4

o

Ry

e

.

~
oy

oy

,‘MOs
o

%




- AGENDA

Synod
Christian Reformed Church

To convene June 10, 1936
at Grand Rapids, Mich. -
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PREFACE

THE present volume'is-PART 11, of the Agenda for the
1936 Synod, containing belated Reports, several An-
nual Reports, list of synodical delegates, overtures, list of
protests, etc. ‘
Tuesday evening, June 9, 1936, at 8:00 p.m., D. V.,
PRAYER MEETING FOR SYNOD in the Oakdale Park
Church of Grand Rapids, corner of Hancock St. and But-
ler Ave., led by the Rev. W. P. Van Wyk, president of the
Synod of 1934. »

- Wednesday, June 10th, at 10:00 a.m., in the Calvin
College chapel, the president formally opens the synodical
meeting with an opening address, prayer and roll call.

According to established custom, our local churches are
réquested to prayerfully remember, on the preceding
Sabbath, the forthcoming meeting of our Synod.

VOORWOORD

DIT boek is het tweede stuk der Agenda, voor de e. k.
Synode. Het bevat nagekomen rapporten die volgens
opdracht der vorige synodale vergadering werden samen-
gesteld, verschillende verslagen van Staande Commissies,
een lijst der synodale deputaten, voorstellen voor de
Synode, lijst van protesten, enz. ,

Aan den avond van Dinsdag, 9 Juni, 1936, te acht ure,
wordt, D. V., in het kerkgebouw der Oakdale Park ge-
meente te Grand Rapids, hoek van Hancock St. en Butler .
Ave., het SYNODALE BIDUUR gehouden, geleid door Ds.

- W. P. Van Wyk, president der Synode van 1934, die den
volgenden morgen, Woensdag, 10 Juni, te tien ure des
voormiddags, op formeele wijze de Synode opent met toe-
spraak, gebed, enz. In het Calvin College hoofdgebouw.

Onze kerken worden, ouder gewoonlte, verzocht om den
“Zondag véor 10 Juni, de belangen der Synode aan den
Heere op te dragen in den gebede.

oy

737 Madison Ave., S.E., Grand Rapids, Mich., U. S. A.




AGENIA

Part Bi - Belated Reports

REPORT XVIL
CHURCH HELP COMMITTEE

- KEsTEEMED FATHERS AND BRETHREN
OF THE SyNoD OF 1936:

E HEREBY submit a report of the work done the last -

two years. As you will notice from the financial
report, 16 churches have again been helped by this fund
(new loans). We have been very careful in making these
loans and have stressed the importance of repaying 5% per
year. These loans are a great help to the churches. No
‘interest is charged and the repayment of 5% per year is
credited to the principal. Our greatest problem is, however,
to collect this 5% per year.

About one-half of the churches have kept their promlse
to repay 5% per year. In 1935 there were 22 churches
which paid nothing and 18 more which repaid less than
2% of their loans. Altogether there are 91 churches
which still owe money to this fund. The total amount-out-
standing is now $111,397.18. . '
= While this has been a very useful fund, we believe it
could be made more useful. Instead of the churches paying
hundreds of dollars to banks and individuals in interest
charges, this fund could help many more churches and we
could perhaps, in time, finance the building of most of our
churches. We have a plan: which we herewith submit for
your approval. The plan is as follows:

We suggest that interest be charged on all loans, except
those which are repaid promptly. If the church will repay
5% each year, as has been the rule in the past, no interest
will be charged. No other discounts should be given, such

— 201 —



— 292 —

as those offered now; namely, 20% if it is all paid back in
5 years, 10% discount if it is all paid in 10 years, and 5%
if it is all paid back in 15 years. These inducements, great
as they are, have not resulted in prompt payment. Most
churches are not able to pay it back so soon. Very few
churches have taken advantage of these offers. It also cre-
ates the impression that we have money to give away.

A penalty of 5% interest to churches which fail to repay
5% per year, will result in a prompt payment on nearly all
outstanding loans, we believe.

We also suggest that you permit us to require that
churches give us a mortgage on their buildings a security if .
the loan is a large one, and also in the -case of churches
" which need a second loan but are delinquent in their 5%

payments on the first loan.

The suggested amount to be contributed to this fund the
last two years was 50c per family. We suggest that the
apportionment remain the same for the next two years.

In regard to the Bradley Church debt, about which the
Synod of 1934 decided that Classis Grand Rapids East
should reimburse us, this has not yet been done. The offi-
cers of the Classis have assured us, however, that they are
making arrangments to do this.

" Mr. J. J. Buiten has again served as our treasurer. He -
keeps the books, conducts most of the correspondence, and
submits requests for loans to us for approval or rejection;
he also sends statements to delinquent churches for collec-
tion, ete. His books have been audited by a public account-
ant and a copy of the accountant’s report is filed with the .
Stated Clerk. We attach herewith a copy of the Treas-
urer’s report.

Respectfully submitted,
D. DE BEER,
CLARENCE GROOT,
HeNry J. VERMEER,
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SUMMARY OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

- Church Help Committee of the Christian Reformed Church

of America, January 1, 1934, to December 31, 1935

Balance on hand January 1, 1984........ $ 1,358.44
. RECEIPTS
' 1934 1935 COMBINED
Classical Collections ..........cccoceceneeeee $ 2,425.09 § 4,046.39 § 6,471.48
(see Schedule A) .
Repayments by ‘Churches.................. 2,862.32 3,266.29 6,128.61
(see Schedule B) ‘
TOTAL RECEIPTS.............§ 5,287.41 $ 7,312.68 $12,600.09
TOTAL BALANCE AND RECEIPTS - $18,958.53
LESS:
New Loans Granted................. $ 6,150.00 § 6,900.00 $183,050.00
(see Schedule B) -
$ 908.53
LESS: .
Administrative Expense ............... 251.26
Balance on hand December 81, 1985.. ..o $ - 657.27

SCHEDULE A

CLASSICAL COLLECTION RECEIPTS
Church-Help Commitiee — Christian Reformed Church of America

CLASSIS 1934 1935 COMBINED  1932-33
California e.cocoeeeenee 4528 § 189.71 § 18499 § 111.19
Grand Rapids East...... 113.08 - 310.63 323.71 453.09
Grand Rapids West...... 389.82 491.82 881.64 438.47
Hackensack ... ...c.......... 66.96 135.85 202.81 436.33
Holland ......... 174.81 252.42 427.23 196.90
Hudson ..... 179.99 258.14 438.13 358.42
Illinois ool 336.77 743.80 1,080.57 788.35
Muskegon _........... 536.91 0958.47 1,495.38 912.33
Orange City ... 109.30 50.19 159.49 15391
Ostfriesland ... 5.00 31.22 . 36.22 . 7.00
Pacific ..o 131.51 251.79 383.30 461.40 .
Pella oo , 87.40 158.92 246.32 267.11
Sioux Center ... 110.52 115.39 225.91 287.48
Wisconsin  oooooceeaeiee 47.47 161.21 208.68 - 181.98
Zeeland ... e 90.27 86.83 177.10 248.66

TOTALS .......$ 242500 $ 4,046.39 §$ 6,471.48 § 5,252.62
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" SCHEDULE B

