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Forgiveness with Confession

I acknowledged my sin unto thee,
and mine iniquity have I not hid.  I
said, I will confess my transgressions
unto the Lord; and thou forgavest the
iniquity of my sin. Selah.

Psalm 32:5

salm 32 was written by
David.  It was occasioned
by his sin of adultery with

Bathsheba and murder of her hus-
band, Uriah.

This sad chapter in David’s life
is well known to us.  While his
armies were on the field of battle,
David took Bathsheba, the wife of
Uriah, in adultery.  When Bath-
sheba conceived, David tried to
cover up this sin by making it ap-
pear as though the child was
Uriah’s.  He did this by calling
Uriah home from the battlefield.
When this failed, due to Uriah’s de-
votion to the Lord and his king,

David arranged for his death on
the battlefield.

For almost a year David lived
in this sin.

He confessed this sin and
found forgiveness only when he
was approached by the prophet
Nathan with the woeful tale of the
rich man who stole his poor
neighbor’s sheep.

In Psalm 32 David celebrates
the blessedness, or happiness, of
the sinner whose sins are forgiven
by God.  This is expressed in the
opening verses of the Psalm.
Blessed is he whose transgression
is forgiven, whose sin is covered.
Blessed is the man unto whom the
Lord imputeth not iniquity, and in
whose spirit there is no guile.

In verse 5, which we consider
in this meditation, we learn that
David found this forgiveness only
in the way of proper confession of
sins.  For a long period of time he
had hid his sins.  This had brought
untold misery and grief to him.
But when he confessed his sins, he
found forgiveness.

We too are sinners.  We too
must learn to confess our sins in
true repentance, as David learned.
Then the blessedness of forgiveness
will be ours also.

A foolish hiding!
David uses three different

words for sin that demonstrate its
true character.

First, there is the term “trans-
gression.”  This describes sin as an
act of rebellion against God that
leads one to overstep the bound-
aries of God’s law.

The next term is “sin.”  This
means to miss the mark, signifying
that all sin is a failure to achieve
the goal that God has set before us,
which is the honor and glory of His
name.  The implication is that sin
dishonors God.

Finally, there is the term “ iniq-
uity.”  Its original meaning is per-
versity, i.e., that which is twisted and
perverted.  It is often used to express
the fact that sin renders us guilty be-
fore God, which is the idea here.

P
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with Uriah.  First, he brought
Uriah from the battle so that it
would appear that the child of
adultery belonged to Uriah.  When
that failed, he arranged the death
of Uriah in battle.  But it was all
to cover up his sin from the sight
of men.

But David also concealed his
terrible sin from himself.  This is
suggested by his response to the
report of Uriah’s death, “The
sword devoureth one as well as an-
other” (II Sam. 11:24).  Sin is often
accompanied by
s e l f - d e c e p t i o n ,
which leads one ei-
ther to justify his
sin or to minimize
the seriousness of
it.  This is what
David did, so that
in a sense he con-
cealed this sin from
himself.

And ultimately
David thought to
hide his sin from
God.  The contrast
this verse makes between hiding
his sin and acknowledging his sin
to God places this on the fore-
ground.  In his own self-deception,
David thought that he could some-
how hide his sin from God.  Ac-
cording to Psalm 73:11 the wicked
say, “How doth God know? and is
there knowledge in the most
High?”  In the deceitfulness of sin,
David convinced himself of the
same.

We must be careful not to hide
our own sin,  as did David.
David’s sin and his covering up
of that sin came from the same
source—the pride of his sinful na-
ture.  We possess the same vile na-
ture that leads us in pride to sin
and inclines us to hide our sin, as
did David.

A proper confession!
David speaks of confessing his

sin.
According to this passage,

David both acknowledged his sins

to the Lord and confessed them.
These are very close in meaning.
That David acknowledged his sins
means that he showed them to the
Lord.  That David confessed his sin
means that he pointed them out to
the Lord.

This is contrasted to David’s
hiding of his sins.  Before, David
had hid his sin from God.  Now he
showed God his sins.  You can nei-
ther hide from God what you have
done, nor show God something
about yourself that God does not

already know.  And so
we understand that
David expresses what
happened within his
heart.  At one time he
sought to hide his sin
from God—foolish and
impossible as that may
be.  But now all self-de-
ception and denial are
put away and he shows
God all that he had done.

Notice that David con-
fessed his sins to the
LORD. In the KJV the

term “LORD” indicates that in the
original there is the name “Jeho-
vah.”

Jehovah is God’s covenant
name.  It indicates that God has es-
tablished a wonderful covenant
with His people.  It emphasizes
that God is always faithful to that
covenant, even when we are not.

The covenant of Jehovah is the
friendship He establishes and
maintains with His people in Jesus
Christ.  Within the covenant, Jeho-
vah becomes the friend of His
people, and as their friend He
saves them from all their sins.  He
forgives all their sins.  He delivers
them from the power of sin to live
a new life of loving obedience to
God that results in intimate fellow-
ship and friendship with God.  He
provides for all their needs and
brings them one day to eternal
glory.

To this faithful covenant God,
Jehovah, David confessed his sins.
He did so with a view to being
forgiven by God and reconciled.

These terms are all closely re-
lated.  Sin is an act of rebellion
against God’s authority and law.
This causes one to miss the mark
of the glory of God.  And that ren-
ders one guilty before God and
worthy of punishment.  Thus
David speaks also of the iniquity
of his transgression, i.e., the guilt
of his sin.

This accurately describes
David’s sin.   David rebelled
against God’s law and over-
stepped the bounds of God’s com-
mandments by taking the wife of
another in adultery and then also
killing her husband to cover it up.
By this transgression David cer-
tainly failed to honor and glorify
God.  He committed adultery and
murder as the Lord’s anointed.
This brought shame to himself and
to the Lord.  And it all rendered
him guilty before God, worthy of
punishment.

This is also a proper evaluation
of our sins.  Our sins are acts of
rebellion against God.  We over-
step the bounds of the law.
Through our sin we miss the mark
that God has set for us, i.e., to glo-
rify God’s name.  And our sin al-
ways renders us guilty before God,
worthy of punishment.

David speaks of hiding his sin.
To hide means to cover and

thus to conceal.
Sometimes this word is used in

the context of forgiveness, as it is
in verse 1 of this Psalm, “Blessed
is he whose transgression is for-
given, whose sin is covered.”  In
this case the covering of sin is the
covering that God provides in Jesus
Christ and that serves as the basis
for forgiveness.

But to cover sin also means to
cover up sin, in the sense of hiding
and concealing it from others.

For a long time David sought
to cover sin in that sense.  Reject-
ing and despising the covering that
God provides for sin, David in his
pride sought rather to cover up his
sin.

He sought to cover it up from
others.  This explains his actions

Sin is often
accompanied by
self-deception,
which leads one
either to justify
his sin or
to minimize
the seriousness
of it.
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Editorial Prof. Russell Dykstra

With Jehovah, there is a proper
covering for sin.  This is the per-
fect sacrifice of His Son Jesus
Christ. David could see this only
in a picture, the sacrifices.  What
was only pictured in the Old Tes-
tament became a reality through
the death of Christ on the cross.
To that covering David clung, as
he sought forgiveness and recon-
ciliation with God.

To this covering we also must
cling, to find forgiveness and rec-
onciliation.

A blessed forgiveness!
The Lord forgave David.  His

sin had been treacherous, scandal-
ous, devastating.  Yet the Lord for-
gave him.

There is forgiveness with God!
Forgiveness consists in this,

that God no longer imputes to us
(holds us accountable for) our sins.
In fact, He deals with us as though
we had never sinned.

What a blessing this is.  With-
out forgiveness there is only the
wrath of God’s punishment.  We
are cast away from God’s presence.
There is only a fearful looking

ahead to the day of judgment,
when we will fall into the hands of
an angry God.  But when God for-
gives, there is the joy of reconcilia-
tion with God.  There is the bless-
edness of God’s friendship and fel-
lowship.  There is the peace of
God’s care and protection.  There
is the certain hope of everlasting
life with God.

And the basis for this is that
God in Christ has carried our sin
away at the cross.

This forgiveness David found
in the way of his confession.  “I
said, I will confess my transgres-
sions unto the Lord; and thou
forgavest the iniquity of my sin.”

For many months David nei-
ther acknowledged nor confessed
his sin.  What a miserable time this
was.  David describes this time of
impenitence in verses 3 and 4.
“When I kept silence, my bones
waxed old through my roaring all
the day long.  For day and night
thy hand was heavy upon me:  my
moisture is turned into the drought
of summer.  Selah.”

This will be the experience of
every child of God who foolishly
lives in impenitence.

But when David confessed his
sin, the Lord forgave him.

This passage emphasizes that
God’s forgiveness was quick and
complete.  God forgave David as
soon as he resolved within himself
to confess his sins.  This is the way
God always works.  We often for-
give grudgingly or slowly.  But
God is quick to forgive those who
confess their sins to Him with a
genuine heart.

And God does that because
proper confession of sin is an act
of faith that leads one to cling to
Jesus Christ.  God’s forgiveness is
based solely on the perfect work
of Christ to atone at the cross.
Whenever we cling to the cross in
true confession, God quickly for-
gives.

Let us also cling to the cross
daily.

In the power of the cross let us
fight against sin, both around us
and in us.

But when we in weakness fall
into sin, as did David, let us cling
to the cross in true confession.
Without exception we will find for-
giveness and all its blessing.

Seeking the Unity of the Church (2)
elievers in all lands con-
fess with one voice that
the church of Jesus Christ

is one.  Confessing this unity, they
are obliged to pursue this unity
earnestly.   The confession of
faith—I believe one holy, catholic
church—is a dead confession if
there is no activity of faith that ac-

Previous article in this series:  Janu-
ary 15, 2008, p. 172.

companies it.  James condemns the
man who claims to have faith, but
neglects to demonstrate it in as-
sisting his needy brother or sister
(James 2:13-26).  So likewise, one
who confesses the oneness of the
body, but neglects to seek the
unity, is at fault.

The previous article asserted
that the pursuit of church unity is
a heritage of the Reformation.  The
reformers were, in fact, outstand-
ing models for the church today in
their love and labors for the one
church of Christ.

Martin Luther, known as the
man who started the Reformation
that resulted in the division be-
tween Protestants and Rome, was
in no way responsible for dividing
the church of Christ.  Schism was
the last thing Luther had in mind.
Out of love for the church he ear-
nestly desired her reform, to be
sure.  He and thousands upon
thousands of sixteenth-century
church members knew that all was
not well in their church.  But
Luther’s love for her cannot be
questioned.  “The church shall be

B

90254 RFPA_Standard Bearer.pmd 1/14/2008, 2:45 PM196



February 1, 2008/Standard Bearer/197

my fortress, my castle, and my
chamber,” he confessed.

Luther went out of his way to
stress the unity of the church. In
his commentary on Genesis 17,
where God promises that one
people will come from Abraham
and Sarah, Luther comments:

This appellation serves to praise
the unity of the church, for God
does not want a large number of
churches.  It is for this reason that
He unites all nations in such a
manner that one is their father,
namely, Abraham, and one is their
mother, namely, Sarah, and that
thus their descendants, even
though they are spread over a
very wide area, become indivis-
ible and remain in perfect unity,
with the result that just as there is
one God, so one church is to be
gathered from many kings and
peoples, whose father is Abraham
and whose mother is Sarah.

In one of Luther’s printed per-
sonal prayers, he reflects on the
church:

I believe that throughout the
whole wide world there is only
one holy, universal, Christian
church, which is nothing other
than the gathering or congrega-
tion of saints—pious believers on
earth.  This church is gathered,
preserved, and governed by the
same Holy Spirit and is given
daily increase by means of the
sacraments and the word of God.
I believe that no one can be saved
who is not in this gathering or
community, harmoniously shar-
ing the same faith with it, the
same word, sacraments, hope,
and love.

In his ninety-five theses and
subsequent writings Luther
touched on the heart of the Romish
error of works righteousness.  That
he was hardly seeking to divide the
church is evident from his humble
letters to his superiors, including
the pope.  His appeals fell on deaf
ears.  The pope excommunicated
Luther while Luther was trying to
help the church.

In spite of his ill treatment by
the Romish church, when various
attempts at reunion were pro-
posed—usually by political rul-
ers—Luther was willing to partici-
pate to the extent that he could. In
these efforts to heal the schism,
Luther wrote documents setting
forth the truth that alone could
unify.  Luther was not alone in
these efforts.  Luther’s close friend
Melanchthon, as well as the re-
formers Bucer and Calvin, all par-
ticipated in conferences called by
the emperor in 1540-41 for the pur-
pose of peace and reunion of the
Protestant and Catholics.

