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MEDITATION

De Verworpen Steen

“Jezus zeide tot hen: Hebt gij nooit gelezen in de
Schriften: De steen dien de bouwlieden verworpen
hebben, deze is geworden tot een hoofd des hoeks;
van den Heere is dit geschied, en het is wonderlijk in
onze oogen? Daarom zeg Ik ulieden, dat het Konin-
krijk Gods van u zal weggenomen worden, en aan een
volk gegeven dat zijne vruchten voortbrengt. En wie
op dezen steen valt, die zal verpletterd worden; en op

~ wien hij valt, dien zal hij vermorzelen.”
Matth. 21:42-44.

Hebt gij nooit gelezen in de Schriften. . . .?

0O, de Heere Jezus kon de verachtelijke Over-
priesters en Farizeérs met Zijne woorden striemen!

Stelt het U voor: hier is een college van geleerde
menschen, die het beste gedeelte van hun leven besteed
hadden om de Heilige Schrifturen te bestudeeren.

En nu zegt deze Man tot hen: Hebt ge wel eens in
de Schrift gelezen? Let wel; niet: hebt ge wel eens
aandachtig de Heilige Schrift bestudeerd, maar: hebt
ge wel eens gelezen? De Heere heeft dit meermalen
gevraagd. En, natuurlijk, terecht. Hij is in geheel
eenige wijze de Heilige Schrift zelf. Hij is het Woord
Gods. Het vleesch geworden Woord.

En terecht, zeiden we, kon Hij, en mocht Hij,
vragen: Hebt ge wel eens gelezen. . . .? Want het
scheen wel, alsof zij de Heilige Schrift nooit ingekeken
hadden. Overal in de Heilige Schrift pronkt en praalt
het Beeld van den alleen zaligen God, en dat is Jezus.
Doch toen Hij kwam behandelden zij Hem minder dan
een dief en een moordenaar. Verkozen zij niet Bar-
Abbas boven Jezus?

O ja, Jezus mocht het hun vragen: Hebt ge wel

eens gelezen?
Bl kg sk £

Hebt ge wel eens gelezen?
Wat, Heere?

Dit: De Steen dien de bouwlieden verworpen heb-
ben, deze is geworden tot een hoofd des hoeks. . . .enz.

Deze woorden zijn een aanhaling uit den honderd-
en-achttienden psalm, de verzen 22 en 23..

Nu zijn er die denken, dat we hier te doen hebben
met een historische gebeurtenis. Zij zeggen, dat er een
steen was bij den bouw des Tempels, waarvoor men
maar geen plaats kon vinden. En die steen lag gedurig
ir den weg bij al het grootsche werk der bouwlieden.
Die steen werd keer op keer verworpen, van de eene
plaats naar de andere.

Maar, o wonder, toen men toekwam aan het leggen
van den steen des hoofds des hoeks, toen vond men uit,
dat die verworpen steen juist daarvoor paste.

Men zegt, dat deze historische verklaring rust of
sommige overleveringen der rabbi’s der Joden.

Ik weet het niet.

Het maakt ook niets uit.

De historische vervulling dezer profetie gaat zelfs
terug voordat die woorden in Psalm 118 opgeschreven
wierden door den geinspireerden profeet. Het is een
fundamenteele wet in het Koninkrijk Gods, dat de
STEEN verworpen moet. Dat is geschied van het
oogenblik af aan, dat God Zijn werk des Tempels begon
in den tijd.

Laat mij een voorbeeld gebruiken. Toen Abel tegen
den grond geslagen werd, toen werd de Steen ver-
worpen. Kain is de eerste bouwmeester die den Steen,
en dat is Jezus, verwierp.

Ziet ge, er zijn altijd typen, beelden, schaduwen en
figuren van dien STEEN geweest in alle historie.

De duidelijkste type was de actueele steen, het hoofd
des hoeks, in den Tempel van Salamo. Men is het hier
over eens, dat die steen absoluut noodig was voor het
structuur van den Tempel. Sommigen zeggen, dat hij
in het fundament des Tempels een plaats vond; ande-
ren, dat hij paste als de laatste sleutelsteen aan den
voorgevel des Tempels, doch hoe het dan ook moge
zijn; zonder dien STEEN is de Tempel Gods ondenk-
baar. Hij behoort tot het Wezen van den Tempel.

