of Scripture, never-
theless the church must appcal
only to the authority of Scripture
ag the basis for its faith and life,

Henry Vanden Heuvel

and accordingly must seek to
develop a Christian community
within which all scholarly work is car-
ried on in faithfulness to the
authoritative Scriptures.

e. Synod instructs the churches to

see to it that biblical studies are

carried on in a careful and dis-
ciplined way, submissively rethink-
ing the thoughts of Scripture itself;
and accordingly warns against the
use of any method of biblical mter-
pretation which excludes or calls
into question either the event-
character or the revelational mean-
ing of biblical history, thus
compromising the full authority of

Scripture as the Word of God

(Acts of Synod 1972, p. 69).

The guideline which we as a com-
mittee felt was applicable to this
point at hand was also the statement
of Synod 1982,

That Synod declare that adher-

ences to the confessions, as re-

quired by the Form of

Subscription, includes those ut-

terances of the confession that af-

firm the historical factuality of the

events recorded in Genesis 1-3,

and that departures from those

doctrines must be dealt with in
terms of the requirements of that

form (Acts of Synod 1982, p. 107).

In the light of these guidelines,
togethier with the doctrinal state-
mcnts of the Christian Reformed
Church, how are these three profes-
sors to be judged? Are they in ac-
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Christ and their diligence in subject-
ing their scholarship to His
service.
4, That the Board of Trustees ac-
cept this report as its “recommen-
dations which may serve as
answers to the various communica-
tions received by the Board.”
AsTlook back at these decisions
and recommendations, [ believe a
better recommendation would have
been to state that especially Van
Till’s position regarding primeval his-
tory is not in line with the synodically
adopted guidelines for the interpreta-
tion of the opening chapters of
Genesis and that he be instructed to
bring his position more clearly in line
with the synodical guidelines. On the
one hand, the report is critical of
Van Till’s position on the basis of
synod’s guidelines, and on the other
hand, the Board states that his posi-

tion falls within the guidelines. It
simply does not follow, 1 believe
therefore that it would have been bet-
ter for the committee and the Board
to say that Van Till is not in line with
the guidelines. For this is indeed
what the report of the committee
says.

In conclusion I would like to quote
from an article that I wrote in the
July/August, 1987 issue of The Out-
look which shows my own position
regarding all these matters,

Hebrews 11:3 says, “By faith we un-

derstand that the umverse was

formed at God’s command SO

THAT WHAT IS SEEN WAS

NOT MADE OUT OF WHAT

WAS VISIBLE.” This statement

says that what God created, He

created out of nothing. What is
scen was not made out of what was
visible. The theory of evolution

teaches that everything came from
pre-existent forms. Following the
“Big Bang” everything cvolved from
what was already visible. Eventually,
all evolved from pre-cxistent
material until after billions of years,
biological life evolved, and then mil-
lions of years later, human life. This
evolutionary theory 1s absolutely and
diametrically opposed to what the
Bible says....This text puts it as clear-
ly as can be. Ours is either a belief
that God formed the universe by His
command, or it is the belief that what
we sce came about from what is
visible.

This is still my position today.

Rev, Henry Vanden Heuvel is the
Fastor of Bethel Christian Reformed
Church, Zeeland, ML

SHALL PROFESSORS
BE PROTECTED?

In a recent “Sem’Alum” {a publica-
tion of the Calvin Theological Semi-
nary Alumni Association), the editor,
Rev. Leonard J. Vander Zee, wrote
an editorial entitled “A Layer of
Protection.” The ones who need a
layer of protection are the professors
of Calvin College and Semunary. He
mentions by name particularly serni-
nary prof, Dr, Henry De Moor and
college prof. Dr. Howard Van Till.

These professors need protection
from the “libelous practices of some
of the unofficial magazines and
tabloids associated with our
denomination and the letters which
some ‘concerned people’ sent out
widely in the denomination....” What
were these hbelous practices? They
were published objections to what
some professors did at last year’s
graduation. Several seminary faculty
members wore white carnations in
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order to demonstrate their solidarity
with women who wanted to be ad-
mmtted to candidacy m the CRC.
These hbelous practices also in-
cluded published objections to the
teaching of evolution by Dr. Howard
Van Till.