Luther would risk his life for
unity in the church.  When he was
in hiding in the Wartburg castle,
fanatics in Wittenberg were forc-
ing radical changes in the church,
which resulted in divisions.
Luther came out of hiding to re-
store peace to the church in
Wittenberg.

Luther participated in another
notable effort to maintain unity
within the Reformation—the Con-
ference in Marburg in 1529.  A bit-
ter dispute had arisen between
Luther and the Swiss theologians
led by Zwingli over whether the
body of Christ was physically
present in the bread of the Lord’s
Supper.  Increasingly caustic trea-
tises were published by both sides.
Nonetheless, when a Protestant
prince wanted to make peace for
the sake of unity (politically), the
Lutheran and Swiss theologians
agreed to meet.  The proceeding
did not go well and threatened to
divide the groups even more.  The
disagreement over the Lord’s Sup-
per was sharp and the exchanges
not always cordial.  Yet, prevailed
upon by the prince, Luther wrote
up fifteen articles that, in the end,
all the main parties signed.  They
agreed on fourteen central issues
that the Protestants often debated
with the Roman Catholics, such as
the Trinity, the divinity and hu-
manity of Jesus Christ, and His
death and resurrection.  They were
united on original sin, justification

by faith, the operation of the Holy
Ghost and of the Word of God,
baptism, good works, confession,
civil order, and tradition.  And in
the last article on the Lord’s Sup-
per, Luther presented the main
points of agreement before stating
their one disagreement.  He ended
the document:

And although at this time, we
have not reached an agreement as
to whether the true body and
blood of Christ are bodily present
in the bread and wine, neverthe-
less, each side should show Chris-
tian love to the other side insofar
as conscience will permit, and
both sides should diligently pray
to Almighty God that through his
Spirit he might confirm us in the
right understanding.  Amen.

In the subsequent years, the
consciences of some did not al-
ways permit a great show of
Christian love, partly because
Luther failed to distinguish be-
tween the Swiss reformers and the
fanatics, and partly because some
of the Swiss theologians had a
weak view of the sacrament. Still,
there were further efforts to heal
the breach.  One entry of Luther’s
“Tabletalk” includes the following
(April 22, 1538):

On April 22 the Swiss Master
Simon set out with a letter from
Luther and the following advice:
“Go in peace and pray to God for
sincere unity!  However, this is my
counsel to all who thirst after
unity, that they make every effort
to put an end to the controversies,
that they teach the people as
plainly as possible without the
noise of disputations and raillery,
even as we for our part speak gen-
tly, and that they do not stir up
strife again under any circum-
stances, for we have been vehe-
ment enough.  Let us now grow
up!...”

All this makes it plain that
Luther loved and desired the unity
of the church of Christ.

Luther’s “only truly congenial
disciple,” John Calvin, was also a
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lover of the church and defender
of her unity.  As noted earlier,
when the emperor called confer-
ences with the goal of reunion of
Protestants and Rome, Calvin was
present to defend the Reformed
faith. But by the time that Calvin
was a pastor, the separation was
established, and Rome was mani-
festing all the marks of the false
church.  Calvin could only call the
faithful out of her.

The unity of the church was
very important to Calvin.  This is
plain even from the definition he
posits in his reply to Cardinal
Sadolet.  Writes Calvin:

Now, if you can bear to receive a
truer definition of the Church than
your own, say, in future, that it is
the society of all the saints, a so-
ciety which, spread over the whole
world, and existing in all ages, yet
bound together by the one doc-
trine, and the one Spirit of Christ,
cultivates and observes unity of
faith and brotherly concord.  With
this Church we deny that we have
any disagreement.  Nay, rather, as
we revere her as our mother, so
we desire to remain in her bosom.

Calvin describes the church
universal in his Institutes (4.1.9).
He writes:

The Church universal is the mul-
titude collected out of all nations,

who, though dispersed and far
distant from each other, agree in
one truth of divine doctrine, and
are bound together by the tie of a
common religion.  In this way it
comprehends single churches,
which exist in different towns and
villages according to the wants of
human society, so that each of
them justly obtains the name and
authority of the Church….

Calvin agreed with Luther that
the two key elements of the true
church are preaching and the sac-
raments.  “If they have the minis-
try of the word, and honor the ad-
ministration of the sacraments, they
are undoubtedly entitled to be
ranked with the Church” (Institutes,
4.1.9).

Where these are found, Calvin
maintained, it is a grievous sin
against Christ to forsake her.

“[N]o man may with impunity
spurn her authority, or reject her
admonitions or resist her counsels,
or make sport of her censures, far
less revolt from her, and violate
her unity.  For such is the value
which the Lord sets on the com-
munion of his church, that all who
contumaciously alienate them-
selves from any Christian society,
in which the true ministry of his
word and sacraments is main-
tained, he regards as deserters of
religion (Institutes, 4.1.10).

Calvin lived in harmony with
what he taught.  His love for the
church is evident from his self de-
nial when he accepted the call to
help Farel in Geneva, though he
longed only to be a scholar sur-
rounded by books.  After less than
three years, the Genevan authori-
ties ordered Calvin and Farel to
leave.  When Calvin’s supporters
rejected the new pastors and
threatened to withdraw from the
church in Geneva, Calvin remon-
strated with his backers.  He coun-
seled them to maintain the unity
of the church in Geneva, so long
as the ministers preached the truth
and rightly administered the sac-
raments.

The troubles in Geneva—both
in church and city—did not go
away, and eventually the city
magistrates asked Calvin to re-
turn.  Calvin initially refused even
Farel’s pleas with the reply, “I
would prefer a hundred other
deaths to that cross, on which I
should have to die a thousand
times a day.”  Yet he relented
when letters continued to come in-
sisting that only with his return
could peace be restored to the
church and city of Geneva.

As we shall see, this desire of
Calvin for unity extended to all the
churches of the Reformation.

... to be continued.

Letters

On Receiving the Word

I
 wish to make a few remarks
 about Rev. Daniel Kleyn’s article

on “Receiving the Preached Word,”
in the January 1, 2008 issue of the
Standard Bearer.

I do believe it was a fine ar-
ticle, although I think that a bit
more could have been said.  There
was much said about how we
should listen to the Word.  That
we should be quick to learn and

slow to speak is very, very true.
But I was wondering why Rev.
Kleyn did not say anything about
the calling of the pastor to prepare
himself, by much study, to bring
the Word in such a manner that the
saints gathered there have no just
cause to criticize.  I am well aware
of the danger that human pride
and arrogance can cloud proper lis-
tening to the Word.  Pray that we

may ever humble ourselves under
His mighty hand.  But, again, I do
believe brother Kleyn might have
also admonished his fellow labor-
ers to put forth diligent effort in
their difficult work to bring the
Word in a manner that is pleasing
to the Lord and for the edification
of His saints.

Fred Ondersma
Grandville, Michigan
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The Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper (8)
Sorrow for the offense against

God, the God whom you love—that
is true sorrow for sin.  That must
be our sorrow if we are to partake
of the Lord’s Supper to our spiri-
tual benefit.

In the second place, a sincere
believer not only knows the need
for forgiveness, but also trusts that
his own sins are forgiven him for
the sake of Christ.

We need that forgiveness.
Surely we need that forgiveness!
Our sins rise up against us, pre-
vailing day by day.  So we know
the same experience as the psalm-
ist.  We cry to God, not as a matter
of custom or superstition, but out
of our heartfelt need, as a matter
of spiritual hunger and thirst,
“God, be merciful to me, a sinner!”
If you do that, then you are ready
to partake of the Lord’s Supper.

So complete is that sacrifice of
Christ and the forgiveness of sins,
that even our remaining infirmities
are covered by that death of our
Savior.  We need not daily to offer
Christ for the forgiveness of sins.
We desire rather to offer ourselves
in thankfulness to God for this
great salvation He has given us in
Christ!

For that reason, thirdly, sincere
believers “also earnestly desire to
have their faith more and more
strengthened, and their lives more
holy.”  This stands to reason.  The
one who is truly sorry for his sins,
who seeks after God, who sees the
forgiveness that is only in Christ’s
perfect sacrifice and shed blood, is
one who also wants to be sancti-
fied.  He fervently desires to be
pleasing in God’s sight!

That is also inevitable.  This is
an inseparable part of the life of
the Christian, and therefore of the
proper partaker of the Lord’s Sup-

per.  That is a matter of sincere
Christianity.

The insincere person will con-
tinue to walk in bitterness and en-
mity toward his neighbor.  But the
sincere believer knows the calling
of love, and fervently seeks to live
that way, finding it impossible to
partake of the holy sacrament when
walking in hatred and sin.

The sincere believer knows his
own weaknesses and sins, and de-
sires to have his faith more and
more strengthened, and his life
more holy.  Coming to the table in
that way, you can partake of the
Lord’s Supper with the spiritual
fruit that your faith is indeed
strengthened, and you receive the
assurance that you are a partaker
of Christ’s life.

Necessary Oversight
There is one more matter that

must be taken into account in the
consideration of the proper admin-
istration and partaking of the
Lord’s Supper, and that is this:  the
seriousness of the holy Supper and
its sacred nature requires that the
church, through her elders, defend
the proper administration of this
ordinance of Christ.

While each individual partaker
has the calling properly to partake
and carefully to examine his own
heart and life before coming to the
Lord’s table, the elders of the
church also have a duty to guard
the table.

In many churches today there
is no guarding of the table by the
elders.

Many churches just say,
“Come.”  Even in many Reformed
and Presbyterian churches, you
will find a general invitation to
partake of the Lord’s Supper when
the sacrament is administered.  All

e have seen that the
Lord’s Supper has
been instituted for sin-

cere believers, and that all others
are forbidden to partake of the sac-
rament.  Those sincere believers are
clearly identified by Holy Scrip-
ture, so that as we examine our-
selves there can be no mistaking
the signs of whether we belong.

The Heidelberg Catechism in
Question and Answer 81 summa-
rizes the biblical description of
those proper partakers with three
significant characteristics.

The Proper Partakers
In the first place, sincere believ-

ers are “those who are truly sor-
rowful for their sins.”

Notice, the Lord’s Supper is not
for those who are perfect.  The sin-
cere believer is not one who is per-
fect.  After all, Christ came not to
save the righteous, but to bring sin-
ners to repentance.

The Lord’s Supper was insti-
tuted for redeemed sinners and
therefore for those who are truly
sorrowful for their sins.  Such sor-
row is not merely a sorrow that
comes from being caught and be-
ing sorry for yourself.  It is not
merely a matter of coming to grips
with the effects that your sins have
had upon others.  When you are
truly sorry for your sins, you are
sorry because of the great offense
you have committed against God.
It is a sorrow because of the breach
you have made in the relationship
between you and your chief Friend,
the Holy One who has saved you.

Rev. Key is pastor of the Protestant Re-
formed Church of Hull, Iowa.

Previous article in this series:  Janu-
ary 15, 2008, p. 179.

Taking Heed to the Doctrine Rev. Steven Key
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confessing Christians are wel-
comed to the table.  The responsi-
bility for their partaking and for
their life is left entirely to them.

But that individualistic invita-
tion is not the Reformed concep-
tion.

The Reformed faith always
views the church organically.  The
Reformed faith, therefore, empha-
sizes the unity of believers in the
fellowship of the Lord’s table.  That
unity is to be under the oversight
of the elders ordained and insti-
tuted by Christ.

A careful consideration of
Paul’s letter to the church at
Corinth demonstrates that truth
and shows that participation in the
Lord’s Supper may not simply be
left to the individual.

We partake as one body.  And
when God’s covenant is profaned by
one member, His wrath is kindled
against the whole congregation!
That was evident in Corinth, as Paul
wrote in I Corinthians 11.  There is a
historical setting to what Paul writes
there concerning the sacrament.  The
church at Corinth had been guilty
of profaning the Lord’s Supper!  The
congregation had allowed sinners to
come to the table without regard to
repentance.  They had left it to the
individual, as a matter of individual
conscience.  And those living in for-
nication (I Cor. 5) still thought it was
quite all right that they partake!  See-
ing the gross profanation of the
Lord’s Supper by the Corinthian
church, the apostle gave explicit in-
struction in chapter 6 that the church
is called to make judgments and to
remove those who walk in impeni-
tence.  The church must make that
judgment through the elders, whom
God has appointed for the oversight
of the church.