Daarom : zorgt ervoor dat ge leest van dien STEEN.
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to work with them. We must think logically
and apply the divinely established rule to these
numbers. It requires careful thinking. It is a
step by step application of the truth. Each step
must be accurate or the product is wrong. Not
along the way of intuition, nor of imagination
but along the way of truth—directed thinking—
will we arrive at the correct conclusion. And
the teacher can emphasize that we must likewise
follow God’s thoughts as they are revealed to
us in the Bible, and only when we proceed ac-
cording to the truth (His Truth) will we arrive
at the right conclusions anent this life and its
problems. Our arithmetic book has “problems”.
Life also has its problems. They must be solved
as far as they can by Faith and in the way of
Truth. The wicked never come out right in their
conclusions of this life. They say: “There is
no God”. Psalm 14:1. For Scripture they sub-
mit philosophy, Col. 2:8. And adding up their
foolish figures they conclude, “Let us eat, drink
and be merry”’, and their inward thought is that
" their houses stand for aye, Psalm 48:11. The
..o product is all wrong. The children of God how-
- ever with the wisdom from on high say, “This
God is our God”, Psalm 48:14, and “Thy Word
is a lamp unto my feet”, and “learn to acquire
a wise heart by counting aright thy days”, Ps.
-90. Also, they redeem the time because the
days are evil, Eph. 5:16. And they even acquire
wisdom to count the number of the Beast.
Rev. 13:18.

2. Subjectively viewed we find the following:

a. The use of numbers is necessary for us to take
our place in the calling which we have in the
world. To do any business successfully we must
be able to use numbers rightly. We may by no
means let arithmetic be taught only as a means
to worldly success, but the “man of God” must
be efficient in his calling here below.

b. It must assist us in the quest for honesty and
fair dealings and giving everyone his just dues.
We realize that the ability to use numbers as
such does not make for honesty, for crooks and
thieves are also very adept at numbers and use
this skill in the way of their evil practices. The
wicked are incapable of any thing which is good,
says Titus, neither can they use the numbers
aright. But the man of God must be fully
equipped to deal justly and honestly with his
fellow man. o

c. Finally, it helps to remind us that we are stew-

ards. We keep numbers, but the things thereby
represented are God’s. We must remember that

we employ all things for His sake. . We must
remember and account for what we do with_His
goods. Our balance sheet must tally. We must
be wise, good and careful stewards of God’s
things. The care we must exercise in an arith-
metic problem reveals to us what care and exact-
ness we must exercise as God’s stewards over
all the things of this earth.”
J. A. Heys.

PERISCOPE

WHAT AUTHORITY??? . ..

In the February 11 number of The Banner the Rev.
A. Persenaire discusses the always important question
of the authority of Synodical decisions. At this time
we will not go into all the incidental applications and
implications of the article but will remain with the
main questions. We will quote from the article rather
freely and add a few remarks.

The Reverend writes: “Both in the Netherlands
and among us there has been much talk of late about
the proper scope and authority of Synodical decisions.
In Vthe old .country this talk has centered about the
meaning and import of Article 31 of the Church Order,

Related to these two interpretations of Art. 31,
are two divergent views of Church Polity, which give
evidence of being in diametrical opposition most clear-
ly, when the question is asked: ‘May a Classis or Synod
depose a consistory?. . . .

“Whatever position we ourselves may favor, the
fact remains that, both in the Netherlands and in this
country, Synods, whether rightly or wrongly, have not
hesitated to depose officebearers, and even consistories,
finding their authority to do so by supplementing Art.
31 with Articles 36 and 79 and 80 of the Church Order
(compare Acts of Synod, 1926, Art. 104, p. 142).

“Hence, we may conclude, that one of the burning
issues facing both the Reformed Churches of the
Netherlands and our own Christian Reformed Church
is the question: what is the authority of Synodical
decisions?. . . .

“First, the authority of a Synod to make binding
decisions is derived, not original. TUltimately this
authority proceeds from the consistories, who have
delegated their authority to the Classes, and through
the Classes to the Synod. Consistories, in distinction
from “major assemblies” have received their authority
directly from Christ. All this does not imply, how-
ever, that therefore a Synod has no authority over
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consistories.
that it has.”