Were these libelous practices? Ac-
cording to my dictionary, libel is
“anything that is defamatory or that
maliciously or damagingly rris-
represents” (emphasis mine). So in
order to answer my question it must
be determined whether these men’s
actions and teachings have been mis-
represented.

Synod has followed the clear teach-
ing of the Lord in the Scriptures by
deciding not to permit women to be
elders and ministers in the CRC,
This stance is our denomination’s
stance. By their “planned gesture of

Wayne Leigh

solidarity” with these two women,
the professors who did so took a
public stance which was contrary to
our church’s stance. They knew they
were doing so. Is it libel to say what
they did was wrong? Not at all.

Qr in the case of Dr, Van Till, he
has published a book in which he
states that we must take the first
chapters of Genesis seriously but not
literally. In the opinion of many mmem-
bers of the CRC (most?), this teach-
ing contradicts the affirmation by
our own synod that the event charac-
ter of Genesis 1-11 is to be inain-
tained. Is it libel to publish the fact
that one believes Dr, Van Till is
wrong and is teaching harmful
things? Not at all.

Now, according to Rev. Vander
Zee, how are these men to be
protected? I will quote from him.

R






faithfully” and to order the churches’
life “in obedience to the Word”?
How much wighful thinking can one
engage in?

Principle Should Decide

But, the IRC observes, there are
s0 many other churches in WARC
and with them we may feel some
“kinship.” These churches presumab-
ly will benefit from our Reformed
input, together with that of the
Reformed Church in America. This
reasoning is pragmatic. It lcaves out
of account the principle at stake
here. What the CRC is askedto do is
to join an alliance of allegedly
Reformed churches, churches of
which the CRC itself says that they
belong to, the “circle 2” churches of
which the 1944 report on Ecumeni-
city spoke so well. These are chur-
ches that have a Reformed back-
ground but have become delinquent
either in doctrine or practice. In
1944 the CRC said that we ought to
deal with these kinds of churches on
an individual basis, approaching
them in love and patience, without a
feeling of superiority or Pharisaism,
seeking to correct and restore them.

The IRC, on the other hand, while
appealing to the same Report of
1944, proposes that the CRC join
with these churches, some of whom
are delinquent, that we form an al-
lignce with them. Now an alliance is
what the word says. It is a solemn
covenant, a league. Those covenant-
ing have common aims and share
similar ideals. These they seek to
realize in their alliance. But the or-
thodoxy of the CRC with its clearcut
confessions can never share the
same ideals as the liberalism of these
United Churches,

The Alliance Not a Forum

The IRC makes it appear that the
Alliance is really a forum for
dialogue. But diglogue is not the
issue. As far back as 1944 we have
been commiited to dialogue with all
sorts of churches, non-Reformed
Reformed cburches, Protestant chur-
ches that have never been Reformed
such as the Baptists, and finally, the
Roman Catholic and Eastern Or-
thodax churches, A fine ideal, based
on sound principles of ecumenism,
but never put into practice.

Dialogue is not the issue. The issue
is that we are asked to become allies
with churches with which we cannot
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be if we are true to our signature
under the Form of Subscription. The
Alliance demands of its members
that they leave everything that is
“narrow” or “exciusive” out of the
confession (Art. I1, p. 145).
Moreover, it says that the member
churches of WARC must “recognize
that the Reformed tradition is a bibh-
cal, evangelical ethos, rather than
any narrow and exclusive definition
of faith and order.”