LOANS STATEMENT
Church-HelpACoﬁmittee — Christian Reformed Church of America

B Amt. Owing New Paid in Paid in  Amt. Owing

Church at 1/1/84 Loans - 1934 1936 - 12/31/386
Ada, Michigan _-___8 100.00 i $§ 2500 § 25.00 $ 50.00
Aetna,, Michigan ___ 662.14 - -10.17 40.11° © 811.86
Alameda, Celif, —___ 2,400.00 195,76 2,204.25
Alamosa, Colo. —_w. 400.00 50.00 50.00 300.00
Arlene, Michigan ___ 127.00 10.00 117.00
Atwood, Michigan __  1,380.00 _________ 75,00 1,305.00
Austinville, Ia. ____ 490.00 o 35.00 "  85.00 420.00
Bauer. Michigan ___ 625.00 ________ 50.00 25.00 550.00
Bellflower, Calif. __  2,690.00 190.00 150.00 . 2,350.00
Bigelow, Minn. ____  3,90090 .. _______ 288.68 1,611.32
Birnamwood, Wis. —— . 2,110.00 _________ 16.75 e 2,093.25
Bradley. Michigan __ 550.00 . —_— 550.00
Brooten, Minn., .- 1,235.00 : 80.06 1,226.94
Chandler, Minn. ___ 1,140.92 § 700.00 5.50 . 48.84 1,786.58
Chatham, Ont. —_..  3,000.00 25.00 2,975.00
Colton, 8. Dak, —.—- 97500 _________ pL N 11— . 950.00
Columbuns, Mont. - 525.00 - 12.00 513.00
Conrad, Mont. —_.. 1,820.00 50.00 1,770.00
Coopersville, Mich. .. 1,425.00 _________ 707 e 1,417.93
Crookston, Minn, —_.. 750.00 o ___ 50.00 50.00  ° 650:00
DesPlaines, Il ____ 1,000.00 1,000.00 50.00 65.00 1,885.00
DeMotte, Indiana .. 1,000.00 ___._____ 30.00 75.00 895.00
Decatur, Michigan —-  3,500.00 : — 3,500.00
Detroit, Michigan __ 475.00 " 50.00 100.00 325.00
Dutton, Michigan ... '400.00 '25.00  50.00 325.00
East Martin, Mich._ 1,260.00 50.00 50.00. 1,160.00
East Muskegon, Mich. 3,800.00 6.87 32.34 ' 3,760.79
East Palmyra, N. Y. 102.64 60.00 42,64 _____ . __.__
Ellsworth, Mil;h. _ 1,300.00 100.00 ' 100.00 1,100.00
Estalene, 8. Dak. .. 241275 _________ 3.21 - 3.65 2,405,809
Fremont, Mich, IT __ 130.00 o __ 70.00 - 25,00 35.00
Goshen, Indiana ._.__ 550.00 50.00 500.00
G. R. East Leonard—_— 6,025.00 - 30.00 5,995.00
G. R. Godwin Hts..- 2,900.00 2,900.00
&. R. Lee Street ._. 1,70C.00 e 25.00 25.00 1,650.00
Grangeville, Ydaho ———————___ 500,00 e 500.00
Hamilton, Ont. ____ 3,000.00 — - 3,000.00
Hamghire, Texas ... 2,250.00 125.00 125.00 2,000.00
Hancock, Minn., —___ 1,078.00 11.17 9.07 © 1,057.76
Hanford, Calif. ____ 102.99 62.50 40.49
Hawarden, Iowa .. 850.00 50.00 800.00
Hills, Minn, ———____ ; 75.00 1,000.00 37.00 38.00 "1,000.00
Holland, Jowa —_.___ 1,415.00 __.____..__ " 7115.00 120.00 °  1,180.00
Holland, Minn. ...  1,440.00 - 1,440.00
Hollandale, Minn., o ____ 1,200.00 oo 30.00 1,170.00
Hoiland Center, 8. Dak. 1,240.00 _________ 70.00 70.00 1,100.00
Ireton, Iowa oo 500.00 . " 25.00 475.00

Lansing, Illinois ___ 875.00 __ .. - 50.00 75.00 750.00
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- Amt. Owing New Paid in Pajidin  Amt. Owing
Church at 1/1/34 Loans 1934 1036 12 /31 /36
Leark, N. Dak. ———_. 500.00 e e 500.00
Los Angeles, Calif, _ 2,040.00 25.00 115.00 1,900.00
Lynden, Wash, IT __ . 2,350.00 150.00 100.00 2,100.00
Martin, S. Da¥X. commeeeeee. 250,00 . 12.50 237.50
© MecBain, Michigan —_  1,202.11 —________ 20.00 78.67 1,108.44
Millwood, Michigan . . ___ 500.00 _—————. 25.00 475.00
Momence, INinois . ——ceeo o 1,000.00 o __ 50.00 950,00
Mountain Lake, Minn, 420.00 . 20.00° 400,00
Muskegon Hts.,, Mich. 8355.00 e 35.00 85.00 285.00
Neerlandia, Can. ..  5,095.00 o—e__—_ T, ’ 95.00 5,000.00
Noordeloos, Mich, . 681.41 i 4.61 2.51 54.29
North Blendon, Mich, =~ 185,00 ______—._ 25.00 10.00 150.00
Ocheyedan, Iowe ——— 1,022.79 e 7.14 7.30 1,008.35
Ogilvie, . Minn. ___. - 585.00 _____——__ 30.00 28.00 527.00
-Ontario, .Calif, ——e__ 1,000.00 1,000.00 T69 o 1,992.31
Orange City, Ta. II._  1,500.00 —cee_ 75.00 150.00 1,275.00
Oskaloosa, Ta. ————- S -1 A 7 © 22,08 "185.68
Pella, Towa IT - e 500.00 _ - 9.00 491,00
Portland, Michigan . 825.00 e 43.00 - 87.00 745,00
- Purewater, 8, Dak.__ 740.00 50.00 - 690.00
Riverbend, Mich. ~_.  1,175,00 - L 1,175.00
Rock Rapids, Ia, —~._ 2,625.00 e 5.06 " cmmm e 2,619.94
Roselgnd, 111, IV ___ 8,110.00 . ———mmne 35.00 50.00 3,025.09
Rudyard, Mich, —aa. 448.61 o 90.00 67.65 285.96
Sanborn, Ta. e 18048 o e 81.36 159.07
Shepherd, Mont. —__  3,056.80 __ 3,056.80
Sibley, Towa ._————= 0 1,495.50 o 80.00 40.00 1,425.50
Sionx Center, Ia, I-  1,655.97 o ——_ 17432 e . 1,481.65
Sjoux City, Iowa ... 760.00 : 40.00 720.00
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak._ 1,609.70 e 6,96 e 1,602.74
Sullivan, Mich, —~—o 150.00 —omemm e 10.00 140.00
Sully, IOW8 —meeoeoome 2,000.00 18.24 31.76 1,950.00
Sultan, Washington _ 1,050.00 e e 20.00 1,080.00
Tracy, lowa ~_————_- 72.656 1,000.00 e P S, 1,072.65
Vancouver, Cana. ___ 1,725.00 _—____ P 34.00 82.00 1,609.00
Volga, 8. Dak. ——eo o _ 500.00 .l ., 25.00 475.00
"Vona, Colorgdo ——_-— ' 82.25 . 400.00 ' 15.00 ———e . . 467.25
Waupun, Wisconsin _ 600.00 -~ 420.00 180.00 ..
“Wellsburg, Towe TT___. _____._ .1,000.00 e 50.00 950.00
West Branch, Mich._ 984:18 . ______ 10.00 © 92,93 881.2
Winnépeg, Cana. ——- . 865.00 _—____.___ 5.27 5.20 354.53
Worthington, Minn. -  1,581.75 . 4.48 42.52 1,534.75
Wyoming Park, Mich. 1,029.51 cmmm e 75.00 95451
TOTALS.—___ $104,987.79 $13,050.00 $2,956.32 "$3,684.29 $111,397.18
NEW LOANS BY LOCATIONS:

Towa . = 5

Minnesots —a——ee —_— 4

Illinois —__ 2

Idaho, Michigan, S. Dak., Calif. and Colorado 1 each______

- J. J. BUITEN, Treasurer.



REPORT XVIIL
REPORT ON THE SEAMEN’S HOME, HOBOKEN, N. J.

ESTEEMED FATHERS AND BRETHREN
—OF THE SYNOD OF 1936

HE followmg report covers the aﬂ‘alrs of the Seamen’ 5
Home in Hoboken, N. J., from January 1, 1934 to
December 31, 1935.

During the last two years the work in the Seamen $ Home
has been performed with regularity and devotion. . Since
the coming of Rev. A. H. Kort to Hoboken in December,
1934, the missionary work of the Home has been in charge
-of Hoboken’s.pastor. Mr. E. Apol, who manages the admin-
istration affairs of the Horne, has ably assisted him. Hun-
dreds of ships in the harbor have been visited. Mr. and

_Mrs. C. Fisher have faithfully performed their duties as
janitor and matron.

The Board is composed of four members of Classis Hack-
ensack and four members of Classis Hudson. In the course
of 1935 the term of office of Mr. H. Hamstra and Mr. B.
Stap expired. Both men rendered faithful service. The
Board, as constituted at present, consists of the following
members: Rev. J. J. Hiemenga, President; Rev. D. De
Beer, Treasurer; Mr. J. Faber and Mr. J. L. Westervelt, all
of Classis Hackensack; and Rev. P. Van Dyk, Vice-Presi-
dent, Rev. E. Van Halsema, Secretary, Mr. F. De Haan, and
Mr. A. Kes, of Classis Hudson. The Board mournfully re-
members the sudden departure of its former secretary, Rev.
J. L. Van Tielen, on July 30, 1934; he had served the Sea-
men’s Home for twelve years.

The Board meets regularly on the second Thursday of
the month. At every meeting reports are submitted by Rev.
A. H. Kort on the spiritual work, and by Mr. E. Apol on the
management of the Home, the work on the ships in the
harbor, and the immigration work.

‘We have already stated that Rev. Kort is in charge of the
missionary work at the Seamen’s Home. Before the com-
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ing of Hoboken’s present pastor, Classes Hackensack and
Hudson decided, in April, 1934, that the best possible ar-
rangement under present circumstances would be that the
pastor of Hoboken be in charge of the missionary work in
the Seamen’s Home. The Consistory of Hoboken readily
promised its co-operation and called Rev. A, H. Kort with
the understanding that among other duties, he also would
be in charge of the missionary work in the Home, which
wduld include:
1. Conducting two short services every week in the Sea-
men’s Home;
2. Consulting with the Ass1stant as to the work to be
done by him;
3. Supervising all the missionary work of the Assistant;
4. Devising ways and means by which the work in the
Home can be effectively-continued and enlarged;
5. Submitting a monthly report of all this work to the
Board.

~ Since the comlng of Rev Kort in December, 1934, the mls-

sionary work has been carried on with zeal and devotion.