The failure to do so led to the
apostle’s description in I Corin-
thians 11:30:  “For this cause many
are weak and sickly among you,
and many sleep.  For if we would
judge ourselves, we should not be
judged.”  Notice that.  He does not
say, If only each man would judge
himself as an individual.  That also

is true.  But “if we would judge our-
selves.”  There must be a certain
watchfulness for one another.  That
is part of the communion of saints.
And where that is not done, the
whole congregation comes under
the judgment of God for its corpo-
rate guilt in knowingly allowing an
impenitent sinner to profane the
sacrament.  Those who would
breach the fellowship by their sin-
ful walk must be excluded.

How is the oversight of the
church exercised?

If Scripture does not allow for
“open” communion, where anyone
may partake who confesses to be a
believer, what is the alternative?

Attendance at the Lord’s Sup-
per must be closely guarded.

In this con-
nection the
apostle makes an
important point in
I Corinthians
10:16-17.  There
he points out that
the Lord’s Supper
also symbolizes
the unity of the
one body of
Christ that is par-
taking of it.  He is
not speaking of the unity of the
whole church throughout the world.
He is speaking of the unity of the
congregation.  He returns to the
same figure in chapter 12 when he
refers to the local congregation in
Corinth as the body of Christ.

From this we learn that the
Lord’s Supper brings to expression
the unity that the members of a par-
ticular local church, the body, have
in Christ their Savior.  That is why
each local congregation celebrates
the Lord’s Supper, administering
the sacrament under the oversight
of her own elders.  We do not all
gather in one huge gathering in
Jerusalem once a year, as the Jews
used to gather for the Passover.
Rather, the Lord has instituted the
sacrament as a symbol of unity for
each local congregation.

That is why the Lord’s Supper
may never be separated from the

local church and its ministry of the
Word.  The Westminster Confes-
sion, in chapter 29, Article 3, states
explicitly that the Supper is to be
given “to none who are not then
present in the congregation.”

What does this mean, then, for
visitors?

It does not mean that no visi-
tors may be admitted, although it
must be remembered that the sac-
rament is not primarily for visitors,
but for the congregation itself.

But it does mean that any visi-
tor who will partake must be able
to express his unity with the par-
ticular congregation where the sac-
rament is being administered.

That unity is a unity in the
truth, first of all.  That is seen al-

ready in our con-
fessions of faith.
When we come to
years of discre-
tion, and confess
our faith as mem-
bers of the
church, we con-
fess before God
and the entire
congregation our
unity in the faith.
So in our own

Protestant Reformed Churches the
question is asked, “Whether you
acknowledge the doctrine con-
tained in the Old and New Testa-
ments and in the Articles of the
Christian faith and taught here in
this Christian church to be the true
and complete doctrine of salva-
tion?”  To that we answer with a
heartfelt, “Yes.”

That is the entire basis for our
unity as a congregation—the truth
of the gospel as taught here in this
Christian church.

If we do not believe that, if we
do not agree with that, we will de-
tract from the unity of the church.
We will bring schism to the table
of the covenant.  That is why the
elders must be certain that those
who will approach the Lord’s table
with us are one in the faith.

The elders have to answer for
any whom they will admit to the

...the Lord’s Supper
brings to expression
the unity that
the members of a
particular local church,
the body, have in
Christ their Savior.
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table.  They are able to do so eas-
ily with their own members, for
they know them.  But for visitors,
there must be proper grounds for
admitting them.  Historically it was
the practice in Reformed churches
to admit only those visitors who
came from sister congregations and
brought with them an attestation,
i.e., a written testimony from their
consistory that “they are members
in good standing.”  If people came
without such an attestation and
there were no witnesses to their be-
ing members in good standing of a
sister congregation, or if they came
from some church of which the el-
ders had no knowledge, they
would not be permitted to partake.

That is not to judge the hearts
of the visitors concerned.  It is not
even to enter judgment over the
church from which they come.  It
is simply a confirmation of the
teachings of the inspired apostle
that the sacrament is, first of all,
for the local congregation and un-

der the oversight of her elders; and
secondly, that the elders cannot be
expected to take responsibility for
those people whom they do not
know, nor of their churches.  If they
were to admit them to the table,
leaving it up to the individual con-
science, they would be making a
mockery of the oversight with
which God has charged them, and
of the unity of the church.

The Twofold Effect
of the Sacrament

Just as with preaching and bap-
tism, there is a twofold aspect of
the sacramental operation of God,
a saving and a condemning opera-
tion.  In the administration of the
sacraments, as well as the preach-
ing, the minister functions as the
mouthpiece of God, and God ac-
complishes His own sovereign good
pleasure, whether in saving or in
hardening.  And in the partaking of
the Lord’s Supper the congregation
acts: believing, eating and drinking
with the mouth of faith; or not be-

lieving, and eating and drinking
judgment to themselves.

The unbelieving who partake
profane the sacrament by taking to
themselves that which was insti-
tuted only for the faithful.  They
profane the covenant of God by
taking to themselves the signs of
the covenant and making God ap-
pear as if He were the Father of
the wicked.  So they trample un-
derfoot the blood of Christ, not dis-
cerning the Lord’s body, and treat-
ing the elements as if they were
mere bread and wine.  The conse-
quence is that they are hardened
and condemned.

But for the believer who par-
takes properly, conscious of being
a partaker of the covenant of grace,
the Lord’s Supper is a means of
grace whereby God nourishes and
strengthens his spiritual life.  There
we find joyful fellowship in the life
that is ours in Christ Jesus.  That is
communion, the blessed sacrament
of the Lord’s Supper.

The Covenant Doctrine of the
“Fathers of the Secession” (4)

Special Article Prof. David Engelsma

Prof. Engelsma is professor of Dogmatics
and Old Testament in the Protestant Re-
formed Seminary.

Previous article in this series:  Janu-
ary 1, 2008, p. 150.

Controversy
over the Covenant (concl.)

imon Van Velzen was not
the only minister in the
churches of the Secession in

the Netherlands of 1834 to oppose
the new covenant doctrine of
Pieters and Kreulen.  A younger
colleague, who had embraced the

doctrine of the covenant of the “fa-
thers of the Secession” and was
zealous for the gospel of grace, also
condemned Pieters and Kreulen’s
covenant doctrine as heretical.  He
was H. Joffers, minister of the
Christian Separated [Dutch:
Afgescheidene] Reformed Church at
’s Gravenhage.  Joffers criticized
the doctrine of Pieters and Kreulen
in a little book titled, Infant Bap-
tism with its Ground and Fruit.1

With reference to the teaching
of Pieters and Kreulen that many
children to whom God makes His
gracious, solemn promise of salva-
tion are, in fact, not saved by the
promise, Joffers charged that “these

expositors fall into one of these two
evils:  [either] that God has bound
the blessings of the covenant to
conditions; or that these expositors
present God as a deceiver, who
promises something to many, but
does not give [it to them].”2

To Joffers, as to the “fathers of
the Secession,” the teaching that

1. The Dutch title is De
Kinderdoop, met zijn Grond en Vrucht
(Kampen:  S. Van Velzen Jr., 1865).
The book has not been translated.  All
quotations from the book, as well as
from other Dutch writings, are my
translations.

2. H. Joffers, De Kinderdoop, 7.

S
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the covenant depends upon condi-
tions was as grievous an evil as
making God a deceiver.

Joffers pointed out that the doc-
trine of Pieters and Kreulen im-
plied the falling away of those who
were once in the covenant:

According to their view, members
of the covenant fall out of the cov-
enant and perish, which is not
possible according to Isaiah 54:10,
“For the mountains shall depart,
and the hills be removed; but my
kindness shall not depart from
thee, neither shall the covenant of
my peace be removed, saith the
LORD that hath mercy on thee.”3

Fundamental in the contro-
versy over the covenant in the
churches of the Secession, as it is
fundamental in the controversy
over the covenant in Reformed
churches today, was the explana-
tion of the phrase in the Reformed
Baptism form, “our children…are
sanctified in Christ.”  With all de-
fenders of a conditional covenant,
that is, a covenant that is not gov-
erned by election, Pieters and
Kreulen explained the phrase as re-
ferring to all baptized children
without exception.  The holiness,
therefore, cannot be the inner
cleansing and consecration to God
worked in the hearts of the infants
by the Holy Spirit.  Nor can it be
the unique covenant holiness of the
elect children in Jesus Christ, their
head, as Van Velzen taught.  Nev-
ertheless, it is a real covenant holi-
ness bestowed upon every baptized
child, by virtue of the gracious cov-
enant promise.  Therefore, accord-
ing to the covenant doctrine of
Pieters and Kreulen, it is a cov-
enant blessing that can be lost.
Pieters and Kreulen called this an
“objective” holiness.

Joffers charged that this expla-
nation of the first question of the
Baptism form sins against the firm-
ness of the covenant of grace and,
therefore, against the faithfulness
of the covenant God, for “an objec-
tive holiness that can be lost con-
tradicts the firmness of the cov-

enant of grace, according to Isaiah
54:10.”4

Joffers condemned the cov-
enant doctrine of his two col-
leagues, which suspended the cov-
enant and its salvation on condi-
tions, taught the falling away of
saints, and made God a liar, as her-
esy.  The covenant doctrine of
Pieters and Kreulen, wrote Joffers,
is “something new, introduced by
the devil, and [it] opens the way
to a real and total apostasy from
the covenant of grace, which is im-
possible according to Is. 54:10 and
Jer. 31:33.”5

What especially distressed
Joffers was that the covenant doc-
trine of the two ministers robbed
God’s people of all comfort of sal-
vation.  It did so, particularly, by
explaining the second principal
part of the Reformed Baptism form
as referring merely to an objective
covenant salvation.  The determi-
nation of Pieters and Kreulen that
the covenant not be governed by
election forced them to explain the
second principal
part of the doc-
trine of Baptism
in the Reformed
Baptism form as
teaching that Bap-
tism merely seals
to all baptized
persons, adults as
well as infants, an
objective member-
ship in the cov-
enant, an objective
redemption, and
an objective sanctification.  But these
“objective” blessings of the cov-
enant are non-saving and losable.
In the theology of the two Dutch
ministers, Baptism no longer func-
tioned to seal covenant salvation
to anyone, infant or adult.  Bap-
tism was no longer a means to give
precious assurance of covenant sal-
vation—in the experience of the be-
liever and the child of the believer.

Against this destruction of the
assurance of salvation in the cov-
enant, Joffers responded with in-
dignation, comparing the covenant

theology of Pieters and Kreulen to
the mouth of Nebuchadnezzar’s fi-
ery furnace.

That view [of the covenant] yawns
wider than the furnace of
Nebuchadnezzar, through the
mouth of which the three young
men were thrown into the fire of
that fiery furnace.  For according
to their view, they throw the mem-
bers of the covenant through the
door of “objective” out of the right
to life, out of life itself, and out of
the possession of any blessings of
salvation into or under the wrath
of God.6

Let no one miss the significance
of this objection.  Every doctrine
of the covenant that separates the
covenant from election makes as-
surance of salvation impossible for
the baptized members of the cov-
enant.  Only election affords assur-
ance of salvation.

Joffers warned his two col-
leagues “that they not continue
with such a way of treating [Bap-

tism and the
covenant], so
that it not
happen to
them that they
be killed by
the fire of
God’s wrath,
as happened
to those men
who threw the
three young
men into the
fiery furnace

and were killed by the sparks of
that fire.”7

In a devastating paragraph,
Joffers responded to the mockery
of Pieters and Kreulen, that the
covenant doctrine of Joffers and
Van Velzen was hardly a “hundred
years old.”  Suppose this is true,
said Joffers,

then they [Pieters and Kreulen]
are still obliged to acknowledge
that that view is a hundred years
older than their “objective” view,
which [Pieters and Kreulen] have
drawn from their novelty-produc-

Every doctrine
of the covenant
that separates
the covenant from election
makes assurance
of salvation impossible
for the baptized members
of the covenant.
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ing pen now four years ago [with
the publication of their book, In-
fant Baptism—DJE].  They are also
obliged to acknowledge that the
view which they mock has more
support in the history of the
church than their “objective”
view.  For that view, that all bap-
tized children of the church are
“objectively” in the covenant of
grace, is an “unchurchly” and
unbiblical doctrine.8

No one could deny that the cov-
enant doctrine of Pieters and Kreulen
was a new doctrine in the churches
of the Secession, indeed a new doc-
trine in the tradition of the Reformed
churches in the Netherlands.