Here we should insert a few remarks for this is an
important point. Although in respect to Art. 36 the
Rev. Persenaire acknowledges that it implies a differ-
ence of authority on the part of the Clasis and Con-
sistory, yet he is vague in his clarification of this
difference. In fact, he seems to imply in his last
statement that the nature of the authority of both
Classis-Synod and the Consistory is the same. To
clarify this point and bring out the actual difference
in the nature of their respective authority, we can do
no better than to quote from “The Church Order
Commentary”, by the Revs. I. Van Dellen and M.
Monsma, who by the way, are fellow office-bearers
with the rev. Persenaire in the Christian Reformed
Church. While discussing Art. 36, they write on pages
161-163 as follows: “The authority which the govern-
ment exercises over its subjects is juridical authority.
The authority which the Reformed Churches have
attributed to their major assemblies in relation to their
minor assemblies is not juridical, but moral and spirit-
ual. In Dutch we distinguish in like manner between
‘rechterlijk gezag’ and ‘zedelijk, geestelijk gezag’.”

And in further clarification of this principle they
continue: “A major assembly cannot force a minor
assembly to accept and execute its decisions. A minor
assembly, if it feels that a decision of a major assembly
is unBiblical, should appeal to the next gathering of
the assembly, or to the assembly next in order. In the
meantime the appealing body should submit, unless it
cannot do so because of great conscientious objections
before God. If the objections are not removed, and
if the decision stands, then the brethren concerned
should, if at all possible, submit if need be under con-
tinued protest and always with the clear understand-
ing that the burdened parties have a full right to re-
tain their own convictions. . . .”

“These fundamental principals should never be lost
out of sight. If the Church of Christ ever does lose
sight of these all-important principles, she will suffer
for it. And sometimes very severely. . . .”

“It is also well to remember what Dr. Bouwman
tells us in his previously quoted and very valuable
work.  Says he: “All ecclesiastical authority, given
unto His Church by Christ, resides in the particular
Church. The keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, given
to the Apostles by Christ, and in them to the congre-
gation were, when the Apostles passed from the scenes
of life, exercised by the office-bearers who had been
chosen under their guidance in the particular Churches.
This ecclesiastical authority consists of three things:
Authority to administer the Word and Sacraments;
authority to elect ecclesiastical office-bearers; and
authority to exercise ecclesiastical discipline. There
is no other authority in the ecclesiastical sphere. And

On the contrary, Art. 36 plainly states

this three-fold authority does not pertain to the Major
Assemblies, but to the office-bearers of the particular
Churches.” (Bouwman: Geref. Kerkrecht, 1934, II,
21). ... '

“There is a distinct difference between the author-
ity of Major assemblies over minor assemblies, and
the authority of Consistories over congregations. For
this reason Article 36 does not speak of this authority
of Consistories over congregations. (Notice here that
the article exactly does not state that the Classis has
the same jurisdiction over the Consistory as the Con-
sistory over the Congregation. W.H.) Consistories
have an independent existence and do not exist for the
sake of the major assemblies. But the major assem-
blies do exist for the sake of the particular Churches,
namely, to minister to their welfare with good advice
and wise guidance.”

We return and continue to quote the Rev. Per-
senaire: “In the second place, the authority of Synod-
ical decisions .is limited. They should be in harmony
with the Word of God, and the Articles of the Church
Order. When they are proved to be contrary to the
above, they should be repealed at once. No synodical
decision has the compelling force that we attribute
to the Scriptures. But even when, for example, on
some minor point of doctrine or Christian ethics, a
Synod should make a pronourcement, which, according
to one’s own opinion, is contrary to the Secriptures,
does one then immediately have the right to repudiate
the same, and to take actions whereby he seeks to
nullify such a decision?

“Some people are quite ready to answer ‘Yes' to
this question. Here in Canada, for instance, a few
Art. 31 families have broken with our Church, which
they had but recently. joined, because they feel that the
‘Three Points’ of 1924 on Common Grace are in con-
flict with the Scriptures. They have done this, how-
ever, without even taking the trouble to look into the
Acts of Synod.. The mere idea of ‘binding’, which has
been suggested to them by certain Protestant Reformed
ministers, has made them see red. Without even a
cursory examination of the ‘Three Points’, as proved
by the Synod, and without offering a shred of evidence
that these are contrary to the Scriptures and the Con-
fessions, they have at once rejected them, and separ-
ated themselves from our Church.

“Such action is plain anarchy, as it would permit
the invalidation of all Synodical decisions. These
people never seemed to sense the possibility that their
lack of knowledge concerning what really happened in
1924 might at least incline them to acquiesce in Synod’s
decisions, until such time that they might be able to
seek their rescision in the proper ecclesiastical man-
ner.