In the Fall of 1935 Classes Hackensack and Hudson de-
cided that $200 be paid out of the Seamen’s Home Fund to
Rev. Kort in consideration of the work he petforms in and *
for the Home.

Necessary repairs in and on the building have been made,

From the reports of Mr. Apol we glean the following
facts:

Ships visited . ociiieceeoe e e
Barges and other craft
Meetings held ..oooooeecieriraec

Attendance at meetings

Portions of Seripture and tracts distributed............ 8,890
New Testaments distributed........coooooooeeiiieeeeel 606
Bibles 200
Free beds provided......... e et eeeeenn e 51
Free meals provided. .. ooooeoeeeraciacreeeceee e 207

In 1934 — 260 emigrants, 37 sailors, and 5 VISltors found lodgmg in
the Home.

‘In 1935 lodging in the Home was provided for 275 emigrants, 15

sailors, 11 visitors, and eleven immigrants.
Approximately $60 per month was realized from this source
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Immigratien

Immigration has not increased much since 1932,

In the last two years 314 persons were assisted on the in-
coming ships, among whom were 48 immigrants and 41
visitors. On the outgoing ships 322 persons were assisted.

Finances

As to the finanecial status of the Seamen’s Home, on Jan-
uary 1, 1934, the deficit totaled $2,290.02, On December 31,
1935, this had beén reduced to $839.16. .

In 1934 the Home yielded an income of $1,167.91; in 1935
an income of $1,291.12. - Although these sums do not repre-
sent the final balances for the two years, the Board appreci-
ates the fact that these sums, yielded by the Home, have
made it possible that the annual expenses for Home main-
tenance could be defrayed from this income to an amount
represented by the above mentioned figures.

The Board presents the following proposed annual bud-
get for the Seamen’s Home for 1936 and 1937:

Salaries ..o $2,560.00
Gas and Electricity. o oooeeeeeeeees 300.00
Coal ' e 213,00
Water ... . 60.00
Interest - 40.00
Repairs and Incidentals.. ... T 500.00

Total wioeeeeeene---. $8,673.00

Less Estimated Income:
Income from Home........ $1,200.00
Dividends, Miami :
R. R. Stock..ooeeeeemeen 320.00
Interest on Mortgage.... 200.00 1,720.00

$1,953.00 per year, or
$3,906.00 for two y’rs.

ASSETS OF THE SEAMENS HOME
Three-story building at 810 Hudson St., Hoboken, N Joo $15,000.00
Three-story building at 834 River St., Hoboken, N. J..._.. 25,000.00
Miami R. R. Stock (80 shares) :
First Mortgage —oueeeeeeveeceeceeeemcnas [

Total Assets..
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o LIABILITIES
A Deéficit, as of December 81, 1935, of................... e eeaeereen $ 839.16

Respectfully submitted,

Eastern Home Mission Board,
(Signed) E. VaNn HaLseMa, Sec’y. -



REPORT XIX.

of the Christian Reformed Church
(Compare Report VI, p, 22, Agenda Part I)

‘FROM JANUARY 1, 1934, TO DECEMBER 31, 1935

FINANCIAL REPORT OF JEWISH MISSIONS — GENERAL FUND .

. Included
Received Received in Amount
Amount Amount Less Than Received Less Sent Direct
Classis Familles Required Received Required per Family ner Family to Chicago
California ..o 570 § 926.26 § 625.07 $  301.18 $ 1.09 : .53
East Friesland.... 618 1,004.25 763.94 240.31 1.23 .39
Grand Rapids East.. 2,842 4,618.2b 2,573.32 2,044.93 .80 A2
Grand Rapids West ... ... 8,421 5,059.12 2,530.47 3,028.65 74 .98
Hackensack ... ... .... 646 1,049.75 632.35 417.40 1.09 . .B8
Holland ... ... 1,930 3,136.26 1,476.49 1,659.76 76 : .86
Hudson ... v 1,496 2,431.00 1,956.62 474.38 ' 1.30 .32
Illinois ....... ... 2,822 4,585.756 2,608.31 1,977.44 .92 70 $ 1,601.59
Muskegon ... .... 1,990 3,233.75 2,557.11 676.64 - 1.28 34
Orange City . e 1,794 2,915.25 1,125.39 1,789.86 .63 .99
Pacific ... e 940 1,627.50 957.74 569.76 1.02 - .60
Pella ... ... 1,108 1,800.50 942 85 857.65 - .86 NEi
Sioux Center .. ...1,309 2,127.18 2900.40 1,226.73 : .68 94 .
Wisconsin ........ .. 691 1,122.88 640.81 482 .07 .92 0 62.67
Zeeland oo 1,625 2,478.12 1,984.20 T 493.92 1.30 32
TOTALS. ... 23,702 $38,615.75  $22,275.07 $16,24068  § .98 8 .64 $ 1,664.26
Societies, Churches, Individuals........... .. 1,157.832 . ) :
Interest . . 138.75 Method of Compuilation per Family
Balance on hand January 1, 1984, o 283.31 Jan. 1, 1934—June 30, 1934 @ $1.00 per year

Total Receipts to December 81, 1936................... .$23,854.45

July 1, 1934—Dec, 31, 1935 @ .75 per year



. DISBURSEMENTS
Chicago ....ccevman.n e eaeeceenaraeermmne e $14,078.00
Paterson ..o 7,297.50
Direct to Chicago......cummmocoemeeeeeen- 1,664.26
Gratuity e 150.00
Stamps, Bond, Box, ete....ceeeeeee. 60.28

Total Disbursements to Dee. 31, 1935 ‘$23,250.‘04
Balance on hand Jan. 1, 1936....... § 60441
CHICAGO: ‘

From General Fund.............. $14,078.00

Sent Direct . 1,664.26 .

Other Sourees ....oooooooeeiceeeeeene. 693.57

Total Receipts.............. $16,435.83

PATERSON:

From General Fund............. $ 7,297.50

QOther Sourees ..o 447.41

$ 7,744.91
$24,180.74

Total Receipts.....oooooeeeeeee

GRAND TOTAL...........

IN RESERVE;
Michael Vanden Berge Memorial Bonds......... $1,000.00
Johanna Woltman Legacy — Certificate — ]
5 Shares Paid-up Stock.......... SR 500.00

EXPECTANCY: ‘
Beneficiaries under Will of the late II. Schaafsma.
Amount is unknown — Will in Probate.

Expected from Jan. 1, 1934—Dee. 31, 1935.........
......... $1.626 per family
Number of families average for two years.

Notice — All money for Jewish Missions should be
sent direct to the Treasurer of the General Fund; not

to Treasurers at Chicago and Paterson.

CHICAGO:
Appropriated by Synod.... ... s $26,192.43
Received - eeceecaecee e .. 16,435.83
Less than apprqpriated.........................' ........ ...$ 9,756.60
PATERSON:
Appropriated by Synod..... ..o $12.323.32
Received e 7,444.91
Less than appropriated. ..o oooooeeeeeeeee. $ 4,878.41

Respectfully submitted,
PeTEr HOLWERDA, Treasurer.

) February 25th, 1936.
The books and records of Rev. P. G. Holwerda, Treas-

“urer of the Jewish Mission, General Fund, including an

examination of the Reserwve Securities have been audited

and found to be correct and the above report reflects a

true condition of this fund aceording to the bocoks of ac-

count for the period stated.

‘ IRA STRUCK,

BARNEY J. STAP,
Auditing Commitiee,

— 108 —-



REPORT XX.
' REPORT OF THE PATERSON HEBREW MISSION

ESTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SyNop oF 1936:

HE Board of the Paterson Hebrew Mlssmn submits the
following report:

Report of the Superintendent

This work covers a period from January 1, 1934, to De-
cember 31, 1935, of all work done by the personnel.

The work of preaching the gospel has been carried on in
the usual way, teaching and preaching and visiting with the
Jews, to make our work as effective as possible.

At the Gospel Meetings, held on Saturday evenings, there
has been an increase in attendance:. Many strangers visit .
our meetings. By sirangers we mean Jews who have not
been in our Mission before.  The Jews who attend our meet-
ings are reverent and attentive, when the message is given.
We have had-as many as 44 Jews attend our meeting at
one time. During the course of two years we had an aver-
age attendance of 28 Jews. 'These are not Dispensary
meetings. ,

On Thursday afternoons our Dispensary is open to the
sick. Before the sick are admitted to the Dispensary, they
must attend our Gospel meetings. These meetings are well-
attended, and the messages are well-received. Dr. Walter
Dunning, our Christian physician, is a great help in carry-
ing on the work, and is greatly esteemed by the Jews.
During the past two years he has treated 1,429 patients.
The average attendance at our Dispensary was 17 Jews.

The Women’s Class had a normal attendance. Only Jew-
ish mothers attend this class. A Bible lesson is given in
the form of a story and is greatly appreciated. Also per-
sonal work is done, and part of the time is devoted to sew-
ing. This class has an average attendance of 9 Jewish
mothers.