The main purpose of Joffers’
book was not the exposure of the
false doctrine of Pieters and
Kreulen.  The main purpose was a
positive explanation of the ortho-
dox, biblical, and Reformed doctrine
of infant baptism and the covenant.
Joffers was defending the doctrine
of the “fathers of the Secession.”

Fundamental to this doctrine is
the close relation between covenant
and election.

The covenant…is secured to eter-
nal election as is evident from
Rom. XI:7, “What then?  Israel
hath not obtained that which he
seeketh for; but the election hath
obtained it, and the rest were
blinded.”9

The covenant of grace is estab-
lished by God with the elect, with
them alone, emphatically with
them alone.10

The non-elect have no part in the
covenant of grace.11

“Secured to eternal election,”
the covenant is unconditional, that
is, does not depend upon the faith
and obedience of the baptized child.

Against [the teaching that God
makes His covenant conditionally
with all the baptized children], we
assert that God has not made the
covenant of grace with man un-
der conditions, properly so called,
or that this covenant depends

upon the faith and conversion of
man.  Rather, God has established
His covenant of grace with the
elect without conditions, properly
so called, and promises unilater-
ally to give everything that is
promised in the covenant of grace
as pure grace.12

Especially dear to the heart of
Joffers was the truth that the prom-
ise of the covenant is certain and
trustworthy to every one to whom
God makes the promise.

Everything He promised, He
gives.  To this, the elect assent in
the time of love, and this assent
the Lord has promised, and that
He will operate upon the hearts
of the elect to this end, as is writ-
ten in Jer. XXXI:33, “But this shall
be the covenant that I will make
with the house of Israel; After
those days, saith the LORD, I will
put my law in their inward parts,
and write it in their hearts; and
will be their God, and they shall
be my people.”  This operation
upon the heart unto the assent to,
or reception of, the covenant of
grace and its promise God prom-
ises and gives, not to the entire
[nation of] Israel and their chil-
dren head for head; nor does God
promise and give this to the en-
tire, external, evangelical church
with their children.  But God
promises and gives that only to
His elect, who are the “children
of the promise, who are counted
for the seed,” according to Rom.
IX:8.13

This doctrine of the covenant
assures every member of the cov-
enant, in whom the promise of the
covenant creates a true and living
faith in the promising God, that he
or she will be preserved unto ev-
erlasting life.  There is no falling
out of the covenant, no falling
away of covenant saints unto per-
dition.

As certainly as the fire of the fur-
nace of Nebuchadnezzar had no
power upon the three young men,
to destroy them, so certainly also
has the fire of God’s wrath lost its
power upon the baptized children

who are in the covenant of grace,
so that it cannot destroy them to
all eternity.14

Joffers presented his view of
infant baptism and the covenant as
the prevailing, if not the only, doc-
trine of the churches of the Seces-
sion prior to the publication of the
book by Pieters and Kreulen in
1861.  He had no doubt that his
readers would acknowledge this,
including Pieters and Kreulen.
Nevertheless, Joffers recognized
the popularity of the doctrine he
was opposing.  In the brief period
of four years, “that view has much
influence in our church.”15  Joffers
expected strong opposition to his
doctrine:  “Although I have fully
anticipated that my view, set forth
in this little work, will meet with
much opposition and many adver-
saries in our church at first, never-
theless this has not deterred me
from responding to the pernicious
view referred to [that of Pieters and
Kreulen—DJE].”16

Joffers was hopeful regarding
the doctrine of an unconditional
covenant of grace, which has its
source in and is governed by God’s
eternal election of grace:  “[I] ex-
pect that my view will remain
standing firm in God’s church.”17

3. Ibid., 6.

4. Ibid., 42.

5. Ibid., 18.
6. Ibid., 29.

7. Ibid., 30.

8. Ibid., 20, 21.  The Dutch origi-
nal of “has more support in the his-
tory of the church” is:  “meer
kerkelijkheid in de geschiedenis bezit.”

9. Ibid., 36.

10. Ibid., 6.

11. Ibid., 19.
12. Ibid., 7.

13. Ibid., 7.

14. Ibid., 30.

15. Ibid., 3.

16. Ibid., 4.

17. Ibid.
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“Liberated” Reformed theolo-
gian C. Veenhof was also right, that
the decision recognized the new
covenant doctrine of Pieters and
Kreulen as “confessional.”22

The compromise-decision of
the Synod of Franeker, no doubt
taken in the interests of peace in
the churches—always a powerful
force at the major assemblies—was
destructive.  It sanctioned a doc-
trine of the covenant that cut the
covenant, the covenant promise,
covenant grace, covenant persever-
ance, covenant salvation, and the
covenant faithfulness of God loose
from election.  It set the covenant
on the basis of children’s perfor-
mance of a condition.

By refusing to judge between
the two radically different and mu-
tually antagonistic conceptions of
the covenant, it opened up the Re-
formed churches to fierce contro-
versies and agonizing schisms.
One thinks of the schism in the Re-
formed Churches in the Nether-
lands in the 1940s and of the
schism in the Protestant Reformed
Churches in the 1950s.

By tolerating, if not approving,
the conditional covenant doctrine,
it paved the way to the heresy of
the federal vision, which denies jus-
tification by faith alone and all the
doctrines of grace as confessed by
the Canons of Dordt, now troubling
many of the Reformed and Presby-
terian churches in North America.

In the minutes of the Franeker
Synod, “father” Van Velzen had re-
corded that the decision of synod on
“this weighty matter” was contrary
to his advice.  Joffers saw to it that
the minutes contained the notation
that he “protests against the [decision
of synod—DJE], that a little book with
a strange doctrine, which…is in con-
flict with the first question of the Bap-
tism form concerning the infant chil-
dren of believers, shall be tolerated
in our Church.”23

As is invariably the case with
compromising major assemblies—
miserable creatures!—the Synod of
Franeker neither settled a funda-
mental doctrinal issue (as synods

are duty-bound to do), nor brought
peace to the churches (as synods
are peculiarly privileged to do).
The strife over infant baptism and
the covenant continued unabated,
as is evident from the fact that the
articles by Pieters and Van Velzen
in De Bazuin and the little book by
H. Joffers referred to previously in
this series on the doctrine of the
covenant of the “fathers of the Se-
cession” appeared after the decision
of the Synod of Franeker in 1863.

The issue of infant baptism and
the covenant appeared again on the
agenda of the Synod of Amsterdam
in 1866.  The Reformed churches of
North Holland overtured that
“synod declare itself concerning the
doctrine and practice of Holy Bap-
tism, so that there come an end to
the strife between its objective and
subjective meaning and sealing.”24

Unable to reach agreement and
unwilling to decide between the two
opposing views, the Synod of
Amsterdam contented itself with a
decision that called on all the minis-
ters to restrict themselves to the lan-
guage of the confessions in treating
of infant baptism and the covenant.

How unsatisfactory, indeed im-
possible, this decision actually was
appears in the treatment of it by the
“liberated” theologian C. Veenhof.
Veenhof celebrates the decision as
allowing both of the conflicting doc-
trines a place in the Reformed
churches.  Whereupon, he promptly
interprets the language of the con-
fessions as teaching a gracious, con-
ditional covenant promise to all,
that is, the covenant doctrine of
Pieters and Kreulen.25

Scholars of the Secession of
1834 have spoken of the “tragedy
of the Secession.”  They referred
to the doctrinal controversies that
racked the Secession churches.

The scholars are mistaken.  The
controversies were not a tragedy.
They were the necessary, if pain-
ful, struggles of living churches, re-
cently brought to life out of the
spiritual death of Arminianism and
modernism, growing to maturity
and developing in the “knowledge

God has not put his expectation
to shame.  The covenant doctrine of
the “fathers of the Secession” has
always been maintained in the Re-
formed churches of the Dutch tra-
dition.  That it remained the domi-
nant view in the Dutch Reformed
churches standing in the tradition
of the Secession is plain from
Herman Bavinck’s treatment of the
covenant in his Reformed Dogmat-
ics.18  It is boldly and joyfully con-
fessed today by the Protestant Re-
formed Churches in America.

Opposition to the new covenant
doctrine of Pieters and Kreulen was
not limited to a war of books and
magazines.  A ruling elder in the
churches of the Secession, happily
named G. Vos, protested the doc-
trine of his colleagues in the minis-
try to a Secession synod.  This was
the Synod of Franeker (1863).

Vos’ protest charged the two
Dutch preachers with “heterodoxy”
in their book on infant baptism and
the covenant.  Their doctrine of a
covenant of grace with all baptized
children alike, dependent on a con-
dition the children must perform,
was, in Vos’ judgment, a denial of
the gospel of grace:  “I may not
tolerate that grace must be bought
from God by a condition, and,
therefore, the covenant of grace is
to be compared with a business-
contract for buying a house or
some other property.”19

The Synod of Franeker rejected
Vos’ protest.  By no means did it
enthusiastically adopt the covenant
doctrine of Pieters and Kreulen.
Deliberately, it cautioned the mem-
bers of the Secession churches that
it did not want to be judged as
holding that the covenant doctrine
of Pieters and Kreulen “is in all re-
spects the most correct expression
of the sentiments of the Reformed
Church.”  Nevertheless, the synod
decided that it “is not able to con-
demn the brothers [Pieters and
Kreulen] as being in conflict with
the confessions of the Church.”20

E. Smilde was right, that this
synodical decision was a “compro-
mise.”21
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of the Son of God” (Eph. 4:13).
There was a “tragedy of the Se-

cession.”
The tragedy was that churches

born of the gospel of sovereign,
particular grace were so soon be-
witched by a doctrine of the cov-
enant that made the grace of God
powerless, the will of man decisive,
salvation uncertain, and the prom-
ising God deceptive.

The tragedy was the acceptance
of the conditional covenant doc-
trine of Pieters and Kreulen.

... to be concluded.

18. Herman Bavinck, Reformed

Dogmatics, vol. 3, ed. John Bolt, tr. John
Vriend (Baker:  2006), 193-232.  See
also my review article, “Herman
Bavinck’s Reformed Dogmatics, Volume
Three:  Covenant and Election,” Prot-
estant Reformed Theological Journal 40,
no. 1 (April 2007):  83-95.

19. G. Vos, quoted in C. Veenhof,
Prediking en Uitverkiezing (Kampen:  J.
H. Kok, 1959), 173.

20. Ibid., 80.
21. E. Smilde, Een Eeuw van Strijd

over Verbond en Doop (Kampen:  J. H.
Kok, 1946), 49.

22. Veenhof, Prediking en
Uitverkiezing, 81.

23. Ibid., 81, 82.  Having noted
Joffers’ protest against the synodical
decision approving the doctrine of a

conditional covenant, Veenhof com-
mits the illicit, but effective, logical fal-
lacy of “poisoning the wells.”  In a
footnote that goes on for three and a
half pages in small print, the “liber-
ated” theologian demonstrates that
Joffers was “harsh,” “brutal,” “rude,”
and “fanatical.”  The student of church
history recognizes these qualities as
virtually the attributes of all those men
whom the Spirit of Christ has used to
preserve the truth of the gospel in time
of departure.  One can easily imagine
the Galatian errorists describing the
apostle Paul by these epithets.  See
Veenhof, Prediking en Uitverkiezing,
174-177.

24. Ibid., 83.
25. Ibid., 85-87.

The Deacons’ Relationship to the Consistory (4)

The Consistory Meetings
to Which Deacons Are Added

Ministering to the Saints Rev. Douglas Kuiper

Rev. Kuiper is pastor of the Protestant
Reformed Church in Randolph, Wiscon-
sin.

Previous article in this series:  Janu-
ary 15, 2008, p. 184.

he working relationship of
the deacons to the
consistory (elders and pas-

tor) is evident, in larger congrega-
tions, in the church’s council.  The
council is the body comprised of all
officebearers in the congregation
(pastors, elders, and deacons),
which body undertakes all the work
of the congregation that is not spe-
cific to any particular office.  In our
last article we explained what is in-
cluded in the work of the council,
and what it means that the deacons
are involved in that work.

In some congregations there is,
strictly speaking, no council, but
only a consistory.  In such congre-

gations all three special offices are
found, but the elders do not meet
with the pastor as consistory to rule
the congregation, and then also
with the deacons as council to care
for the work of the congregation
that is not specific to any particu-
lar office.  Rather, all three offices
meet together in the consistory
meeting.  The deacons are added
to the consistory.