“Yes, even then, if such a rescision would not take
place, it is still a question whether they should not
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continue to acquiesce in Synod’s decision under pro-
test, rather than break off fellowship with a Church
which clings to all the fundamentals of the Reformed
faith. Should not a small minority, if at all possible,
without violating their consciences, be humble enough
to assume that their interpretation of the Scriptures
and the Confessions may be faulty, and that of the
majority may be correct.”

There are so many implications in these last few
paragraphs that it would hardly do to let them go
unchallenged. For example, when the Reverend writes
of “minor points of doctrine or Christian ethics” upon
which “a Synod should make a pronouncement”, he
attempts to revert it all to the realm of insignificance
and-irrelevance. If that is true of any question a
Synod should never even deign to discuss it; cf. Art.
30 of the Church Order. And if that was true of 1924
what a shameful and disgraceful basis it was to depose
office-bearers! The same implication is evident when
the writer speaks of “according to one’s own opinion”.
A question of the interpretation of Scripture may not
and cannot be a matter of “opinion”. And what is the
implication of the phrase, “what really happened in
192477277 .

However, the two main questions concern the depo-
sition of a Consistory by Classis or Synod and the
meaning of Art. 31 of the Church Order. In answer
to the first, we will quote again from the Church
Order Commentary referred to above. Though the
authors are careful in their expressions, since they
are clearly contrary to the current stream of official
Christian Reformed Church polity, yet their discus-
sion is clear and to the point. On page 327 the authors
ask the question: “May a Classis depose Elders and
Deacons?”’ and state: “Some have contended that a
Classis may depose Consistories. The present authors
feel that no maJor assembly, according to Reformed
Church polity and the Church Order, has the right to
depose a minor assembly. The deposition of a Con-
sistory, for example, by a Classis or Synod would
seem to be a violation of the integrity and of the rights
of the particular Church concerned, whereas the Church
Order in more than one article speaks to safeguard
this integrity and these rights. (Cf. Article 30, 84).
Moreover, Reformed Church government does not
tolerate group-disciplining. Discipline, according to
our Reformed conception, is always individual and
never communal.”

And a bit later on pages 328 and 329: “It is true
that Article 30 specifies that matters which cannot be
finished by minor assemblies, though rightfully be-
longing to their domain, become the business of the
major assemblies. But in view of the fact that the
disciplinary articles of the Church Order clearly speci-
fy how discipline regarding office-bearers is to be
exercised and in no way intimate that Elders and

Deacons can be suspended or deposed by the major
assemblies, we do not believe that the appeal to Article
30 is justified. We believe that it is reasonable to
assume that the early Synods at which our Church
Order originated purposefully refrained from incor-
porating a provision in the Church Order which would
allow our major assemblies to suspend and depose
Elders and Deacons. As has been pointed out before,
the early Reformed Churches were eager to safeguard
the integrity and the rights of the particular Churches.
The significant 84th article of our Church Order used
to be Article 1! Let us recall that it was not until
1581 that the Churches decided that henceforth no
Consistory would suspend or depose an Elder or Deacon
without the concurrent judgment of its nearest neigh-
bor Consistory. Furthermore, it cannot be denied
that the question of deposition of Elders and Deacons
is an important one. It is not unreasonable to assume
that a provision permitting major assemblies to depose
Elders and Deacons was left out of Article 79 purpose-
fully. For notwithstanding the fact that Article 79
tells us how Elders and Deacons shall be deposed it
does not provide for the deposition of Elders and
Deacons by Classes or Synods. And yet the same
Article does specify that Ministers shall be deposed by
the judgment of the Classis.

“We believe, moreover, that it can be contended
successfully that the deposition of minor assemblies
by major assemblies constitutes a negation of the gen-
eral office of all believers, which should begin to func-
tion when certain abnormal situations arise, and that
it likewise should ever be held inviolate by the Church
of God.

“We realize that both during the formative period
of the Reformed Churches and during their more ad-
vanced history, Classes and Synods have sometimes
deposcd Elders and Deacons and even Consistories.
But no one would dare to claim that the Reformed
Churches have always been true to themselves in mat-
ters of Church government and that they have always
interpreted their own Church Order correctly. Prece-
dents do not decide this issue either one way or the
other. We should seek to determine the basic prin-
ciples fundamental to Reformed denominationalism,
and we should seek the correct historical and exegetical
interpretation of the various articles of the Church
Order which concern this question. Then we should
draw our conclusions as to what is proper and im-
proper.”