The attendance of the Esther Club has been small of late.
This is due to the opposition of the relatives of the chil-
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dren, and to threatenings of the Jewish teachers. Those
who attend regularly, come with the consent of the par-
ents. This is very encouraging. A Bible lesson is taught
at each meeting, hymns are sung, and Scripture passages
are memorized. The average attendance is 5 Jewish
children. ' ‘

The Jewish men come to the Bible Class on Sunday eve-
nings. An elderly son of Abraham is very regular in attend-
ing these meetings. Like Nicodemus he comes at night,
for fear of the Jews. Here our program is to read and
discuss the Scrlptures

All our time is devoted to Jewish Mission work. Much
" time is given to visiting Jewish homes and shops. This is
an important phase of the work; as we go from home to
home, or shop to shop, we can read and explain the Secrip-
tures to them. In this manner we meet many Jews, who
are interested, and thus acquaintances are made and often
friendship is established, so that at any time we can visit
these people and invite them to come to the Gospel meet-
~ ings.. We made 2,973 calls, distributed 2,153 tracts, 119 gos-
.pels, 31 New Testaments, and 13 Bibles.

On the second Thursday of each month (except the sum-
mer months) we have a Social Meetmg The purpose of
these meetings is to create an interest in Jewish. Mission
work among the people of our churches. These meetings
have been very encouraging, and have been well attended
by both Jews and Christians. The Jews are pleased to meet
Christian friends, and the Christians get an inside view of
our work. Thus a feeling of fellowship is established. It
is no uncommon thing to find, after the meeting, a Jew con-

versing with a Christian. The Mcn’s and Ladies’ Societies
of our local churches are very faithful in helping us. The
pastors also are very considerate in lending a helping hand.
An average of 25 Jewish men and women attend these
meetings.

On the whole our work is very encourarnno Let 1t not
discourage us that we cannot point to any “direct converts,
Jesus did not tell us to make converts. He commanded to
preach the Gospel. Therefore let us be obedient to the
command, and faithful in witnessing for our Lord and

Savior. Humbly submitted,
(Signed) Herman H. ScHULTZ.



— 304 —
Report of the Secretary

ESTEEMED BRETHREN :

Again the time has arrived that you are looking for in-
formation in regard to the work of the Paterson Hebrew
Mission.

The work is belng cared for faithfully by the Board. The
Board meets the first Monday of each month. At these
" meetings the reports of the personnel and: the Treasurer,
as well as other work, is carefully considered.

Some very necessary repairs have been made to the Mis-
. sion Building. The building has been painted inside and .
outside; the outside at a cost of $70.00, the rear hall at a cost
of $34. 00 (this includes the lavatory room on the first floor).
The inside of the Mission has also been painted one coat on

the metal side walls and ceilings at a cost of $26.00, and the
‘woodwork varnished at a cost of $17.00. Now the building
is in a very presentable condition to receive our visitors.

The financial condition has improved to such an extent
that we have been able to meet our bills. We still owe
$500.00 on a note, which has been running for a long time.
We look forward to clearing this up also. We would like
to put our lady worker and Dr. Dunning back on full time,
as well as bring our personnel up to normal by putting on
another lady worker, since it is not desirable for a lady to
visit some of the Jewish homes alone.

The reports of the personnel are very encouraging. The
visits in the homes are received in a friendly spirit. This
phase of the work brings many Jews in the mission meet-
ings, as you can see by the report of the Superintendent.
We have reason for gratitude in this respect, and also to go
forward with renewed energy and courage. Prayerfu!ly
hoping that God will give the mcrease, we go forward in
His name. He will give results in His own good time.

In conclusion, we would say that we urgently request the
moral and financial support of God’s people.

"The Paterson Hebrew Mission Board,
- (Signed) H. VAN OSTENBRIDGE, Sec’y.
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Financial Report of Paterson Hebrew Mission from
January 1, 1934, to December 31, 1935

RECEIPTS

Cash on hand January 1, 1934 .ooeeeeemreecerereennene $ 80.62
From Synod (thru Revs. J. L. Van Tielen and

P. J. Holwerda) oo eeeceeceeara e 7,297.50
From Churches, Societies, and Indwlduals .............. . 447.41
From Collections at Mission Meetings.........ccceeve.. 31.84
Prom Rent of Second Floor of Building.................. 845.00

—  $8,702.37
DISBURSEMENTS

Salary of Missionary.... e -.-$3,799.68
Salary of Part-time Worker for entlre two year

PEYIOd et 1,147.50
Gas, Electricity, Fuel, Water, and Telephone........ 748.715
Medical Department (Salary of Physician, and

Supplies for Dispensatry) ; 718.97
Paid Off on Notes 600.00
Interest ON NOUES.ower oo eeae oo e 132.99
Repairs to Building..
TNSULANCE oo e aeeaemeeemnee
Literature, Printing Postage, Sundry Supplies

and Expenses ........ . 232.81
Balance on hand January 1, 1986.....cc.ccoevee cceene. 739.23 -

B . —  $8,702.37

SUMMARY OF CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED FROM
THE CHURCHES

From General Treasurers, Revs. J. L. Van Tielen and P. J.

HOIWETA ...t emeene e $7.297.50~
From Churches, Societies, and Individuals......cccccoc.o.l e 44741
b 7 OO SOOI $7,744.91

(Annual Contribution $3,872.45)
Appropriated by Synod of 1934—
Received .. ..-$7,744.91
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PROPOSED ANNUAL BUDGET FOR PATERSON: HEBREW
MISSION FOR 1936 AND 1937

Salaries of Missionary and Worker.........._.. $3,000.00
 Gas, Electricity, Fuel, Water, and Telephohe 370.00
Medical Department (Salary of Physmlan

and Supplies for Dispensary)... .. 120.00
Insurance ......... 15.00
Building Repairs and Replacements.............. 260.00
Literature, Printing, and Miseellaneous

Supplies and Expenses.....ccoeceeeeen..... ... 125.00

$4,490.00
(Total Budget for two years — $8,980.00)

In addition to the above, we have a note to meet, amounting to
$900.00; as the note is of long standing, this extra amount should be
received in order that the indebtedness may be luiquidated.

. P. S. Since writing the above, four hundred dollars ($400.00) has
been paid off on the note, on January 10, 1936, leaving the balance
now due five hundred dollars ($500.00).

STATEM_ENT OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

. ASSETS :
Three-story Mission Buﬂdmg (unencumbered) .....coccerreceeeenee $10,00000
Furniture and EqQuipment......oceeeeeee oo oo emevssorsanraceces 500.00

) O , .-$10,500.00

LIABILITIES — We have no liabilities.

Respectfully submitted, -
(Signed) JohN H. VAN HASSEL, T'rea,su're'r
C. SPOELHOF, Stated ‘Clerk,



REPORT XXI-A
-JEWISH MISSION, CHICAGO

EsTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SYNOD oF 1936

HE Board of Jewish Missions of the Christian Reform-

ed Churches of Chicago render you the following re-

port of the activities and happenings in this branch of the

the Kingdom work during the past two years, from Janu-
ary 1, 1934, to December 31, 1935.

Again the Board is able to inform you that, notwithstand-
ing difficulties; due to present economic condltlons we have
been able to carry on the work entrusted to our care, in a
comparatively satisfactory manner, and can look back on
the work of the past two years with gratitude to God for
what we were able to do. '

In the beginning of these two years, May 5, 1934, one of
our original and oldest Board members, Mr. H. Jacobsma,
was taken from our midst by the hand of death, to his eter-
"nal reward. Due to his illness he had already previously
been released from aclive service. No new member was
appointed in his place, since the required number of five, by
the Constitution, are still in the Board, an extra member
having been added due to extra duties incurred at the
time of building our institution. '

Again the message of the coming of the promised Mes-
siah was brought to the Jews in this community: by ad-
ministering to their physical needs in the Clinic; by the
preaching of the Word and speaking at every possible op-
portunity; by giving out tracts and house-visitation as well
as in various classes.

The regular classes and Gospel meetings and their atten-
dance during the past two years averaged as follows:

The first nine months of 1934 the attendance at the Sun-
day evening Gospel meeting averaged only five; the follow-
ing fifteen months, after changing the Gospel meetings to
Friday evenings, the weekly average attendance was 30.
With the lowest at 6, and the highest of 54 at one meeting.
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The Women’s classes averaged a weekly attendance of
nine over the two years; allowing for a two months’ va-
cation.

The Girls’ classes averaged a weekly attendance of 12.5
over the two years, allowing for three months’ vacation.

The Boys’ classes averaged 32 with an allowance of four
months’ vacation each year.

This makes a combined weekly average attendance at the
various meetings of 72, allowing an average of about two
months a year for summer vacations. Besides this, from
8 to 12 people are contacted with three times a week while
waiting in the waiting-room of the Clinic.

An average of 154 people per month have received med-
ical care at the Clinic during the past two years.

From the above it can be seen that the Women’s and
Girls’ work is sadly in need of a lady worker. Efforts have
been made to interest churches and societies in supplying
this need, but so far with out success. We cannot do it
from our income unless all congregations come up to their
quota established by Synod. We have been obliged to fur-

- ther reduce the salaries of all our workers to a minimum,

in order to meet our income. Even our Treasurer, who has
an enormous lot of clerical work to do, has volunteered to
donate his services. We have set our proposed annual bud-
get at the lowest possible figure, and beg Synod to impress
on the churches the need of filling their quota for this
cause. '

Our staff at present consists of one full-time missionary,
Mr. A. Huisjen, two part-time workers: Dr. Wm. Yonker
and Miss Delis the Nurse, who attend the Clinic three half-
days a week, and a few volunteer helpers. Mr. Huisjen had
completed ten years of service in 1934.