This raises questions regarding
the work and authority of the dea-
cons that were not raised when we
treated the deacons’ involvement in
the work of the council.  Does this
adding of deacons to the consistory
mean that they do the work of the
elders?  Has God given them the
authority to do the work of the el-
ders?

From early on, Reformed
churches in the Netherlands have

permitted the deacons to be part
of the consistory.  We referred to
this history in our first article of
this series (August 2007) to dem-
onstrate that the Reformed
churches understood the need for
a working relationship between the
three offices.  Let us briefly call at-
tention to this history again in light
of our current purpose, to show
that the Reformed churches have
permitted deacons to be part of the
consistory.1

1. All quotations from the Dutch
Reformed synods are taken from Ri-
chard R. DeRidder’s translation of
Ecclesiastical Manual, including the de-
cisions of the Netherlands Synods and
other significant matters relating to the
government of the churches (originally
authored by P. Biesterveld and Dr. H.
H. Kuyper), Grand Rapids, MI: Calvin
Theological Seminary, 1982.  I will not
give page references.

T
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At first the Dutch Reformed
churches used the word
“consistory” in such a way that
deacons were always included.
The Synod of Emden, 1571, de-
clared in its sixth article: “In each
church there shall be meetings or
consistories of ministers of the
Word, elders, and deacons, which
shall be held at least once every
week at a place and time that each
congregation shall deem most suit-
able and convenient.”

Clarification of this point was
sought, and the Synod of Dor-
drecht, 1574, decided: “To clarify
the 6th Article of the Synod of Em-
den, the minister of the Word, el-
ders and deacons shall constitute
the consistory.  Furthermore, the
ministers and elders shall meet and
the deacons shall also meet by
themselves to handle their own af-
fairs concerning the poor.  How-
ever, in places where there are few
elders, the deacons may be admit-
ted according to the desire of the
consistory.”

Since 1574 the Reformed
churches in the Netherlands have
clearly stated that the consistory is
composed of ministers and elders.
Article 28 of the Church Order ap-
proved by the of the Synod of
Middelburg in 1581 stipulates:  “In
all churches there shall be a
consistory, consisting of ministers
of the Word and elders, who shall
meet at least every week….”  The
church order of the national synod
of ’s Gravenhage, 1586, made the
same distinction:  “In every church
there shall be a consistory, consist-
ing of ministers of the Word and
elders.”

Though clear on this distinction
between consistory and deacons,
the same synods permitted the dea-
cons to be part of the consistory
under certain circumstances.  The
Synod of Middelburg permitted
churches with few elders to include
deacons in the consistory “as often
as the consistory needs their advice
and help.  Besides, they shall ordi-
narily be allowed there if they ful-
fill both the office of eldership and

diaconate.”  And the Synod of ’s
Gravenhage said:  “Where the
number of elders is very small, the
deacons shall be included in the
consistory.”

The Synod of Dordt, 1618-1619,
adopted the Church Order that Re-
formed churches have used since.
Article 37 originally read:  “In ev-
ery congregation there shall be a
consistory consisting of ministers
of the Word and elders….”  This is
substantially the same requirement
as is found in the Protestant Re-
formed Church Order today.  Then,
Article 38 of the Church Order of
Dordt required:  “It is understood
that in places where the consistory
is to be newly established, the same
cannot take place except with ad-
vice of the classis.  And where the
number of elders is very small, the
deacons shall be included in the
consistory.”  In 1905, when the Re-
formed Churches in the Nether-
lands adopted a revised church or-
der, this last sentence was moved
to Article 37, and revised to read:
“Whenever the number of the el-
ders is small, the deacons may be
added to the consistory by local
regulation; this shall invariably be
the rule where the number [of el-
ders, DJK] is less than three.”  In
1914 the Christian Reformed
Church adopted this revised
church order, and the PRC inher-
ited it when they became a sepa-
rate denomination in 1924.

To sum up the view of Re-
formed churches:  the consistory is
comprised of ministers and elders.
Under certain circumstances, the
deacons are added to the con-
sistory—that is, the consistory is
then comprised of ministers, elders,
and deacons.  Those certain circum-
stances are spelled out: when the
number of elders is small.

Against this position of Re-
formed churches, two arguments are
lodged, from opposite directions.

The first is that the deacons
should be part of the consistory al-
ways, not only when the number of

elders is small.  Those who take
this position point to Article 30 of
the Belgic Confession: “We believe
that…there must be…elders and
deacons, who, together with the
pastors, form the council of the
church.”

In answer to this argument, we
point out that in every church, the
deacons do work together with the
pastor and elders—either in the
consistory, or in the council.  Re-
formed churches who do not add
the deacons to the consistory are
not in violation of Article 30 of the
Belgic Confession, for in them the
deacons meet with elders and pas-
tors in the council.

Furthermore, VanDellen and
Monsma write in response to this
argument:  “But let it be noted that
in Article 30 of the Confession we
declare by whom the Churches
ought to be governed, and that in
the Church Order we stipulate how
the work of the office-bearers is to
be executed.”2   That is, in the Bel-
gic Confession Reformed churches
confess that the offices of pastor,
elder, and deacon must be found
in churches.  In our Church Order,
we spell out in more detail what
the work of each office is, and how
each office does its work in rela-
tion to the other offices.  The Con-
fession does not touch on these
points; therefore, the Church Or-
der does not contradict it.

The second argument is that
the deacons should never be part
of the consistory.  The deacons are
an office distinct from the elders,
with a distinct work; to make them
part of the consistory is to require
them to involve themselves in the
work of the elders.

Our answer to this also is two-
fold.  First, we have already argued
in our second article in this series
(November 15, 2007) that the dea-
cons must work with the elders and
pastors because the three offices in
the church manifest the one office
of Jesus Christ, with its three as-
pects. Cooperation between the of-
fices is required.

Second, more to the point of
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the smaller congregations in which
the deacons are added to the
consistory, Reformed churches also
maintain that there must be at least
two elders and at least one deacon
in every congregation.  “A
consistory, in order to be a
consistory, must have at least two
elders; there must be a plurality of
elders.  The Synod of ’s Graven-
hage, 1624, declared that one elder
and one deacon do not constitute a
legitimate consistory.”3

Two elders are required; more
than two is better.  “In the multi-
tude of counsellors there is safety”
(Prov. 11:14).  But in the smaller
congregations there are not always
more; then the deacons are added
to the consistory so that as many
authorized men (officebearers) as
possible might have a say in the
church’s government.

Remember, too, that in smaller
congregations there are few dea-
cons—in very small congregations,
only one deacon.  But one deacon
cannot do the work of the
diaconate alone.  He can take col-
lections alone, perhaps; but to as-
sess need and distribute money or
gifts to the needy requires at least
two.  Part of the reason, then, why
the deacons are added to the
consistory is so that the deacons
also can do their work in conjunc-
tion with other officebearers.

When the deacons are added
to the consistory, they are given the
full right to be involved in all dis-
cussions regarding the work of the
elders, and to vote in matters that
pertain exclusively to the work of
the elders, such as discipline.

Church polity experts have
long raised and debated this ques-
tion, both in the history of Re-
formed churches generally and in
the history of the Protestant Re-
formed Churches.

The esteemed Rev. Ophoff
seems to have changed his own
view on the matter.  In an early
volume of the Standard Bearer, he
wrote:

when this rule is followed [the
rule regarding adding deacons to
the consistory, DJK], it is mani-
festly the desire of the Church Or-
der that the deacons be admitted
not as a body that belongs to the
structure of the body of elders, but
merely as an addition to this body,
an addition with an advisory vote.
Even when this rule is followed
the body of elders remains the
council proper, the only body in
the church vested with the right
to regulate, to fix by vote, matters
of discipline and doctrine (vol. 8,
p. 44).

However, in his manuscript en-
titled “Church Right,” he wrote:

Hence, if the deacons are added
to the consistory they thereby are
made elders and thus are elders
in addition to their being dea-
cons….  For if the deacons are
added to the consistory, they have
decisive vote in all matters and
likewise the elders.  It really
means that the elders, in addition
to being elders are also deacons
and that the deacons in addition
to being deacons are also elders.
A deacon cannot function as an
elder if he is not an elder.”4

It seems, then, that at first Rev.
Ophoff considered deacons, when
added to the consistory, to have ad-
visory vote only, because they were
not elders; and later said that they
had a true vote because by being
added to the consistory they were
made elders in addition to being
deacons.

Rev. VandenBerg took the po-
sition, as apparently Rev. Ophoff
had at the first, that the deacons
are not elders, and so must be
given only an advisory vote (SB,
vol. 35, p. 381).

Taking the stand that when
deacons are added to the consistory
they become fully a part of the
consistory, with the right to speak
to and vote in all matters that come
before it, are Prof. Cammenga (SB,
vol. 69, p. 226) and Prof. Hanko
(Notes on the Church Order, p. 67),
as well as VanDellen and Monsma
(The Church Order Commentary, p.

166).  The Standard Bearer has pub-
lished a detailed and capable de-
fense of this position written by
Mr. Martin Swart (vol. 75, pp. 185-
187, 206-208).

The point we are making is that
when deacons are added to the
consistory, they are given the au-
thority to be involved in the work
of the consistory.

It is good that, as much as pos-
sible, the ones going on family visi-
tation, making discipline calls, and
doing other work that is specific to
the elders’ office, are themselves
elders.  But the deacons, when
added to the consistory, are per-
mitted to enter into the discussion
of this work, and vote on matters
that pertain to it.  The deacons may
even assist the elders on such calls
in emergency situations.  Perhaps
a congregation has only two elders,
and one of them is seriously ill or
taken in death.  While the congre-
gation waits for that elder to re-
cover or be replaced (assuming
these are real possibilities), the dea-
con may assist the other elder in
the work of his office.

The reverse is true, too.  Situa-
tions might arise in which it is nec-
essary for an elder, in conjunction
with the deacon(s), to enter into the
work of the deacons.  I did not say
that the elders as a body take over
the work.  Rather, that an elder as-
sists the deacon(s) in the work that
belongs to the deacon’s office, ei-
ther if a congregation has only one
deacon, or if it has more than one
but one is incapacitated for a time.

By this explanation of the rela-
tionship of deacons to consistory,

2. VanDellen and Monsma,
The Church Order Commentary
(Grand Rapids:  Zondervan, 1941),
p. 165.

3. Rev. Ronald Cammenga, “The
Consistory,” Standard Bearer, vol. 69,
p. 226 (February 15, 1993).

4. “Church Right” is an undated
syllabus published by our seminary,
prepared for use in teaching Church
Polity.  The above quote is also found
in Standard Bearer vol. 35, p. 381.
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estant Reformed Church in Jenison,
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Previous article in this series:  Janu-
ary 1, 2008, p. 160.

Henry Danhof (2)

Danhof’s Early Years
o one observing Henry
Danhof’s early years in
the Netherlands as they

unfolded would have concluded
that young Henry would someday
be a leading figure in the Reformed
scene in America.  Instead, the con-
clusion would have been that
Danhof was likely to be swallowed
up by the hard circumstances of his
life: he was an orphan at a young
age, he became a lowly shepherd
tending a flock of sheep, and he
had very little formal education.  In
the words of I Corinthians 1, Henry
was a weak thing, a base thing, a
despised thing in the eyes of the
world.  And weak, base, despised
things are dismissed as unimpor-
tant and useless by the reasoning
of men.

But God’s reasoning is differ-
ent.  He is pleased to use what men
dismiss to accomplish His own
good pleasure.  So it was with
Henry Danhof.  God used this man,
whom everyone would have over-
looked, as one of the ministers who
would give shape to the Protestant
Reformed Churches.  Although

Danhof would leave the PRC and
become independent soon after be-
ing expelled from the CRC, God
was pleased to use him to give
early direction and a lasting doc-
trinal foundation to the PRC.

So how did Henry Danhof’s life
unfold?  He was born on May 1,
1879, in Uithuizermeeden, a town
in the province of Groningen, the
Netherlands.1   Henry was the
fourth child of six born to Klaas
and Trijntje Danhof.  His birth was
a special source of joy to the fam-
ily, since a number of children be-
fore him had died at birth.  The
family was never wealthy, al-
though Henry’s father worked hard
hiring himself out as a day laborer
in Uithuizermeeden.