WARC Restricts Conlessional
Witness

The IRC has taken note of some
of the objections I and others have
voiced and in an appendix (pp. 156
ff.) it has sought to counter these ob-
jections. The gesture itself is ap-
preciated. I wish it would have been
done earlier, in the papers in which 1
wrote. But there is at least some gain
in an attempt to meet the other’s
mind. However, IRC’s explanation
of the matter just raised the matter
of “ethos” rather than..etc., is baf-
fling, to say the least. The IRC main-
tains that it is not WARC’s purpose
to say that the Reformed traditon is
oniy ethos and that hence the mem-
ber churches must reject narrow and
exclusive definitions of the faith, (p.
160). I call this a baffling explana-
tion, because my dictionary tells me
that the word “rather” means:
“preferable from the point of view of
wisdom, justice, etc.; more properly,
more correctly speaking.” In other
words, WARC wants us to say that
our Reformed tradition, which in a
confessional church hke the CRC is
clearly expressed in the Forms of
Unity, is “more properly speakmg”
an ethos,

Contradiction With Form of
Subscription

If I say of an object that it is yellow
rather than green I mean to say that
one should no¢ call this object any-
thing else than yellow. Likewise, the
WARC says that the Reformed tradi-
tion (read: the Reformed confes-
stons) is an “ethos” and that one
should therefore not appeal to the
confessions’ “narrow” and “ex-
clusive” definitions as he seeks to ac-
comphsh the Alliance goals together
with the other allies. This is con-
pletely contradictory to the tenor of
the Form of Subscription which calls
on all office bearers to diligently
teach the Reformed doctrines and to

oppose and refute all that militates
against them. If we should ever join
WARC we would thus be saying one
thing in Grand Rapids, but quite the
opposite things in Geneva, where
WARC has its headquarters. Such
procedure is unworthy of the Chris-
tian demand for integrity and a
direct attack upon true ecumenism.

Joining WARC Contrary to True
Ecumenism

If the CRC should ever enter mfto
this Alliance it would not thereby
begin to fulfill its ecumenical task
more fully; it would be abandoning
and surrendering it. WARC is
presently engaged in a large number
of ecumenical conversations, with
Methodists, Baptists, Lutherans, Dis-
ciples of Christ and Roman
Catholics. These are the groups with
which we should have dialogued
since 1944. But we failed to do so.
However, WARC, with its hybrid
character, doctrinally speaking, and
with its insistence on inclusiveness
rather than exclusiveness, is no sub-
stitute for the ecumenical task which
is ours as church of Jesus Christ. Qut
of compassion for the erring and out
of concern for biblical truth, we must
stay out of WARC’s embrace. It is
the highest time we start pursuing
the lofty goals of “1944.”

The IRC has served the denomina-
tion well in certain respects. Its ap-
proach to the Dutch and South
African churches has generally been
helpful and correct. But in this mat-
ter, as well as in that of the
Reformed Church in America, it is
leading the church astray. It is, in ef-
fect, seeking to bring the CRC into
the mainstream of the ecumenical
movement where a confessional
church such as the CRC simply can-
not be. It should also be remem-
bered that two of the long time
members of the IRC, Dr, J. Krom-
minga and Rev. C. Boomsma, arc on
record as holding that the CRC
could join the World Council of
Churches without commpromise of
principle. Rev. Boomsma is going to
defend the IRC position before
Synod. He and T arc on fricndly
terms, but in this we are completely
opposed.

What Alliances Are For

Contrary to what the IRC is saying
and repeating, the idea of “witness-
ing” to the Reformed Faith as we un-






breviation has disadvaniages, The
World Missions report suggests one
must now look for information about
our mission elsewhere (p. 72). Many
matters that used to be presented to
the synod for decision are now
decided by boards. This harmonizes
with the general process of restruc-
turing our denomination (particular-
ly in the continuing work of the
“Vision-21” committee which does
not report this year) into a hierarchy
which gives ever less account to the
churches it is supposed to represent.

World Wide Communication

The Back to God Hour notes our
freedom to promote the gospel in
comparison with the restrictions in
Soviet Russia. It lists our Englisli lan-
guage outreach, Arabic program
into the Muslim world, Spanish lan-
guage broadcasts over more than
200 stations and broadcasts in Por-
tuguese. Chinese presentations are
aimed at evangelism and helping
“house-churches.” French broad-
casts into Europe, North Africa and
Quebec have resulted, among other
things, in a church in Zaire. Japan,
Indonesia and Russia are also ob-
jects of our extending outreach.