The second question concerns the meaning of Art. 31
of the Church Order. The Article reads as follows:
If anyone complains that he has been wronged by the
decision of a minor assembly, he shall have the right
to appeal to a major ecclesiastical assembly, and what-
ever may be agreed upon by a majority vote shall be
considered settled and binding, unless it be proved
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to conflict with the Word of God or with the Articles
of the Church Order, as long as they are not changed
by a General Synod.

The point in question regards the binding power
of this declaration especially in connection with the
exception: unless it be .proved to conflict with the
Word of God, or with the Articles of the Church
QCrder.

It is quite evident that the Rev. Persenaire knows
the correct and proper answer to this question. But
it is also evident that he doesn’t like that answer and
attempts to belittle the matter again. The first is
clear when he states that a decision should be re-
spected “if at all possible” and “without violating their
consciences”. That expresses what the Article does
and is certainly the proper answer and also the posi-
tion of the Liberated Churches in the Netherlands
and our own Churches in this country. Therefore,
when this is not possible and decisions do bind one’s
conscience, Rev. Persenaire should, upon his own
ground, honorably admit that those who disagree have
a right and calling to act according to the dicta.cs
of their conscience. But he belittles this action; im-
plying that it is due to pride and ignorance and even
condemns it as anarchy. This is being neither norest
ner fair; neither with himself nor with those who
hold that position. Moreover it is a nega‘ion of his
own inter pretation of the Church Order and, hence, 2
contradiction and condemnation of the Reverend niin-
self against his own better judgment.

Here also we would like to quote once again from
the Church Order Commentary. On page 146 the
author states: “The question is sometimes asked:
To whom must it be proved that a certain decision
is in conflict with the Bible, before a Church or an
individual may count that a matter is not settled
and binding? Must the ecclesiastical assembly which
made the decision first declare that the unBiblical
nature of the decision has been proven, before any
one may withold submission? Or may a Church or
individual withhold submission when that Church or
individual is fully convinced that the conclusion reach-
ed is unBiblical, even before the assembly concerned
has has reversed its conclusion? The latter by all
means. The Church or the Churches cannot bind
the conscience. The Bible only, as God’s infallible and
authoritative Word, can do this. If one is convinced
that the Churches bid him to do one thing, and the
Bible another, he must follow what he believes to be
Scriptural. . . .

“If after due consideration the assembly concerned
decided that its decision is unBiblical, then instant
reversal is naturally in order. If, however, the appel-
lant cannot persuade the assembly, and the assembly
fails to persuade the appellant, and the appellant does
not feel free before God to submit and conforn himself,

then the Churches must bear with the aggrieved bro-
ther, if at all possible. if, however, the matter be of
far-reaching import, then the aggrieved brother should
be asked to conform and submit as long as he remains
to be a member of the Church concerned. If his con-
science will not at all permit this, he should ultimately
affiliate with a Church not so binding his conscience:”

Finally, the Rev. Persenaire speaks of seeking re-
cision of disputed decisions in the proper ecclesiastical
manner. But at the same time he shuts the door for
any action by reminding his readers that the Three
Points have been “proved” by the Synod. And does
he forget, that in respect to the questions of 1924, the
Synod’s of the Christian Reforraed Church have, on
at least three different meetings, officially refused
even to discuss the matter, when approached in the
official ecclesiastical manner?

W. Hofman.

IN MEMORIAM

The Men’s Society of the Fourth Protestant Reformed Church
of Grand Rapids, Michigan, hereby expresses its sincere symi-

~ pathy to the family of one of its members, Mr. George Stuursma,

whose brother
JACOB STUURSMA

passed away very suddenly the morning of Wednesday, March
16. May the bereaved family experience the comforting near-
ness and sustaining grace of our covenant God in abundant
measure in this hour of sorrow.

R. Veldman, Pres.
A. Haan, Sec’y

IN MEMORIAM

The Mary-Martha Society of the Manhattan Protestant Re-
formed Church, wishes to express its sincere sympathy with
one of its members, Mrs. Harry Leep, in the loss of her
fa,thér,

WILLIAM ALBERDA

May the God of all grace comfort the bereaved with His
own blessed presence, and cause them to rest in the assurance
that His ways are perfect and that there remaineth a rest for
the people of God.

Rev. P. Vis, Pres.
Mrs. M. Vander Molen, Sec’y.