Like several other families of
the day, the Danhof family faced
questions of church membership.
For Reformed families in 1879,
there were two main options.  On
the one hand, there was the state-
controlled Dutch Reformed Church
(Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk).  It
was in this church that Klaas
Danhof, Henry’s father, was raised.
On the other hand, there were the
churches of the Afscheiding.  These
were churches that had separated
from the Hervormde Kerk in 1834
under the leadership of Hendrik De
Cock, H. P. Scholte, Simon Van
Velzen, A. Van Raalte, and others.
Because of the apostasy of the

Hervormde Kerk in everything from
a hierarchical church government,
to the rejection of the Church Or-
der of Dordt, to heretical, liberal
doctrines, the leaders of the
Afscheiding reformed the church
by seceding from the state church
and returning to the Bible, the Re-
formed creeds, and the Church Or-
der.  It was in these churches that
Trijntje Ploegman, Henry’s mother,
was raised.  When Klaas and
Trijntje met and married, the ques-
tion of church membership had to
be faced.  In God’s providence,
Klaas left the corrupt state church
and joined his wife in the local
Afscheiding church in Uithuizer-
meeden.  Thus Henry was raised
in a faithful Reformed church by
his parents.

But God did not give Klaas and
Trijntje many years to raise their
son, for He soon would call them
to glory.  By the time he was only
nine years old, Henry was an or-
phan.  He had already been with-
out his father since he was six, and
his mother died a few years later.
There were no family members
who were able to take the Danhof
children in, which meant that the
siblings would have to be split up
among other families willing to
give them a home.  Some of the
older children were able to live on
their own, but the younger chil-
dren, including Henry, were sent

we maintain the distinction in of-
fices, arguing that the elders must
be busy in the work of the elders
and the deacons in the work of the
deacons.  But we also avoid an-
other danger—the danger that, if
God in His providence should re-
move an officebearer from active

labor in the congregation, the work
of an office does not get done, be-
cause only one elder or deacon is
left.  The work of the church must
get done.  It must be done by
officebearers.  When necessary, and
with the consent of the consistory

as a whole, the work of the elders
may be done by a deacon in con-
junction with an elder, and the
work of the deacons may be done
by an elder in conjunction with a
deacon.

This will promote good order
in smaller congregations.

N
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and keen understanding.  He was
fascinated by many aspects of
God’s creation, especially the night
skies as they shimmered with stars.
He also took an interest in the po-
litical and social happenings of the
day, and was capable of under-
standing them and explaining them
to others.  Essays that he wrote in
his bulletins in Kalamazoo cover
the topics of dogmatics, church his-
tory, secular history, physics, the
public education system, mythol-
ogy, and of course astronomy, to
name only a few.

This interest in every facet of
earthly life must have been present
in Henry even as a boy on the
beach of the North Sea with his
sheep.  Did he wish he could have
been in school instead?  Some have
speculated that Henry already felt
the call to the ministry while in the
Netherlands.  But for such a poor,
orphaned shepherd without a for-
mal education there was simply no
opportunity to pursue such a call-
ing.  There was nothing for Henry
to do but wait upon the Lord.  As
a church news article would later
reminisce, “Early in life he began
to seek the Father who is in heaven,
and He mercifully provided for the
orphan boy.”2

As he grew older, Henry be-
gan to turn his eyes toward
America.  His brother John had
emigrated to Chicago already in
1893, when Henry was about four-
teen years old.  Henry’s work as a
shepherd apparently brought in a
little money, which he saved for his
own voyage to the United States
in 1898.  His brother John helped
make arrangements for him, and at
the age of nineteen Henry boarded
the ship “Obdam” sailing from
Rotterdam and left his childhood
home for Chicago, where he stayed
for a while with his brother John.
This was not the last time the lives
of John and Henry would intersect.
John had two sons, Ralph and Ben
Danhof, who both later became
ministers in the CRC.  Henry was
always close to them, and they ap-
parently looked up to their uncle.

A young Dutchman in Chicago
in the late 1800s could make a liv-
ing as a garbage hauler.  The Dutch
were apparently more interested in
the hauling business than in fac-
tory jobs, and Henry was no ex-
ception.3   He signed on with one
of the many garbage haulers in the
city and made his living collecting
the trash of the city.  During this
time, Henry was thinking about
two of his sisters who were still in
the Netherlands, Alice and Annie,
and he made arrangements for
them to come to the States as well.

By the turn of the century,
Henry had moved out of John’s
house and was living in the town
of Summit in Lyons Township on
the outskirts of Chicago.4   Midway
Airport now stands on the land on
which Danhof once lived.  Henry
quit the garbage business and hired
himself out as a farm laborer to
Martin and Maggie Stob, who also
gave him a place to live.

When Henry was 23 years old,
God finally opened the way to the
ministry for him.  Classis Illinois
of the CRC declared that they
would support a candidate for the
ministry to attend Calvin College
in Grand Rapids, Michigan.  Henry
secured this appointment and

1. Most of the information in
this article comes from several phone
and e-mail interviews with Sharon
Danhof Carpenter, the granddaugther
of Henry; a few e-mail interviews with
Jan Danhof, a relative of Henry; an ar-
ticle from the August 6, 1914 issue of
the Banner; an article in the 1993 cen-
tennial booklet of Dennis Avenue/
Mayfair CRC; and a 1980 church his-
tory paper written for Calvin College
by Thomas R. Wolthuis entitled The
Protesting First Christian Reformed
Church, Kalamazoo, Michigan.

2. The Banner, August 6, 1914.

3. Robert P. Swierenga, Dutch
Chicago:  A History of the Hollanders in
the Windy City .   (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2002).
p. 576ff.

4. Swierenga, Dutch Chicago, p.
559.

away.  In those days, the care of
orphans was arranged by the dea-
cons of the local church.  The dea-
cons would provide for the or-
phans until they could find suit-
able families with whom each of
the children could live, and would
then turn them over to be raised in
their new homes.  Often, the fami-
lies who took the orphans in were
wealthy farmers who took the girls
in as maids and the boys in as
farmhands.  Henry’s two younger
sisters were placed together with
one family, while Henry was even-
tually placed with a different
farmer in Uithuizermeeden.

Henry was busy in his new
home.  He was given the responsi-
bility of caring for the sheep that
belonged to his new family.
Uithuizermeeden is located in the
far north of the Netherlands, near
the shore of the North Sea.  A dike
built along the shore of the sea
keeps the water from flooding the
land during high tide.  But when
the tide is out, the seabed and the
seaweed that grows there are ex-
posed.  It was to the North Sea that
Henry would lead his little flock
of sheep from their home in
Uithuizermeeden.  When the tide
was out, Henry would take his
flock across the dike to the beach
and watch over the sheep as they
ate up the seaweed they found
there.

His work as a shepherd in the
north of the Netherlands occupied
Henry’s days from the age of nine
until nineteen.  Many of the other
boys his age were attending school
and receiving a formal education.
But as an orphan, Henry was ex-
pected to work, and his work with
his little flock did not leave any
time for schooling.  It was not that
his new family was cruel; this was
simply the way orphans were cared
for in that day.  While this was a
tremendous disadvantage, Henry
was by no means ignorant, and he
did the best he could to educate
himself.

Henry’s later writings show
him to be a man of broad interests
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moved to Grand Rapids around
1903 to begin his studies in Calvin
College and Seminary.  He enrolled
in the college’s Literary Depart-
ment and graduated in 1907, fol-
lowing which he enrolled in the
seminary and graduated in 1910.
Henry Danhof—orphan, shepherd,
and garbage man—was now a can-
didate for the ministry of the Word
and sacraments in the Christian Re-
formed Church.

1910 must have been a joyful
year for Henry.  Not only had he
graduated from the seminary, but
he also married his sweetheart of
six years, Annie Brouwer.  Like
Henry, Annie hailed from
Groningen.  She and her parents
and siblings had emigrated to Chi-
cago in 1900, where her father

opened up a retail business.  Like
Henry, Annie was blessed with
abundant intellectual gifts.  She
studied to become a teacher, and
was hired to teach in the
Englewood Christian School in the
Chicago area.  The testimony of
those who knew her is unanimous
in witnessing to her sweet person-
ality and her wealth of energy.  She
would also later show herself to be
an excellent hostess, even opening
her home for weddings during the
turbulent war years.  Once Henry
had graduated from the seminary,
he returned to Chicago and was
married to Annie on July 27, 1910,
at the age of 31.  All that was left
was to wait to see where God
would call them.

Henry had much reason to re-
joice, but he had no reason to glory
in himself.  His only boast could
be in God, who had led him to this
peak in his life.  In fact, one of
God’s purposes in choosing the
base and despised things of the
world is “that no flesh should glory
in his presence” (I Cor. 1:29).

The Protestant Reformed
Churches do well on this point to
remember our humble beginnings,
and the humble beginnings of the
men that God raised up as leaders.
We have nothing of which to boast
as far as our own power is con-
cerned, but all our boasting is in
the Lord.  The humble beginnings
of Henry Danhof are a reminder to
us, “He that glorieth, let him glory
in the Lord.”

Religion and Politicians,
and Voters

W
hether one likes it or not,
we here in the United States

are in another election year.  That
means that our news on television,
radio, and newspaper is going to
be dominated with coverage of
state primaries, political rallies and
debates, and of course political ads,
as the political contenders have
money to spend.  Should we as
Christians really care what goes on
in that messy business of politics,
or keep our noses clear of the stink?
What does separation of church
and state mean?  In an election sea-
son suffused with religious refer-
ences, a recent nation-wide poll
found that while most respondents
say “moral values” are important
to their vote, many have grown
tired of politicians’ “talk of faith
and prayer.”  A newspaper cartoon
displayed political contenders

wearing “Christianity” on their
sleeves.  What does it mean?

Over the past twenty years, re-
ligion has elbowed its way deci-
sively to the front of presidential
campaigns.  In 1960, John Kennedy
pleaded with Americans to treat his
Roman Catholicism as irrelevant
(as it undoubtedly was in his life
and politics!).   Jimmy Carter
opened the door wide, with his
public profession of being ‘’born
again.’’  Ronald Reagan success-
fully courted evangelical Christians
in the campaign, though he ad-
vanced little of their agenda as
president. Bill Clinton and Al Gore,
both Southern Baptists at odds with
their denomination’s conservatism,
frequently flaunted the importance
of their faith.  And George W. Bush
sold himself in part on the strength
of his personal journey from sin-
ner to supplicant.  As a ‘born-again
Christian’ now sits in the White
House, one of the more likely
democratic replacements wants
voters to know that she prays.

Laurie Goodstein, in an article
in the New York Times entitled
“Politicians Talk More about Reli-
gion, and People Expect Them To,”

points out that in a past New York
Times poll (July 2004), 42 percent
of those surveyed said they wel-
comed candidates discussing the
role of religion in their lives.  But
53 percent said religion should
‘’not be part of a presidential cam-
paign.”  By comparison, the poll-
sters noted, in 1984 only 22 per-
cent of Americans agreed that
presidential candidates should dis-
cuss the role of religion in their
lives, while 75 percent said it
should not be a part of a presiden-
tial campaign.

In a poll taken by the Pew Cen-
ter and Pew Forum on Religion and
Public Life, 31 percent completely
agree that a president should have
strong religious values.  The Pew
Research Center, in an article en-
titled “Religion and Politics:  the
Ambivalent Majority” (Sept. 20,
2000), came to the conclusion that
while 70 percent of voters want the
president to be a person of faith,
there is widespread discomfort
with politicians or presidential con-
tenders who talk too much about
their religious beliefs.

In the Republican presidential
debate, there was an exchange be-

All Around Us Rev. Audred Spriensma

Rev. Spriensma is pastor of the Protes-
tant  Reformed Church in Kalamazoo,
Michigan.
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was called the religious right.  But
the religious right might have to
make room for the religious left.
Vicki Haddock, in the San Fran-
cisco Chronicle (Nov. 5, 2006),
quotes an advertisement poster in
North Carolina of a popular former
college basketball coach, Dean
Smith, “I am a life-long Baptist and
vote for Democrats.  Why?  Demo-
crats are serious about alleviating
poverty.” In the same article, Vicki
points out how House Democratic
leader Nancy Pelosi of San Fran-
cisco established a 42-member
Democratic Faith Working Group
headed by South Carolina Rep.
James Clyburn, son of a fundamen-
talist minister.  And again, the
Michigan Democratic Party met
with religious leaders and then re-
vised its platform to address the
role of faith.  What does all this
mean?