Educational Confusion

In the Calvin College and Semi-
nary Report one notes especially the
Board’s investigation, exoneration
and defense of Professors Mennin-
ga, Van Till and Young against
whom there were objections because
of their teaching of evolution. Qur
April and May issues have covered
this matter in greater detail, high-
Eghting the fact that we inay not
compromise the Biblical revelation
of God's creation with the arrogant
theorics of the leaders of our
country who, as Herman Bavinck
said, have agreed to totally and final-
ly clear “out... whatever of the old
Christian world-view consciously or
unconsciously still remains in our
laws and morals, in our education
and civilization.” When our churches
and schools compromise with that,
they are, like many others before
them, surrendering to the enemics of
Christ and His Gospel. How can we
continue to confess that we “believe
m God the Father, Almighty, Maker
of heaven and earth,” and at the
same time belicve and teach that the
latest guesses ol unbelieving “scien-

tists” rightly explain away everytliing
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that God’s Word says about how it
happened? Classis Alberta South in
Overture 29 (pp. 376, 377) strenuous-
ly objects to this committee and
board action. It asks the synod to
study and evaluate it because “the
contention that these chapters (Gen.
1-11} do not present events that real-
Iy happened is certainly in conflict
with our Reformed confessions and
in conflict with Scripture itself.” This
should be a major issue before the
synod.

Among the appointments which
the board has made to the seminary
faculty, that of Dr. Henry De Moor
in the area of church pohicy, is op-
posed by overtures from two classes,
Alberta South and Hamilton. Their
reason is that he “holds and
defends” women serving in all
church offices, contradicting “the of-
ficial position of the CRC” (p. 367).
This is a valid objection. The trouble
is that what he holds is already being
promoted b% a large part of the semi-
nary faculty.

Beside the problem of his views on
women in office, we ought to take
note of his views of the structure and
authority of the church and their
bearing on our present problems.
Dr. Louis Praamsma’s excellent little
biography of Abraham Kuyper, Let
Christ Be King, (Paideia Press, 1985,
p. 86) highlighted his struggle to
reform a corrupt and hierarchical
church. Kuyper “in his penetrating
study of the essentials of the
church.., stressed the primacy of the
local congregation with its office-
bearers, and the office of all
bebevers as the source of all the spe-
cial offices in the church.” Dr. De
Moor in Chapter 10 of his thesis,
Equipping the Saints (pp. 225-247),
despite his superb research, is in-
tensely critical of both of these Bibh-
cal principles, tending to dismiss
them as mere concessions to secular
democracy. For him, the church ex-
ercises Christ’s authority, but must
not encourage “democratic” notions
about the office and authority of
local churchces and the “office” of
members. (1) The calling and office
of the behiever, far from being a
mere product of modern democratic
political notions, is one of the most
pervasive and, through the centuries,
one ol the most neglected doctrines
in the Bible (cf. my articles in Dec.
85 and Jan., Feb., March and April,

*86 Outlooks). (2} And the “original”
authority of the local consistory and
elders is the only part of our
denominational structure that is ex-
plicitly grounded in the Bible’s teach-
ing. The whole elaborate
bureaucratic system of authoritative
boards, committees and directors,
which our denomination is still in-
dustriously developing, is a Roman-
style perversion of everything the
Bible teaches about Christ’s church
(as the 16th century Reformers
stated and Thornwell showed the
Presbyterians a hundred years ago).
Obviously this hierarchical view of
church polity, taught to prospective
ministers, can only encourage the
Liberal bureaucracy that increasing-
ly seizes power over our churches,
and discourage any Kuyper-style ef-
forts to correct it.

In order to understand our grow-
ing problems with church order (or
really, DISORDER) we must recall
that in 1973 the synod decided that
the Bible permitted the church to
adapt or modify the number and
function of its offices as it saw fit
(Acts pp. 64, 673). Four years ago
Rev. Henry Vander Kam informed
us that in our seminary, of whose
Board he used to be president, the
Biblical doctrine of the church had
not been taught in the Dogmatics
department in fifteen years, When our
churches dismiss God’s Word as our
guide to church behavior we really
turn our backs on the Reformation
and invite the return of hierarchy
and every other abuse that called for
it. After 20 years of this rejecting the
Bible’s guidance we should not be
surprised at the problems or con-
fusion that trouble our churches.
These must multiply when we dis-
regard the Lord’s warning: “Why do
you call me ‘Lord, Lord,” and do not
do the things which I say? (Luke
6:46). -