In the first part of 1935 two young men made confessmn
of faith and were baptized in the Cicero First church. They
are very promising young men. Other young men are
showing a marked interested in the Christian faith, and pro-
fess to believe, From the last monthly report of our mis-
sionary we quote the following:

“On the morning of December 11th Mrs. M. and her
daugher were present. She is an ardent believer who in-
structs her child in the way of salvation and is trying to win
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her husband for Christ. She was engaged in earnest con-
versation with the patients in the waiting-room, talking
with them over two hours regarding faith in the crucified -
Christ. One of the patients that took a lively interest in the
discussion was Mrs. P., the mother of Sam, who was re-
cently baptized in the First Christian Reformed church of
Cicero. F. C. a young lady of 19, who was with us as a
little girl and now comes again, professes to believe in
Jesus as her Savior. L. A., now a young mother, who also
came to our mission as a little girl, attends our meetings
regularly again and confesses Christ as her Savior. A. Y., a
boy of 17, continues to attend faithfully and shows evi--
dence of faith in Christ. L. B., a girl of about 16 who has
- confided that she believes in Christ, for some time told us
that she believes in Christ, but does not yet care to go to
church or make the acquaintance of Christians, either He-
brew or Gentile. She has considerable fear. There are
others who show a marked interest but have as yet not
committed themselves.”

We trust that with this information before you, Synod
will see the need as well as the opportunities for the evan-
gelization of the old Covenant people, and will accordingly
give this cause the much-needed support, both spiritually
and materially. '

Resp_ectfully submitted,
The Board of Nathanael Institute,

Rev. P. A. HOEKSTRA, Pres.
.C. LEENHOUTS, Secy.



REPORT XXI-B

FINANCIAL STATEMENT
Chicago Jewish Mission of the Christian Reformed Church
from January 1, 1934, to December 31, 1935

RECEIPTS
1934 "1935 ToraL

Balance on hand..................._.....$ 9528 . $ 95.28
Synodical Treasurer ... - 6,940.00 7,138.00 = 14,078.00
Classical Treasurer .... ... 1,404.60 259.66 1,664.26
Donations’ ...._... eeeepeennnn 318.45 375.12 693.57
Interest Donations ... 137.00 30.00 167.00
From Medical ¥und..... .. 1,5628.00 1,000.00 2,5628.00
Workers’ Fund ....... 79.00 s 79.00
Legacies ...ocecveee ..+ 450.00 120.35 570.85
Refunds ....o.occeevereeeenns . 12.69 45.41 . b8.10
Building Fund Transfer.. 31.74 e 31.74
Bond Donated ..occceooeeeenenes 100.00 100.00
Rent Received .ooooeoeeeeeee retr eemeeeeaneneeas 343.71 343.71

TOTALS. .o caceeee $11,096.76 § 9,312.25  $24,409.01

DISBURSEMENTS
1934 1935 ToTAL

Salaries ... B 507925 § 4,227.00 $ 9,308.25
Principal ... . 950.00 1,750.00 2,700.00
Interest ... . 3,142.48 1,764.05 4,906.53
Medical Supplies icevvcnccrneeeeee 681,87 514.47 1,146.34
Coal e 265.18 295.92 561.10
Gas i, 9.78 10.13 19.86
Eleetrie ........occoceeeeenees 50.45 45.90 96.35
Books and Supplies ..... 40.34 110.38 150.72
Repairs and Cleaning 25.69 103.67 129.38
Phoné .. 143.84 140.02 283.86
Petty Cash Disbursements........... 75.00 97.21 172.21
Insurance ......coeececeeineens 108.28 430.76 539.04
Bank Loss Refund......... 44.00 44.00
Traveling Expense 4.00 4.00
License ..o e 25.00 25.00 50.00
Check Charge and Exchange....... .ocoeenneene 14.20 14.20
General Taxes oo evveemeeeeae 286.11 286.11

TOTALS. ..o $10,595.11  § 9,814.82  $20,409.93
D EH ) O eeeea e e eaneeenanrenoe $ 92
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ASSETS
Property and Equipment in building located at No. 1241-45
So. Crawford Avenue, Chicago, Illinois.......cocoo. . 4,000.00
Property located at 3948 Grenshaw St., Chicago........ ... 4,000.00
Property located at 1324-80 West 14th St Chlcago ............. 4 000 00
Estimated probable Equity in the Van Agﬂwven Esfate........ 4,000.00
, (For further details see appraisals on file) - ’
" TOTAL ASSETS e $40,750.00
‘ LIABILITIES :
Notes past due and PAFADBIE.... . cooeeeeeeeeeememeeemeeeeeameseee e $11,350.00
Bonds past due and payable.... : ... 14,600.00
Bonds not due.. 7,500.00
Mortgage (8948 Grenshaw St.) past due and payable........... 7,200.00
TOTAL LIABILITIES --$40,650.00
NET EQUITY ' : $  100.00 -

Notam: All assets are non-liquid and cannot be turned into cash for
the above stated figures.
J. Belgrave, Acountant, audited the books for the year ending De-
cember 81, 1935, and found them correct.

PROPOSED BUDGET FOR 1936

Salaries w $ 6,750.00
Gag, Electrie, Phone and Fuel 600.00
Insurance, Tax, and License......... 350.00
Repairing and Decorating 350.00
Literature and Supplies.........ccoeiiccecne 200.00
Traveling Expenses . . 100.00
Interest on Indebtedness.........oocooiceomeeceecees 2,450.00

Total for the year 1936......ccoeeeea... $10,800.00
For the year 1937 the same amount......._.. 10,800.00

TOTAL FOR TWO YEARS. ... $21,600.00

Nore — This Budget is still based on the curtailed activity.



REPORT XXII.
REPORT OF THE EMERITUS BOARD

EsTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SynNob o 1936:

HE Board appointed to administer the Emerltus Fund
. is constituted as follows:

Mr H. Hekman, President; Mr. G. D. Vander Werp, Vlce—
President; Rev. J. O. Bouwsma, Secretary, Mr. W. K. Bare-
man, Treasurer; Rev. R. J. Bos, Vice Secretary-Treasurer.

We are happy to report that the beneficiaries gave us
.splendid co-operation in gathering particular concerning
" their physical and financial condition, which facts we were
instructed to secure. These can be presented to your honor-
able body.

Requests for aid were received since the last Synod of:

Classis Muskegon, for Rev. B. H. Einink.

Classis Orange City, for Rev. J. R. Rozendal, Rev. L.
Ypma, Rev F. Schuurmann, and Rev. N. Fokkens.

Classis Eastfriesland for Rev. D. J. Meyer and Rev. G.
‘Westenberg.

Classis Pacific, for Rev. A. Guikema.

Classis Hudson, for Mrs. J. L. Van Tielen, widow of the
Iate Rev. J. L. Van Tielen.

- We gratefully acknowledge to the Synod that Mrs. J. C.

Kruithof, Mrs. C. Cooper, and Rev. F. Welandt have noti-

fied us that at least for the present they are not in need of

an allowance.

. Classis Pacific has reported that Rev. D, H. Muyskens is
no longer affiliated with the Christian Reformed Church.
The following Emeriti, beneficiaries of the Fund, passed .

to their reward: Rev. N. Fokkens, Rev. J. Manni, Rev. P.

Steen, Rev. J. Plesscher, Rev. A. Keizer. The widow, Mrs.

C. Van Houten, also departed this life.

The list of allowances proposed to the Synod of 1934 was
 referred to us with power to make necessary adjustments.
It has been our earnest endeavor to administer and disburse
the funds wisely and equitably. As the receints were inade-
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quate to cover requests and recommendations, we were

compelled to cut some allowances. The beneficiaries, the

allowances as of March 19, 1936, and the requests for aid,

approved by consistories and by Classes with a few excep-.
" tions are:

PRESENT REQUESTED

NaME : ALLOWANCD ALLOWANCE
Rev. H. Ahuis .. ... $ 600 $ 600
Rev. i 650 650
Rev. 650 750
Rev. 800 800
Rev. 800 1,000
Rev. B. H. Emmk 700 800
Rev. H. Fryling.......... 700 700
Rev. J. A. Gerritsen........ 600 . 600
Rev. A. Guikema... ... 700 800
Rev. J. B. Hoekstra........ 600 650
Rev. J. Gulker........ 550 600
Rev. P. Jonker, Sr. 550 550
Rev. H. Kamps 550 600
Rev. J. Keizer....... 500 - 600
Rev. W. Kole.......... " 550 - 600
Rev. D. J. Meyer.... 600 800
Rev. K. Poppen...... 700 800
Rev. J. A. Rottier 800 800
Rev. J. R. Rozendal 650 650
Rev. F. Schuurmann...... - 600 ' 800
Rev. J. Timmermann...... 600 600
Rev. J. B. Vanden Hoek.. 600 ‘ 600
Rev. E. Van Korlaar...... 800 800
Rev. T. W. R Van Loo... 600 600
Rev. : 600 600
Rev. 600 700
Rev. 600 800
Rev. 800 800
Rev. 600 600
Mrs. 400 400
Mrs. 300 400
Mrs. 400 500
Mrzs. 300 300
Mrs. 400 500
Mrs, 700 700 or $800
Mrzrs. 700 - 800
Mrs. 500 - 500 1f possible $600
Mrs. 500 500
Mrs. 500 600
Mrs. 650 © 700 _
Mrs. 200 200
Mrs. 450 . 500
Mrs. G. L Hoefker 400 400
Mrs. P. J. Hoekenga...... 600 600
Mrs. J. B. Jonkman........ 400 400
Myrs, A. Keizer............. 400 400