Does this mean that the politi-
cians are becoming more religious?
Or does it mean that their policy-
making is going to be influenced
by their faith?  Or are politicians
more astute about voting blocks
and are simply ca-
tering to their
votes?  As writer
Vicki Haddock
puts it,  “The
Democrats have
not reversed their
political direction.
Instead they are
changing the con-
versation; talking
about core Demo-
cratic issues in re-
ligious terms.  For
example, environ-
mental protection is ‘creation care.’
Progressive tax policies and rais-
ing the minimum wage are ex-
amples of ‘loving your neighbor.’
Withdrawing from Iraq is de-
scribed as following Jesus’ beati-
tude from the Sermon on the
Mount, ‘Blessed are the peacemak-
ers.’”

Christians who have the privi-
lege and freedom to be involved
in the political future of their coun-

try would be wise to listen care-
fully to the speech of the political
contenders, and look beyond their
speech and promises to their vot-
ing record and actions in the past.
“Ye shall know them by their
fruits….  Even so every good tree
bringeth forth good fruit….
Wherefore by their fruits ye shall
know them” (Matt. 7:16ff.).

If politicians and political con-
tenders should be motivated in
their policy decisions by their faith
and moral values, should not vot-
ers also be led in their choice of
leaders by their faith?  Do we cast
aside our value systems, and sim-
ply vote Republican or Democrat?
Do we vote for the most sincere
Christian political contender?  Does
a sincere Christian make a good
political leader?  Few would doubt
Jimmy Carter’s religious convic-
tions.  But was he a good presi-
dent?  Would we desire a dispen-
sational Southern Baptist to take
his dispensational views into his
policy decisions in the Middle
East?  Jason Ehrenkrook, in an ar-
ticle “Tracking the Religion of Poli-

ticians” (Dec.
15, 2007), writes
that Huckabee
was happy to
have the en-
dorsement of
Tim LaHaye,
author of the
popular Left Be-
hind  series of
novels.  While
some view these
stories as sci-
ence fiction, po-
litical contender

Huckabee, an ordained Baptist
minister, considers them a “com-
pelling story written for
nontheologians.”

Can we know whom to vote
for?  Should we bother voting?
There are those who would take an
anabaptistic position of world
flight, and take no interest in the
messy realm of politics. These men
and women do not care to cast their
votes.

tween former governors Mitt Rom-
ney (Mass.) and Mike Huckabee
(Ark.) about the role of religion in
the public square.  Romney said,
“We have a separation of church
and state.  It served us well in this
country.  This is a nation, after all,
that wants a leader that is a per-
son of faith, but we don’t choose
our leaders on which church they
go to.”  Huckabee replied, “I said
in general—and I would not say
this tonight to any of us—when a
person says, my faith doesn’t af-
fect my decision-making, I would
say that the person is saying their
faith is not significant to impact
their decision process.  I tell people
up front, ‘My faith does  affect my
decision process.’  It explains me.
No apology for that.”  Illinois sena-
tor Barack Obama wrote in an ar-
ticle in USA TODAY entitled “Poli-
ticians need not abandon religion”
(July 10, 2006), “My faith shapes
my values, but applying those val-
ues to policy making must be done
with principles that are accessible
to all people, religious or not.  Even
so, those who enter the public
square are not required to leave
their beliefs at the door.”

While there is separation of
church and state, there cannot be a
separation of one’s faith system
from the moral guidelines that he
follows.  Our moral values are not
neutral but arise out of a faith sys-
tem, whether it be true faith or a
false faith belief.  But are all faith-
talk and religious references in po-
litical speeches what they appear?
David Kuo, a conservative evan-
gelical and former Bush adminis-
tration official, wrote a new book:
Tempting Faith.  In this book he
claims that officials in the Bush
White House would humor Chris-
tian leaders to their faces, but
smirk and roll their eyes behind
their backs.  Kuo called for conser-
vative Christians to show their
frustration by going on a “fast from
politics.”

In the past, more Americans re-
garded the Republican Party as the
protector of religious values.  It

If politicians
and political contenders
should be motivated
in their policy decisions
by their faith
and moral values,
should not voters
also be led in their
choice of leaders
by their faith?
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Shame on them.  While it is
true that it is God in His provi-
dence who sets up rulers in high
places, and these leaders are His
servants (Rom. 13), we are not pas-
sive. God has in His providence
placed us in a nation where we
have the freedom to elect our offi-
cials to their offices.  Shall we leave
that business to the ungodly alone?
Does not God place our leaders in
their positions through the election
process?  Exercise, then, your right
and duty!

In a Gallop Poll in January 2007,
84 percent of Americans consis-
tently say religion is very or fairly
important in their lives.  Yet most,
67 percent, say that their religious
beliefs play only an occasional role
in helping them decide what to do
in their lives.  And only 38 percent
say religion has the same influence

in their voting decisions.  Just 22
percent say they frequently rely on
their religious beliefs to help them
decide how to vote.

As those who are by God’s
grace citizens of heaven, and by
His providence citizens of a nation
in which we enjoy the freedom to
vote for our political leaders, may
we seize the opportunity.  Not sim-
ply voting a party, not shirking our
responsibility, let us listen to the
rhetoric, look at the voting record
and activity of the contenders, vote
according to our religious convic-
tions, led by the Word of God, and
pray for those who are placed in
office, that as God’s servants they
will pursue justice, reward those
who do good, and execute wrath
upon him that doeth evil (Rom. 13).
They will have to give an account
to God for what they have done.

And as voters, we will give an
account of what we have done with
our freedom to be involved in the
selection of our next president and
leaders.  Let us not merely wear
our Christianity on our sleeves but,
acting on our Christian faith and
values, seek leaders who will not
hinder the church from going about
her activity of preaching the gos-
pel of Jesus Christ and carrying her
witness to all nations.  We seek
leaders who, used by God, will en-
able us to worship, raise our chil-
dren in the fear of the Lord, and
enable her citizens to live quiet and
peaceable lives in godliness.  Not
sitting by the sidelines, but acting
on our faith, we as citizens of
heaven are the best citizens in the
particular nation that God has
placed us in.

Reprinted from When Thou Sittest In
Thine House, by Abraham Kuyper, Wm.
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rap-
ids, Michigan.  1929.  Used by permis-
sion of Eerdmans Publishing Co.

When Thou Sittest in Thine House Abraham Kuyper

Fragments That Remain
Economy

hat think ye, when
Christ multiplied the
loaves and fishes, did

He produce too much bread by mis-
take, so that fragments remained
contrary to His intention, and that
these fragments surprised Him?

This cannot be so.
What operated with this mul-

tiplication in and through Christ
was divine almightiness.  To do
what here is done falls outside the
range of our human nature.

What God the Lord has put in
our power is to multiply grain by
agriculture, in the course of
months.  But it is altogether out-

side of our power, immediately,
and in one moment, to multiply
bread.  This Christ did, and this
He could not do except divine al-
mightiness operated in Him.  And
this divine almightiness cannot
work at random, because almighti-
ness and omniscience in God the
Lord are one.

Thus you clearly see that at the
miracle of the loaves the remnant
of fragments was no mistake, that
it took place intentionally, and
thereby the twelve baskets of frag-
ments became to us an instruction
on the part of God, as to what we
are to do with what remains.

The narrative in John shows in-
deed that Christ Himself was in-
terested in those remaining frag-
ments.

In the hands of the apostles
nothing was left over.  They had
distributed everything.

No, these were remnants left by
the masses.

Hungry at first, the multitudes
had too much.  Now they were sat-
isfied and there were leftovers.
There was more than they could
conveniently consume.

What remained, the multitude
evidently had, if not thrown away,
at least carelessly left on the
ground.

For in what Christ said there
was something of a rebuke.

He said:  “Gather up the frag-
ments that remain, that nothing be
lost” (John 6:12).

Christ would not have said this
if the people had taken the frag-
ments with them, to eat them on
the way home.  For then they
would not have been lost but used.

What Christ said suggests,
therefore, that by the carelessness
of the multitude these fragments
would have been lost, and against
this Jesus sets Himself as against a
sinful something.

This must not be.

W
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There must nothing be lost.
And that nothing be lost, the

disciples, and through them the
church of all ages, were com-
manded of the Lord, that always
and everywhere the “fragments
that remain” shall be gathered up.

Thanks to the instruction in the
Word, our fathers, and no less our
mothers, in former generations
have understood this well.  And in
true Christian families it is still the
rule, to keep strict guard against
this.

You see this in the expression:
’Tis a sin.  An expression which,
from Christian homes, was intro-
duced into common use of lan-
guage, and there lost all meaning,
but which originally, and on the
lips of our devout forebears, meant:
You must not deal carelessly with
what remains.  For also food that
is left over is created of God.  And
irreverent dealing with what God
has made is sin.

Hence it does not do to say:  A
poor man might have eaten this,
or:  a famished dog might have had
his life saved by it, but rather:  You
have no right to neglect the frag-
ments that remain, because God
created them, they are God’s be-
longings, and lightsomely to play
with anything that God has created
is sin.

A child of God, at least if he is
recipient of this great grace as a
Christian of the Reformation to ob-
tain the purest knowledge of the
will of his Father, brings everything
into relation with his God. This re-
lation in which he stands with his
God governs all of his life.  And
by reason of this, he stamps all
recklessness or neglect, of whatever
it may be, with the name of sin.

This was serious business with
our church fathers.  They lived by
it.  So they understood it and not
otherwise.  All neglect was felt by
them as sin, was confessed as sin,
as sin to be atoned by the blood of
Christ alone.

This the world still repeats.

Again and again you hear it said
among unbelieving people, “’Tis a
sin, man, in such weather as this
to put on your best clothes!”  And
so this saying: ’Tis a sin, is com-
mon on many lips.

But on such lips this saying:
’Tis a sin, is nothing but a stop-gap,
almost half an oath.  For, sin is al-
ways taken with reference to God.
And he who makes use of anything
that is valid only with respect to
God, without intending to refer to
God, or to think of God, gives him-
self to the habit of blasphemy.

In what remains, the almighti-
ness of the Creator, but also His
unbounden mercifulness toward you
and your house, is to be rever-
enced.

In most families, nothing ever
remains over, everything is clean
gone, and more would be used if
there were more.

If in your family, at your table,
in your kitchen, and in your bread-
box there is too much provision for
one meal, it certainly implies this
very great grace, that all your
needs are met, that you may eat
until you are satisfied, and that
God’s hand opened itself to you
generously.  But it also implies the
obligation of responsibility with re-
spect to what you do with what is
left over.

With respect to the kitchen and
table, the housemother is the per-
son responsible to God.

She must be on the watch.
God will require it at her hand.
She must watch kitchen and

table, and even when she leaves it
to her daughters or servants, it is
charged to her account.

Not the servant, and not the
daughter, but she as housemother
has been set over these things of
God.  First of all with respect to
this, that she has to see to it, that
there being always more than is
needed is no result of careless
housekeeping.

Ordinarily she should be able
to judge about how much food

should be bought and prepared.  In
purchasing at random, and always
buying too much, so that after ev-
ery meal quantities of food are car-
ried away again from the table,
there is guilt of carelessness and of
abuse of the Lord’s goodness to her
house.

Also what is done with the
fragments that remain is not a mat-
ter of indifference.

Even anxiety about leftovers
may cloak the spirit of parsi-
moniousness.

A housemother who carefully
gathers what was left over today,
that she may serve it again tomor-
row, is right in doing so, provided
necessity compels her to do this,
or the money so saved is laid aside
for the cause of God or for the
poor.

But when there is no need of
thus saving food, or when money
so saved does not go to the poor,
the leftovers themselves should go
to the poor, as in former days ev-
ery well-to-do family, where there
was always a greater abundance of
food than could be used, had some
poor family at hand, who took
away what was left.   And as
though this were not enough, they
so directed matters that more food
was left over, just to be the more
generous.

Birds also were cared for, at
least in winter.  Not from sentimen-
tal devotion to animals, but be-
cause they were creatures of God,
which by God’s appointment flut-
ter and sing before us, and should
not suffer want, when with us there
is abundance.

So must the housemother care
for her house, because God has set
her over it, and addresses also her
with the words: Gather up the frag-
ments that remain, that nothing be
lost.

All food that molds or spoils
in the house cries against the
housemother, bringing accusation
against her before God.
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Moreover, this word of Christ
applies not merely to food and
drink.  It refers as well to clothes, to
furniture, to ornaments, to the frag-
ments of your time that are being
lost, and no less to what is left over
of your money.

Nothing is your own property.
It all belongs to God, who gives it
you for use, and holds you respon-
sible for what you do with it.