Publications

The Publications Committee
reports that the long delayed hymnal
ts still not published and that a
World Literature Committee is
being developed seeking to coor-
dinate what has been done through
non-church organizations. The Litur-
gical Committee is now called CRC
Worship Committee and one of its
objectives is “to advise synod” on
“the guidance and supervision it






amongst others, one of the pur-

poses of the alliance shall be: “to

further all endeavours to proclaim
the Word of God faithfully.”

The CRC ought to abstain from

membership as long as WARC ad-

mits on an equal basis into its
membership churches where
denial of the faithful proclamation
of the Word of God is not
militated against, and where denial
of some of the most basic and cru-
cial doctrines of Christianity are
tolerated.

Rev. G. Bouma is right— as is Dr.
M. Woudstra who writes in this Out-
look. Overtures 20, 21 and 22 voice
the same strong objections (p. 372).
Joining the organization ALLIES us
with some of the most apostate chur-
ches we can find, including the
United Presbyterians (whose tolera-
tion of denial of Christ’s deity recent-
ly drove out the Evangelical Pres-
byterians), the even more Liberal
United Church of Christ and the
United Church of Canada. Although
the Alliance constitution makes a
qualification for membership,
“recognizing that the Reformed
tradition is a biblical, evangelical
and doctrinal ethos, rather than any
narrow and exclusive definition of
faith and order” (p. 138), the com-
mittee states as ground for joining,
that we meet those requirements
and can join without compromise
(p. 120). The committee is thereby,
in fact, denying our creeds which are
nothing but “EXCLUSIVE DEFINI-
TIONS OF FAITH AND ORDER”
If they do not ¢xclude deniers of
what they say, they are not creeds at
allt Our joining is supposed to “sup-
port and strengthen the Reformed
witness” of other churches in the al-
hiance, but how can we strengthen
what we have denied by joining the
organization? The warm welcome
that we are assured is hardly ade-
quate reason to disobey the stern in-
junction of God’s Word, “Do not be
unequally yoked together with un-
believers.” (2 Cor. 6:14).

The Committee in an appendix (p.
156) attempts to meet objections and
justify its recommendation. Its argu-
menf totally relativizes every doc-
trine, stating that we must “recog-
nize that every church of Christ, as
part of His Body, manifests evidence
of the work of the Spirit of Christ
within it, by which the CRC may be
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enriched through contact and
dialogue.” Notice how explicitly this
contradicts every wariing that Christ
and His apostles issued against
“flalse Christs and false prophets”
who “will deceive many” (Matt.
24:11), attacking the church from
outside like “savage wolves” and mis-
leading its members from within
(Acts 20:29 ff.). Of such warnings
the committee wants to hear noth-
ing, as it determinedly takes us into
the fellowship with the betrayers of
the gospel that it has long sought. It
tries to justify our alliance with what
it admits are Liberals “which are
very tolerant of heresy” with the ex-
cuse that these are only “a very small
minority” {p. 159) — as though that
justified joining them! The Lord did
not say “Do not be yoked together
with too many unbelievers.” In false
teaching we face a deadly threat, not
of numbers but of character — like
CANCER, the Bible says (2 Tim.
2:17). The committee tries to mini-
mize the seriousness of this AL-
LIANCE with the excuse that we
can witness to the unbelievers after
we join them.