Mrs. W. Kuipers.............. 750 800



Mrs. A. W. Meyers.......... 150 150

Mrs. J. G. Plesscher ........ . 300 : 300
Mrs. B. Post... 300 300
Mrs. J. Robbert........... 500 500
Mrs. J. H. Schultz.......... -200 200
Mrs, P. Steen.. 500 600
Mrs. F. Stuatt..... 500 600
Mrs. H. Temple... 450 450
Mrs. H. Tuls... 600 600
Mrs. E. J. Tuuk. 400 500
Mrs. R. Vande Kieft........ 400 400
Mrs. H. Vander Ploeg.... 450 450
Mrs. M. Vander Heide.... 400 500
"Mrs. S. Vander Heide....., = 400 600
Mrs. P. Van Vliet.......... 350 350
Mrs. J. L. Van Tielen.... 200 200
Mrs. J. Vissia..ooeeoreneee 400 400
Mrs. A. B. Voss... e e 1,000
Mrs. D. Weidenaar. 400 631
Mrs. P. Yff... 500 . 500
Mrs. B. Zwaagman 400 . © 600
Mrs. Zwaagman and Rev.
Dyk receive a bonus of
$100 each for the year
1986 e 200
TOTALS............ $35,200 $39,281

Note oF S. C.—No doubt a request for Mrs. L. P. Brink will reach
Synod. . . H. B.

The beneficiaries were informed of the synodical ruhnp,
that they must renew application for aid every synodical
year. A copy of all the applications with recommendatlons
can be presented to the Synod.

A complete report of receipts, dlsbursements and present
assets, certified by a Public Accountant, will be made avail-
. able for every synodlcal delegate.

The following is taken from the statement of Mr. Wil-
liam P. Dreyer, public accountant, who audited the books
" of the treasurer and found them in order:

CONDENSED STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSE-
MENTS, Wm. K. Bareman, Treasurer, for two years ending
December 81, 1985, in comparative order

RECEIPTS
ITEM YEAR 1934 YEAR 1935 COMBINED
From: .

ClaSSeS ..ot e $31,905.10 $33,011.16° $64,916.25
Miscellaneous Contributions...... 101.00 64.00 165.00
Interest on Current Funds........ . 25.00 25.00
Interest on Restricted Funds.... 49.72 63.26 112.98
Van Agthoven Estate................ 1,600.00 4,400.00 6,000.00

Total Receipts.......... $33,655.82  $37,563.41  $71,219.23
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DISBURSEMENTS v
For or to: )
Beneficiaries:
MiInisters ..ot $18 527.51 $20,187.50  $38,715.01
Widows . . 16,161.25 15,291.67 31,442.92

Total to Beneficiaries.......... 34,678.76 35,479.17 70,157.93
Expenses (Insurance, Printing, .
Postage, Traveling, Compen-~
SAtION) oo 379.30 184.63 563.93

Total Disbursements....$35,068.06 $35,663.80  $70,721.86

Disbursements exceeded Receipts

Y $ 1,402.24
Receipts exceeded Disbursements : ~

in 1985 . - $1,899.61 § 497.37
Current Funds on hand at begin- .

ning of year......ocecevecceneecs $ 1,417.13 587.08
Release of Impounded Funds....._.. 572.19 4,402.58 4,974.76

Balances at End of each Year...$ 587.08 § 6,882.26

STATEMENT OF FUNDS IN HAND OF TREASURER

DESCRIPTION OR ITEMS JAN.1,1934 Dec.31,1934 Dec. 81,1985
“Balance in Open Account:
First State Bank, Hol-

land, Mich, ceoeernee... $ 1,417.13 $ 33.34 $ 1,805.27
State Com’l & Sav. Bank,
Zeeland, Mich. . 553.74 1,083.99

Time Certificates (Sav-
ings) of Deposit, State
Com’l & Sav. Bank,
Zeeland, Mich. 5 4,000.00

Total Current Funds.... $ 1,417.13 $§ 587.08 $ 6,889.26

Still Impounded in First State Bank
of Holland, Mich........... $10,477.96 $ 9,905.77 $ 5,503.20

The balance of December 31, 1935, $6,889.26, may appear
large. However, we remind ‘the Synod that in the year 1935
$4,400.00 was received from the Van Agthoven Estate, and
$4,402.57 was released from impounded funds by the First -
State Bank of Holland, Mich. This includes money received
some years ago of the Lubbers Estate.

The Emeritus Fund has been made a beneficiary of the
Estate of the late Mr. H. Schaafsma. The administrators of
the Estate, however, have informed us that after some spe-
cific bequests have ben made, there will be little money, if
any, left.
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We.humbly request Synod to take cognizance of the fol-
lowing:

(1) The allowances have been granted on the basis of
$1.60 per family assessment. - This assessment is low and
inadequate to meet the needs, for all congregations do not
contribute at the rate of $1.60 per family per year. Though -
considerable money was received from sources other than
the assessment, the allowances were and are low, too low.

(2) We recommend to Synod the approval of the allow-
ances, which have been granted by the Board, unless the
assessment should be increased or other funds should be
provided. Should either one of these be done, we advise
that all thé allowances should be increased.

(3) A communication of the Presbyterian Church of the
U. S. A. was received, in which they suggest our co-opera-
tion in aiding such ministers who have served that and our
Church. . A concrete case led to this suggestion.

(4) There is no synodically approved English translation
of “The Rules for the Care of Emeritated Ministers and of
‘Widows and Orphans of Ministers.” The Rules could
stand revision. 7

(5) A policy was adopted in the past to set aside moneys
received from Estates as a Capital Fund, the interest of
which should be used for the benefit of the Emeriti and the
principal should be available only in case of great need. We
inform Synod that in the last two years we have felt con-
strained to use a large amount of the Capital Fund.. How-
ever, we ask Synod to continue this policy.

(6) As the membership of our Church increases, the
number receiving aid may also increase. Questions may
arise as to who are eligible to receive aid from this Fund,
f.i.: Is a woman, who has married a minister after his
émeritation, to be considered a beneficiary after his death?
Is a child of a woman, who has married a minister after his
emeritation, and said child is not a child of the minister, to
be considered a beneficiary after the minister’s death? Is
a child born of a union, consummated after the minister’s
emeritation, to be considered a beneficiary after the fa-
ther’s death?
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(7). There is a division of opinion as to what the bene-
ficiaries must do to comply with the synodical ruling that
they must renew application for aid every synodical year. -
The Synod of 1930 decided: “Every synodical year the con-
sistories shall state what is needed for the support of the
emeriti, widows and orphans under their supervision.” The
Rules state: “Every Classis determines, subject to the ap-
proval of Synod, the amount to be disbursed to those per-
_sons that by it have been emeritated or have become widows
or orphans.” In accordance with these decisions we re-
quested the beneficiaries to secure approval of allowances
of their present consistory and of the consistory which orig-
inally granted emeritation, and of Classes. We ask the
Synod to declare that henceforth the recommendation of
present consistory and Classis only should be secured.

(8) The term of appointment of Mr. H. Hekman and
of Mr. G. D. Vander Werp expires.: The Synod should ap-
point two members and two alternates. - -

Respectfully submitted,
By order of the Emeritus Board,

J. O. BouwsMa, Secretary.



REPORT XXIII.
COMMITTEE ON SYNODICAL DELEGATION

ESTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SYNOD oF 1936:

HE matter entrusted to this Committee for study and
recommendation concerns the representation of.
Classes at Synod. More particularly it relates to the ques-
tion of the number of synodical delegates representing the
respective Classes.

HISTORICAL SURVEY AND ANALYSIS OF MANDATE

By way of orientation we preface our discussion with a
_brief historical survey and a statement of our mandate.
In the year 1926 no less than nine Classes overtured Synod
to reduce the number of delegates to Synod from six to
four for each Classis. Three Classes sent in overtures
" opposing reduction. Synod was advised by its pre-advisory
committee not to accede to these requests, and it so decided
* (cf. Acta 1926, pp. 66, 67).