What Christ says:  “Gather up
the fragments, that nothing be
lost,” is the pure Christian prin-
ciple that stands over against the
economic passion of the world.

“Save” is the watchword of our
age, to gather treasures for your-
self upon earth, to make yourself a
proprietor, to bend your energies
upon making money.  Everything
going on outside of God, keeping
no count with God, directed to self-
ish ends, ending in the passion for

material things, nursing the deadly
spirit first of the grocer, then of the
capitalist, i.e., the spirit that brings
money to the man, and after that
brings the man under the money.

God’s child also is frugal, but
from how much higher an impulse!

Not to raise himself up in
wealth, but to honor God in His
gifts.  From those gifts of God to
do well to the poor.  To spend all
good things entrusted to him in the
Lord’s service and to His glory.

News From Our Churches Mr. Benjamin Wigger

Mr. Wigger is a member of the Protestant
Reformed  Church  of  Hudsonville, Michi-
gan.

School Activities

O
nce again this past Christmas
season students of Heritage

Christian School in Hudsonville,
MI were encouraged to contribute
towards Heritage’s annual Christ-
mas collection.  This past year the
collection was evenly split between
Genesis Christian School in
Lacombe, Alberta, Canada, and the
Wingham PR School Society in
Wingham, Ontario, Canada.  Gen-
esis Christian School is supported
by members of the Immanuel con-
gregation in Lacombe and cur-
rently has two teachers and thirty-
two students.  The members of the
Wingham PRC congregation have
begun to plan for the opening of a
school in the fall of 2008, D.V.
They have around twenty-one stu-
dents who will be able to attend
the new school.  As you can imag-
ine, both of these schools face tre-
mendous start-up costs and are
thankful for the help and encour-
agement that they receive from fel-
low saints.

Eastside Christian School in
Grand Rapids, MI took a Christ-
mas collection this past December
for Christian Life Ministries.  Chris-

tian Life Ministries supports or-
phanages and churches in India.

The Eastside Christian Promot-
ers of Eastside Christian sponsored
a game night on December 26 at
their school.  Some games played
that night included:  tabletop board
games, tug of war, dodge ball, bas-
ketball, volleyball, table tennis,
football, and more.  All supporters
of Eastside were invited to attend.

Students of the PR Christian
School in South Holland, IL pre-
sented their annual Christmas pro-
gram on December 20 at the Cor-
nerstone PRC in Dyer, IN.  The
theme for this program was taken
from the Messiah, composed by
George Frederick Handel.

On Sunday evening, December
16, the Band and Choirs of Cov-
enant Christian High School in
Grand Rapids, MI presented their
Christmas Concert in the audito-
rium of Allendale High School.

The junior high students of the
Hull, IA PR Christian School and
the Northwest Iowa PR Christian
School joined together to present
their annual combined band and
choir concert on December 7 in the
Hull PRC.

Young People’s Activities

T
he Young People’s Society of
the Edgerton, MN PRC invited

members of the other congrega-
tions and fellowship in the area to
join them for an evening of song

and fellowship at Edgerton’s an-
nual Christmas Singspiration on
Sunday evening, December 30.

Members of the Loveland, CO
PRC were reminded to reserve the
evening of December 18 for a soup
supper sponsored by their church’s
Young People’s Society.

While reading bulletins from
almost all of our churches during
the month of December, we came
to the conclusion that all of our
Young People’s Societies arrange to
go Christmas caroling to their con-
gregations’ elderly, widows, wid-
owers, and shut-ins.  What an op-
portunity to share with the saints
of each congregation, whether old
or young, the joy of our Lord’s first
coming.  This is our glorious hope,
and what a benefit we have that
together we can share that joy with
others in our various congrega-
tions.

The Young People’s Society of
the Calvary PRC in Hull, IA is go-
ing to be collecting pop cans as an
ongoing fund-raiser.  The young
people plan to collect cans in the
spring and fall of each year.  Mem-
bers of Calvary also had the op-
tion to have a young person pick
up the cans before the bi-yearly
pickup or, still better for the young
people, the members could bring
their returnables to a local super-
market in Sioux Center, where the
young people have set up an ac-
count.
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At their December meeting, the
Council of the Hudsonville, MI
PRC approved a request from the
Federation Board of our Young
People’s Societies to host the 2010
Young People’s Convention.
Hudsonville’s Young People also
voted to approve this request.  So
for those of you who like to plan
ahead, this year’s convention is
hosted by the Byron Center, MI
PRC; the convention of 2009 by the
Trinity PRC in Hudsonville; and
the 2010 convention by Hudson-
ville PRC, D.V.

Congregation Activities

M
embers of the Georgetown
PRC in Hudsonville, MI were

encouraged to attend an eight-
week series on Evangelism and
Witnessing presented by Rev. Ja-
son Kortering.  This series of Bible
studies began on January 8.

Announcements

All adults of the Grace PRC in
Standale, MI were reminded to set
aside the evening of December 18
for their congregation’s annual
“Christmas Study and Song” cel-
ebration.  The organizing commit-
tee was looking for anyone willing
to bring some refreshments or
wanting to render a special musi-
cal number, or share some
thoughts, or perhaps recite a poem,
etc.

Denomination Activities

F
aith PRC in Jenison, MI served
as host, on December 12, for the

first Reformed Doctrine class on
the person and work of the Holy
Spirit.  Faith has long served as
host for the Canons Class taught
by Prof. David Engelsma, but by
December of last year that group
had concluded its study of the Can-

ons and so decided to consider the
topic of the Holy Spirit in the ecu-
menical and Reformed creeds, in
the light of the history of the truth
in the early church.  In so doing,
they changed their name to better
reflect their new area of study.

Minister Activities

R
ev. A. denHartog declined the
 call extended to him to serve

as missionary to the Philippines.
The Doon, IA PRC formed a new
trio, consisting of the Revs. G.
Eriks, W. Langerak, and J. Laning.
A congregational meeting was held
on New Year’s Day and Doon ex-
tended a call to Rev. Laning.

Calvary PRC in Hull, IA
formed a trio of the Revs. C. Haak,
J. Slopsema, and Doug Kuiper.
From that trio they voted to extend
a call to Rev. Haak.

WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
On January 8, 2008 our par-

ents and grandparents,
FRED and ALICE HUIZINGA,

celebrated their 60th wedding anni-
versary.

We give thanks to our heav-
enly Father for the godly example
they have set for us and for the
years devoted to our covenant in-
struction.  May God continue to
bless and care for them in the years
to come.

Rick and Terri Huizinga
Jack and Melissa Huizinga
Carol Huizinga (Dan in glory)
Doc and Jan Kuiper
Larry and Ruth Burgess

21 grandchildren
25 great grandchildren

“Walk in love, as Christ also
hath loved us” (Ephesians 5:2).

Grand Rapids, Michigan

RESOLUTION OF SYMPATHY
The council and congregation of

Byron Center PRC express their Chris-
tian sympathy to Tony and Bea Talsma
in the death of her sister,

DORIS COOK,
and to Stuart and Marilyn Looyenga in
the death of his sister,

LOUISE NULL.
“Surely goodness and mercy shall fol-
low me all the days of my life, and I
will dwell in the house of the LORD for-
ever” (Psalm 23:6).

Rev. VanOverloop, Pres.
Mike Elzinga, Clerk

NOTICE!!
All students enrolled in the Prot-

estant Reformed Seminary who will be
in need of financial assistance for the
coming school year are asked to con-
tact the Student Aid Committee sec-
retary, Mr. Jeff Kalsbeek  (Phone: 616-
453-6455).  This contact should be
made before the next scheduled meet-
ing, February 27, 2008, in Southwest
PRC, at 7:30 P.M., D.V.

Student Aid Committee
Jeff Kalsbeek, Secretary

WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
On January 18, 2008, our parents

and grandparents,
RON and SHERRY KOOLE,

celebrated their 30th wedding anniver-
sary.  We give thanks to God for all of
the love and support they have shown
to us throughout the years.  We thank
them also for their godly example and
for raising us in the truth of God’s
Word and His commandments.  It is
our prayer that God will continue to
bless them in their marriage, and their
family with them, in the years to come.
“For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall be joined
unto his wife, and they two shall be
one flesh.  This is a great mystery:
but I speak concerning Christ and the
church” (Ephesians 5:31, 32).

Daryl and Jodi Koole
Cody and Amber

Tom and Kristin Huizinga
Ross and Rhonda Zuverink
Joel Koole
Kevin Koole
Jason Koole
Kerri Koole
Renae Koole
Hannah Koole
Nathan Koole

Emily Koole
Zachary Koole
Derek Koole
Austin Koole

Grand Rapids, Michigan
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1894 Georgetown Center Dr.
Jenison, MI  49428-7137

PERIODICAL
Postage Paid at
Jenison,
Michigan

WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
On February 13th, 2008, our par-

ents and grandparents,
PETER & EUNICE BOER,

will celebrate their 50th wedding anni-
versary.  We are thankful to our heav-
enly Father for blessing their marriage
for these 50 years and for their godly
instruction they have given us.  “…but
for me and my house, we will serve
the Lord” (Joshua 24:15).

Ken and Myrna Boer
Emily, Rhonda, Kent, Karla,

Grant
Lewis and Janet DeJong

Joe and Rachel Venema
Isaac

Tim and Laurie DeJong
Joel and Michelle VanEgdom

Levi
Kurt, Phillip, Lanae, Ethan

Gary and Beth Visscher
Jeremy, Jennifer, Heather,

Hannah, Jessica
Dennis and Joan Boer

Cassie, Colin, Calla
Bruce and Kim Boer

Dakota, Levi, Colton, Tanner
Geoff and Sherri Penna

Joshua, Seth, Jacob
Kelvin and Lisa TenBroeke

Brittany, Kelsey, Tori, Easton
Jason and Katy Boer

Zeeland, Michigan

OFFICEBEARERS’ CONFERENCE
CLASSIS WEST OF THE PROTESTANT REFORMED CHURCHES

Redlands, CA - Tuesday, March 4, 2008

Promoting Sabbath Keeping in the 21st Century
Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy.

Exodus 20:8

1:00 P.M.-2:30 P.M.
Resting from Labor:  The Fourth

Commandment’s Prohibition of Work.
Rev. Steven Key
Pastor, Hull PRC, Hull, IA

2:45 P.M.-4:15 P.M.
Calling the Sabbath a Delight:
Recreation and the Sabbath

Rev. Douglas Kuiper
Pastor, Randolph PRC, Randolph, WI

* All past and present officebearers, as well as
all other interested people, are invited to attend.

* After the noon meal, a free-will offering
will be taken to defray expenses.

9:00 A.M.
KEYNOTE ADDRESS
The Force of the Fourth

Commandment in the New Testament
Rev. Martin VanderWal

Pastor, Hope PRC, Redlands, CA

10:30 A.M.-12:00 noon
Keeping the Sabbath Holy:

Fellowship with God and Believers
Rev. Rodney Miersma

Pastor, Loveland PRC, Loveland, CO

12:00 noon
Lunch served in the basement

NOTICE!
Classis West of the Protestant Re-

formed Churches will convene at the
Hope Protestant Reformed Church in
Redlands, CA, on Wednesday, March
5, 2008, at 8:30 A.M.  All material for
the agenda should be in the hands of
the stated clerk by Monday, February
4, 2008.  Delegates or visitors who
will need lodging or transportation
should notify Hope’s clerk, Mr. John
Feenstra (909-793-5098), or Hope’s
pastor, Rev. M. VanderWal (pastor
@hopeprc.org).  An officebearers’ con-
ference will precede the meeting on
Tuesday, March 4, beginning at 9:00
A.M.  Please make travel plans accord-
ingly.

Rev. Richard J. Smit,
Stated Clerk

NOTICE!
Faith Christ ian School in

Randolph, Wisconsin is seeking ap-
plicants for a combined first and sec-
ond grade classroom starting in the
2008/2009 school year.  Interested ap-
plicants are encouraged to contact Mr.
John Huizenga, administrator, at (920)
326-6186 or principal@randolph
fcs.org.  Résumés may also be e-
mailed or sent to Mr. Huizenga at Faith
Christian School, 611 N Columbus St.,
Randolph, WI  53956.

Reformed Witness Hour
February 2008

Date Topic  The Faithful Witness Text
February 3 “Our Calling” Acts 1:8
February 10 “Our Motivation” Isaiah 43:12
February 17 “Our Limitations” Ephesians 4:17
February 24 “Our Witnessing” Romans 10:1
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