The cominittee also reviews the
history of our joining the National
Association of Evangelicals in 1943
and leaving it 8 years later, recom-
mending that we rejoin. Sowme of us
appreciated the NAE while we were
members and regretted the decision
to leave it. Although there are
problems in such affiliations, the ob-
jections to affiliation with unbe-
lievers such as those in the Alliance
does not apply to it.2

The Reformed Ecumenical Synod,
of which we are a part, is facing a
crisis especially as it meets this year.
Its more orthodox Reformed mem-
ber denominations have been leaving
it, disgusted especially with the faith-
lessness and immorality of the
Reformed Churches of the Nether-
lands (GKN). Those churches, ir-
ritated by continuing criticism of
their misbehavior, have been
demanding a radical constitutional
change in the organization to make it
Iess a “synod”™ and more a mere con-
ference. In the discussions the Or-
thodox Presbyterians have taken a
lead in trying to correct the Dutch
Churches, while our delegates have
tended to delend those churches, (A
recent news rcport indicated the Or-
thodox Presbyterians may leave the

RES this year.) This spring a basic
constitutional change is to be
decided, but we are given no infor-
mation in this agenda (or other
recent Acts or. Agendas of what the
constitutional change is. Why the
committee secrecy? What is being
shipped past us?

Racism Institutionalized

A number of years ago when an
anti-racism movement was in the
public eye our churches got into the
act by appointing a special “race
commiftee” to remove ractsm, Its ac-
tivities have over the years especially
taken the form of offering special in-
centives, scholarships and other en-
ticements for non-whites only. To
help needy people and deserving stu-
dents may be a good thing, but to
give or withold such help only on the
basis of the color of one’s skin is
nothing but hypocrisy— doing exact-
ly what one claims to be opposing —
and an obviously stupid and very
wasteful procedure, Despite objec-
tions, one synod after another has
contmued to increase the quota ap-
propriations for this privileged com-
mittee, leaving it free to spend its
money for whatever may advance
non-white races, and to give special
incentives and encouragement to
developing “minority leadership.”
Non-whites can be ordained with
half the seminary education of
whites and special efforts are being
made to persuade minority churches
to join the denomination. Traces of
this “reverse racism™ turn up
throughout the agenda, as agencics
report on what they are doing to in-
crease minority feadership. This
hypocrisy has become immutable
policy as the church prides itself on
its unique multiracial programs. It
seems futile to point out that God is
no respecter of persons and hates
partiality, as the denominational es-
tablishment persists in advancing the
Liberal slogans of “alfirmative ac-
tion.” The report of the race commit-
tee (SCORR — pp. 213-220) would
have us be grateful that an increas-
ing number of students are accepting
our racially discriminatory scholar-
ships and it asks for a $6.20 per fami-
ly quota (a budget of about a half
million dollars).

Consequences of this our peculiar
racist policy become almost hilarious
as one reads the agenda account of


















the one divine remedy for its
removal.

It may be wondered whether one
pulpit in a thousand is doing its God-
given work as it should. There is too
little thunder. The Hon’s roar is ab-
sent. Too few sermons smite with the
fist of biblical certainty or call for a
break with conventional religious
vices. Most sermons of the day suffer
from chronic anaemia and betray
too much the taste of this present
world.

What is the malady that has left
the churches dumb while moral and
spiritual wickedness is 5o rampant?
Is it not at two points that this dis-
ease must be examined?

Firstly, the Christian needs to be
reminded that there is no loss on
earth more deadly than the loss of
religious conviction. It is not enongh
that truth be held in the bhead. It
must be held in the heart and in the
soul. That is what makes all the dif-

ference. Are we ready to suffer for
the truth? Have we loved the truth?
It is love of the truth which God
demands of his people [2 Thess.
2:10]. That is what real Calvinism
and real Puritanism stands for. In-
decd, that is what rcal Christianity it-
self is.

Secondly, the Christian needs to
be reminded that if ever men forsake
the love of the truth, they fall under
God’s judgment. There is a sore
punishment for disliking the truth,
God sends upon such people a
‘strong delusion, that they should
believe a lie’ [2 Thess. 2:11]. When
men are judicially blinded in this
manuner, they become fit to turn
black into white. The Roman mass
can now be interpreted as only the
Holy Eucharist under an alien name.
Mary becomes the Mother of God
and Mediatrix of our salvation. The
ministry becomes the priesthood. All
churches are just one. So truth

stands on its head and theology is
made to seem nonsense. Qur Protes-
tant Reformers now simply
‘misunderstood’ the teaching of the
Council of Trent concerning Jus-
tification! And the Church of Rome
anathemised the teaching of the
Reformers because they did not
quite appreciate their nuances!
Similarly, socicty today fudges the
ethical questions relating {o AIDS,
abortion, marital fidelity, the guilt of
crirninal behaviour.... The list is end-
less. The plague is already begun.