Again in 1932 five Classes (including also Cl. Orange City,
which in 1926 was one of the three Classes opposing reduc-
tion) requested Synod to reduce its delegation. At this
Synod no opposing overtures were presented. This time
the pre-advisory committee reported favorably and recom-
mended that Synod “decide upon a reduction of one-third
delegation to Synod by Classes as proposed by the Classis -
aforementioned.” After stating its reasons for this advice
the Committee further proposed that Art. 50 of the C. O. |
be amended accordingly (cf. Acta 1932, pp. 69, 70). Two |
grounds for this proposal were presented, namely: “(1) Six-
ty members can perform the work of Synod efficiently and
expeditiously. The expense involved in sending thirty addi-
tional members is therefore unnecessary, and by that token
unwarranted; (2) For some time past a large section of the
Church has been impressed with the needlessness of a
larger synodlcal constituency than four members from each
- Classis.” ;

- 318
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Synod simply rejected the advice of its committee with-
* out adducing any grounds for its action. (cf. Acta 1932 as
cited above.)

Once more in 1934 the matter was presented by two
Classes, (namely, Grand Rapids East and Grand Rapids
West) overturing Synod to reconsider the question and
requesting reduction of the number of delegates. This
time Synod took no action. Upon advice of its pre-advisory
committee it decided to place these overtures in the hands
of a committee which was “to offer in 1936 .a well-gounded
report” (cf. Acta 1934, p. 60).

Strictly defined the mandate of your committee embraces
only the two overtures which were placed in its hands by
the Synod of 1934. And these overtures will receive due
consideration in this report.

- Since, however, these overtures also refer to the consid--
eration and disposition of the matter by the Synod of 1932,
your Committe deems it necessary to discuss the whole
-question in its various aspects. Only in the light of the -
proper understanding of the principles and practical issues .
involved can our conclusions and recommendations merit
the distinction of a “well-grounded” report for which our
mandate calls.

The overtures in casu are as follows (cf. Acta 1934, pp.
59, 60):

“Classis Grand Rapids East overtures Synod to reduce
the number of delegates to our synodical assemblies by
approximately one-third. Grounds:

a. The continued and growing sentiment in the Church

for such reduction.

b. The smaller group on the floor of Synod and in com-

mittees will work for greater efficiency.

¢. The example of other Churches akin to ours.

d. It will tend to shorten the sessions, which now extend

over two and a half or three weeks.

e. It will cut the expense to the extent of approximately
' two thousand dollars.

Classis overtures Synod to revise Art. 50 of the Church
Order, so that delegation to Synod shall be as follows:

1. That all Classes consisting of 12 congregations.or less

send two delegates.
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2. That all Classes consisting of 13 to 24 congregations
send four delegates.

3. That all Classes consisting of 25 or more congrega-
tions send six delegates. (This Would make a total of
62 delegates.)

Grounds:

a. It would be more in conformlty with Art. 84 C. 0,
‘No church shall in any way lord it over other

churches.’

b By this plan we can reach our aim of fairer distri-
bution of delegates according to the number of
churches, without in any way disturbing the present

~arrangement of Classes.

c. It furnishes us with a permanent and simple method
of determining more equal representation at Synod.”

. “Classis Grand Rapids West overtures Synod to recon-
sider its decision (Acta 1932, Art. 83, XIII, pp. 68-70) rela-
tive to the reduction of the number of delegates to Synod,
and requests Synod to once more consider the advisability
and feasibility of reducing the number of such delegates.
Grounds:
a. The continued economic conditions make a reduction
, of e}\pendltures imperative.
b. The increase of the number of Classes during the last
decade, adding to the expense.
¢. The grounds adduced the committee of preadvice at
the Synod of 1932 in this matter warrant serious con-
sideration at this time (Acta, p. 70).”

An analysis of the above overtures discloses similarities
and also differences. Both desire reduction of the number.
of delegates to Synod on approximately the same grounds.
Cl. G. R. West overtures reconsideration of the decision of
1932 anent the question. Cl. G. R. East proposes the revi-
sion of ‘Art. 50 C. O. according to a schedule proportioned
to the size of the Classes. Hence it would seek not merely
reduction of the number of delegates, but a new and fairer
basis of representation of the Classes. These are two dis-
tinct matters which require separate consideration each on
its own merits.

The question of reduction of delegates to Synod has been
on the foreground and was doubtless the main objective of
the various Classes which overtured Synod. At the same
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time the principle of justice and equity is involved. Reduc-
ing the number of delegates, and leaving the present basis
and system of delegation as it is, would.not meet thie wishes
and requests- of some of the larger Classes for more equal
. and proportionate representation. ' ‘

QUESTION OF CHANGING OR PERPETUATING
PRESENT BASIS OF REPRESENTATION

We shall first consider the question whether or not the
present basis of representation should be continued. The
status maintaining at present can be fairly stated thus:

Synod, the major assembly of our Chr. Ref, churches, is
composed of a convocation of Classes. These Classes are
all represented by the same number of delegates, irrespec-
tive of their size. This means that the Classis is not only
the body delegating to Synod, but it is also the basis and
unit of representation as well. Each Classis as an ecclesi-
astic unit has precisely the same right of representation to
the major assembly. Its credentials have inherently and
necessarily the same validity; its representation is likewise
placed on an absolute par.

The Classis in turn is a delegated body composed of
representatives of consistories. The consistories all send
the same number of delegates regardless of their size, The
validity of their credentials, the voice and vote of their dele-
gates is not in the least determined by the size of the re-
spective consistories, or by the size of the congregations
to which they belong. Each consistory has inherently the
‘same and equal rights. This is in accordance with Art.
84 C. O. requiring that “no church shall in any way lord
it over other churches.”

Herein seems to lie the warrant and basis of the present
system of equal representation at both Classis and Synod.

There is, however, an unwarranted assumption or pre-
supposition underlying this practice. It is taken for
granted that consistory and classis are codrdinate units in
ecclesiastical polity. Whereas Consistories are ecclesias-
tical units have the right to equal representation at major
assemblies the same right is accorded to the Classes. This
is an unwarranted assumption. It is a well known, and
undisputed, fundamental tenet of Reformed Church govern-
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ment that the Consistory is the one and only ecclesiastical
unit in the Church of Jesus Christ. It represents the con-
stituted authority of the organized church as a manifes-
tation of the body of Christ. It alone is autonomous, dériv-
ing its authority directly from Jesus Christ, the King of His
Church. _
Classis and Synod are broader —not higher — judica-
tories or assemblies. The Classes are intermediate bodies
deriving their authority, and receiving their mandates,
from the consistories which they represent. Ideally, as is
conceded by all, the consistories without exception should -
be represented not only at Classes but at Synods as well.
It is, therefore, a fallacy to conclude from the principle
of equal representation by consistories to Classes to a simi-
lar equality of delegation by Classes to Synod. The primal
and inherent right of the consistories as autonomous ec-
clesiastical bodies to be represented at all major assemblies
of the churches as equitably as possible under the circum-
stances must be recognized.
The present disproportion in the ratio has driven us far
- from even the approximation of the ideal that all consis-
tories shall be equally and fully represented at major or
broader assemblies.

Hence in the view of your Committee it is desirable that
the present system of delegation be changed in the interest
‘of a more equitable and proportlonate representation of the

. Consistories.

' CHANGE BY SIMPLE REDUCTION: PROPORTIONATE
REPRESENTATION OR RE—ALIGNMENT OF
CLASSES

The proposed change could be effected in any one of three
ways, which have been incorporated into overtures or sug-
gestions to Synod. The first is rather simple and would
involve no change in the present basis or system. Reduc-
ing the number of three ministers and three elders to two
each in the interest of economy and efficiency might be a
good move and has been recommended by the previous

Synod. to the Classes for voluntary action in delegating to
the Synod of 1936- (cf. Acta 1934, p. 61). - However, this
would not meet the demand for more just and equitable
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representation. The smaller Classes would still be sending
. the same number as the larger. And the contention would
not be met, that this is completely ignoring the ideal of full
‘consistorial representation and the virtual lording of one
church over the other which is strictly forbidden “in any
way” by the Church Order.

For this reason your Committee would dlsmlss this as a
half-way measure, good in so far as it goes, but 1nadequate :
to meet the situation.

The second way in which the proposed change could be
effected is by proportionate representation. Classis: Grand
Rapids East in-its overture advocates this plah and pro-
poses a fairly proportioned schedule. This would meet the
objection of disproportionate representatlon urged espe-
cially by the larger Classes. It would give more and better
opportunity for the ministers and elders of congregations
belonging to these Classes to share with those of smaller
Classes in the actual work of the Church in its broadest
assembly It could be easily executed without requiring a
change in the constituency of the Classes which in some
_instances might meet with difficulties and cause dis-
turbances.

However, it would bé a rather radlcal departure from the
present system which might create dlssatlsfactlon in some
of the smaller Classes. The more so, since these are mainly
far distanced from our denomlnatlonal center where Synod
" meets.