O! for a dose of moral courage!
Let preachers take the lead and let
the people follow. And may God
arise in His grace to deliver us all.

Reprinted from the April 1988
BANNER OF TRUTH.

EVOLUTION

AT DORDT COLLEGE
(July-Aug. 1987 OUTLOOK)

In a recent meeting, the Presbytery
of the Dakotas of the Orthodox Pres-
byterian Church received and acted
on a report concerning the views of
one of its ministers, the Rev. Richard
G. Hodgson, Mr. Hodgson is also a
professor at Dordt College, a Chris-
tian liberal arts coflege in northwest
Yowa related to the Christian Re-
formed Church,

Mr. Hodgson’s views and teaching
with regard to creation and evolution
have been seriously questioned in
several Chiristian publications. On
April 10, last year, Mr. Hodgson
took part in a debate on that subject
at Hillsdale College in Michigan. Fol-
lowing the debate several publica-
tions alleged that he had espoused
evolutionary views that are contrary
to the biblical doctrine of creation.

Last September the Presbytery of
the Dakotas, Mr. Hodgson’s govern-
ing body, directed its Credentials
Committee to look into his views and
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report back to the Presbytery. The
CommitteE read his class syllabus on
geology and several other papers he
had written and met with Mr,
Hodgson. The Committee reported
to the Presbytery at its March 2 & 3
meeting in Cheyenne, Wyoming,
presenting a five-page paper of its
own, accompanied by several papers
written by Mr. Hodgson.

The Committee reported that Mr.
Hodgson accepts “the sovercign
creative work of God as it is por-
trayed in Genesis 1.” “He exphcitly
rejects both humanistic and theistic
macroevolution, although he is not
prepared to identify the ‘kinds’ of
Genesis with some particular Ievel of
taxonomic classification, He affirms
the special creation of the first man
out of the dust of the ground and the
first woman from the rib of the man;
he rejects the idea that inankind
evolved in any way from prehuman
species.” The Report goes on to say

O ——————
NEWS RELEASE

that, “Mr. Hodgson holds, on ex-
egetical grounds that are satisfactory
to himself and to others within the
church, to the ‘age-day interpreta-
tion of Genesis 1 and aceepts an an-
cient-¢arth rather than a
young-earth view of creationism. He
rcfers to himself as a progressive
creationist; that is, God created by a
series of creative acts occuring over
long ages all the creatures we now
know.” “Mr. Hodgson generally ac-
cepts many prevailing views of
geologic history which young-earth
creationists reject. He also accepts
limited evolutionary devclopment
within the ‘kinds’ of Genesis 1....”
The Cominittee Report concludes,
“These views may be cause for dis-
agreement..., but they do not put him
outside the boundaries set by our
standards as we have hitherto under-
stood and applicd them.”

The Conunittee indicated that Mr.
Hodgson’s problem following the
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The concerned undoubtedly did their part
at Synod. But trying to exert more influence,
they also acted in another way. They had
grown significantly, and held meetings in the
United States and Canada, discusking what
should be done to offset the dangers of
liberalism that threatened the spiritual health
of the Church.

Through all this activity two options
presented themselves: separation, or fighting
error from within. Under the circumstances,
separation could be construed as a heresy. So
moving into the second option the Mid.
America Reformed Seminary was born. A
comnendable beginning indeed! Whenever er-
Tozs had to be dealt with, it has always been a
practice in Christian circles not to separate
(unless separation was the only course open),
but to fight these errors from within. This be-
came and continues to be the main objective
for the institution of MARS,

And [ do not believe that Dr. De Jong feels
that MARS in any way, be it ever so small, is
what he would consider a hindrance to the suc-
cessful operation of Calvin Theological Semi-

nary.

Ring Star

Retired Minister of the
Christian Reformed Church
Sunset Maaor

725 Baldwin St.

Jenison, MI 49428

STEWARDSHIP RIGHTS

Drear Editor,

There has been some writing done in
criticism of the quota system (eg.
“Stewnrdship Rights,” Arrick, 3-88). I'wish ta
write something in favor of the quota system,
0ot because it is in every way the ideal, but be-
cause it has much to recommend it that I do
not wish to abandon.

I realize that there is exror in the way the
quota method is commonly understood and
employed, but properly understood it can be a
useful way to join together as a church to com-
mit purselves to support of the church’s mis-
ston, Synod has made some progress in
clarifying the fact that quolas are not bills
which must be paid. Churches are free to con-
tribute less than the full quota without fear of
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piling up back payments. However, we also en-
courage generosity by agreeing on some goals
together, realizing that the goal cannot be ap-
plied equally to all. The quota commitment
(or encouragement) can be a healthy way to
remind churches that there is important minis-
try going on beyond the local congregation,
within our own denomination.

1 find it encouraging that many churches

“which are contributing the full quota commit-
ment are not considering that to mean their
bill is paid, but are taking frequent offerings
for above quota giving and other worthy
causes.

Perhaps with careful teaching we might
learn to see quotas as promises to prayerfully
and (inancially support particular forms of
ministry within the church,

Blessings,

Thomas J. Vs, Pastor

Fist Christian Reformed Church,
Wellsburg, lowa

REPLY -

Dear Peter:

Is it ideal? In all honesty, I believe the
Quota System is ideal. It is predicated upon-
the perpetual existence of an ideal situation
among the Churches and Institutions of The
Christian Reformed Denomination. Namely,
that they remain unified in doctrine and prac-
tice.

The problem, to me, is that the ideal system
no longer matches the real situation.

The answer. we need a realistic system of
giving that encompasses the doctrinal and
practical pluriformity within the Christian
Reformed Dienomination.

Exactly what that realistic system might be,
I don't know, But whatever system we arrive
at, it will have to be a system that preserves
the stewardship rights of believers, as found in
such passages as II Cor. 8 and @ —The wisdom
and giving policy which God outlines for us
and which takes account of the real situation
of the Church. .

The quota system is ideal. It erred when
confronted with reality.

Sincercly,
Rev, Steve Arrick

REDEEMER COLLEGE ON EVOLUTION

{Redeemer College, located near Hamilton,
Ontario, in response to an inquiry about its
stance on evolution, has given us this state-
ment.)

Redeemer College has a very strenuous in-
terview procedure for every faculty member to
be appointed, Included in the interviewing
procedure is an interview with the President.
The President’s interview deals primarily with
the applicant’s personat relationship with the
Lord and how the applicant seeks to
strengthen that relationship. Encluded in this
interview is an inguiry into the applicant's
view of Biblical authority and themes of crea-
tion, fall and redemption. We are pleased to
be able to state that every faculty member at
Redeemer College has a commitment to Bibli-
cal authority and is involved in the advance-
ment of learning and dissemination of
knowledge on the basis of the Reformed con-
fessions, traditions and perspectives. For this
reason, the guestion of evolution has not be-
come an issue at Redeemer College.
Redeemer College does wish to give leader-
ship regarding the question of eveluticnism
and creationism. For that reason, various
members of the Foundations and Natural
Sciences Divisions are engaged in dialog with
professors at Calvin Coliege. Also these
professors give public lectures regarding these
questions.

EDITORIAL & CIRCULATION OFFICES

I would like to have published in the next
issue of THE QUTLOOK the following:

Thanks be to God and praise for giving the
Rev. Peter De Jong, Managing Editor of THE
OUTLOOQK the faith, ability, and courage to
write the article “Calvin Surrenders to Evolu-
tion, April '88.” It seems to me that nobody
could have made a beiter critique of the
report of Calvin’s Board of Trustees regarding
the study of the teachings of three of Calvin'’s
professors.

Rev. De Jong is one of God’s faithful,
caring Watchmen warning us against the lies
of Satan. I am afraid that God is going 10 hold
some preachers guilty for keeping silent in-
stead of preaching the great need to have faith
in God’s Word.

Alice Oosterhouse
Grand Rapids, Michigan.