Moreover, it would not remove a similar disparity which
.exists at present in the number of classical delegates to the
various Synodical Boards, e.g., Chr. Ref. Board of Mis-
sions; Board of Trustees of Calvin. College and Seminary.
These Boards exercise important functions and have wide
discretionary powers of direction and control. And the
larger Classes have precisely the same representation and
voice in these Boards as the smallér.. Changing the num-
ber of delegates to Synod on a more equitable basis would
not herein effect a corresponding change. -

. Hence your Committee does not favor this way. of meet—
ing the expressed need for change

The third suggested change is that of re-alignment or re-
allocation of the Classes, either by combining smaller into
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larger or by dividing larger into smaller Classes. Such an
arrangement would equalize the Classes, bring them either
up or down to a suitable average and abolishing the ex-
tremes of disparity. The present difference in the size of
Classes is due to historical and geographical reasons. In
the past little control or regulation was exercised in allo-
cating churches to respective Classes. It was largely a
matter of choice determined by local conditions, circum-
stances and sentiment. Since the congregations are not
equally numerous in each state and community in which
our people have settled, there is great disproportion in the
- size of the various Classes. It might be objected that the
proposal to re-allocate and territorially re-constitute Classes
would be sure to cause disturbance and meet opposition:-on
the part of some of the consistories and congregations ef-
fected. 'The practical consideration of the welfare and
profit of the churches might require that the principle of
equity and fairness in representation be waived. The
peace of the churches should not be jeopardized without
gtrong and sufficient reasons. Moreover, no one would
think of advocating a re-distribution of our congregatlons
in various localities in the interest of equalizing the size of -
consistories and thereby securing a fairly even represen-
tation of congregations at Classes.

Such an objection has less weight than appears on the
surface. The proposed re-alignment, as we shall point out
precently, would not involve any drastic changes. It would
not in any direct way touch the vital and distinctive life and
activities of the congregations as such. When once the
change is made the consistories and congregations affected
thereby would very soon adjust themselves. Surely, the last-
ing benefits of securing more equ1table representatlon and
more general participation of the various churches in the
direct control of our denominational affairs would be worth
‘the temporary difficulties that mlght arise in effecting the
change.

Your Committee, therefore, avors this plan in preference
to the aforementioned.

PLAN FOR CLASSICAL RE-ALIGNMENT

Considering next what definite plan for the re-allocation
of Classes would be most feasible, your Committee senses
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that in this Synod cannot be apodictic. Te co6peration and
good-will of all the Classes in the comion interest for the
welfare of our whole Chr. Ref. Zion, as a part of the King-
dom of God, is essential.

Keeping this in mind, we suggest the followmg to Synod:

The total of 280 Chr. Ref. churches is equally distributed
-among the 15 Classcs, would average 18 plus per Classis.
The actual distribution now ranges from 6 (Cl. Hacken-
sack) to 31 (CL Orange City), with seven Classes (Orange
City, Grand Rapids East, Grand Rapids West, Illinois, Mus-
kegon, Pacific, Sioux Center) above the average (and eight
(Ostfriesland, Pella, Holland, Hudson, Zeeland, California,
Wisconsin; Hackensack) below it. In the case of eight
Classes the average is approximated, namely, Cl. Pacific and
Sioux Center, each 19; Ostfriesland and Pella, each 16;
Holland, Hudson and Zeeland, each 14, and California 13.
In the case of the other seven the disparity either above or
below the quotient is pronounced. Above it are Orange
- .City with 31, Grand Rapids East and West each with 29;
Muskegon with 25, Illinois with 24. While below we have
Wisconsin with 11 and Hackengack with 6, a bare third of
the average and a fifth of the highest.

Keeping the 18 as the middle or approximate average,
Synod could establish a maximum and minimum, request-
“ing the Classes to re-align themselves accordingly. Setting
the maximum at 24 and the minimum at 12, the Classes
numbering 25 or above would be require to split in two, or
two such Classes could reorganize into three. Those below
'12. would 1ieed to combine with othér Classes or to seek
‘additions from larger, adjoining Classes so as to attain the-
minimum. In effecting these changes the object should be
’to approxnnate the average and thus to equalue the size of
the Classes as nearly as feasible.

Such a change would not affect the ma]orlty of -the
Classes as they are constituted at present, since these are
within the absolute and minimum average.

.. The following Classes would be affected: Cl. Orange
City, Grand Rapids East, Grand Rapids West, Muskegon,
Wisconsin, and Hackensack. Your Committee does not
consider it within its province to offer a definite plan or
proposal with respect to the way in which these Classes can
best effect re-alignment. Should Synod establish the maxi-
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mum and minimum it can seek the good-will and codpera-
tion of the Classes in striving to conform to it without at-
tempting, in the interest of the desired end of classical
equalization, to coerce any of the Classes or congregatmns
reluctant to change.

This re-arrangement would change the number of Classes
from 15 to 17 or 18, which would somewhat lower the.quo-
tient or average (from 18 plus to 16 plus)’ It would be
conducive to more efficient work by the respective Classes
as well as securing more equitable representation. Over-
sized Classes may often find their time pre-occupied with
routine matters and financial details. Neither are under-
sized Classes as satisfactory as the moderately-sized bodies.

The number of Classes increased by two, or by three,
~would increase the number of delegates to Synod. Your
Committee is well aware of this, but has in :mind the pro-
posed decrease of delegates from six to four from each
“Classis. The total number would then be 68, or 72, where
it is now 90. This number, we believe, would be sufficiently
large and representative, Compared to the size of the Geref.
Kerken van Nederland with its 727 churches and only 48
delegates, representing 12 Particular Synods, our Synod
“would stﬂl have a much higher ratio of representation.

GONS’I‘ITUTIONALITY OF THE PROPOSED CHANGE

- The change would require a revision of Art. 50 of the
Church Order. ' This Article specifies that three ministers
and. three elders shall be delegated from each Classis. The
reason why precisely three, and not two or four, was fixed
" upon as the number, is not apparent. It was probably due
to practical considerations and exigencies maintaining at
the time. We do not consider it a question involving prin-
ciple. Ther is no doubt a principle at issue in prescribing
~ that ministers and elders be delegated in equal numbers.
This principle should be maintained. The precise num-
ber might presumably vary from time to time as condi-
tions warrant and call for smaller or for larger numbers.
* Hence your Committee suggests the following revision
“of Art. 50 of the Church Order: ‘“To this Synod an equal
number of Ministers and Elders out of every Classis shall
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be delegated. The number of delegates shall be ﬁxed by
discretionary ruling of Synod.”

In order not to leave this matter in dublto your Com-
mittee further suggests that Synod shall then adopt the
following ruling: “Synod shall be composed of two dele-
gate Ministers and two delegate Elders from each Classis.”

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

Your Committee is fully aware that the proposed change
would necessitate adjustments and involve difficulties, per-
“ haps even some of a legal aspect. Merging or re-organizing
ecclesiastical bodies cannot be done overnight. With the
right spirit we do believe, however, that it can and should
be done. The situation as it now exists is more serious than
a maladjustment. It is manifestly unfair and inequitable
and should not be perpetuated on grounds rooted in tradi-
tion and sentiment. When our churches (consistories) as-
sert their right as ecclesiastical units and ask for more
equitable representation under our Presbyterian system of
church government, the Church (Synod) should heed their
requests and accede so far as feasible in view of the profit
of the churches. '

_ As Committee we therefore humbly but earnestly recom-

mend to Synod the third of the suggested proposals ex-
pounded above; namely, that Synod sponsor a re-alignment
Classes, fixing as an approximate average 14 to 18 congre-
gations per Classis, and an absolute maximum of 24, and
an absolute minimum of 12, ' Further, that Synod request
thie Classes involved to effect the necessary changes to con-
form to this re-alignment. Finally, that Synod fix the num-
ber of delegates by Synodical Ruling at two ministers and
two elders and revise Article 50 of the Church Order as
suggested above. Grounds:

1) It is more in harmony with the principle that the con-
sistory is the constitutive and basic unit in our
church polity. Inequalities in representation would be
greatly reduced.

2) It would also equalize the representation of Classes on
Synodical Boards and Deputations.

3) It would meet the request of consistories calling for
more pr0port10nate representatlon
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© '4) It will not increase the size of ‘Synod since delegation
would be reduced by one-third.
May the King of the Church, personally represented by
His Spirit, give light to Synod in deliberating and deciding
upon this and all other matters coming before it. -

Respectfully submitted,
' E. KOOISTRA,
J. M. Van pE KierT, Sec’y,
J. BEEBE,
H. J. TRIEZENBERG,
P. Van Dvk. -



REPORT XXIV.

 REPORT ON AN INDEX OF IMPORTANT SYNODICAL
RESOLUTIONS

(Cf. Acts of 1934, p. 128, XII)

EsTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SYNoD OF 1936 .
T the Synod of 1934 it was moved that an alphabetical

index of  all important decisions of past Synods be
prepared. With respect to this motion, the Synod adopted
the advice of its Pre-Advisory Committee on Varia and
Publication Matters, that “the matter be referred o the Fac-
ulty ‘of Calvin Seminary, to see whether this (work) can-
not be done by students under the supervision of the Fac-
~ulty, as part of the work in Church History and Church
Polity.” In accordance with the closing suggestion of this
resolution of Synod, the Faculty left the matter to the
undersigned.

To make arrangements for havmg the work done by stu-
dénts as part of their work in Church: History and Church
Polity would not have been a simple matter. But since
the government was providing work for indigent. students;
this difficulty was avoided by having the work done under
the F.E.R.A. The research work and the work of pre-
liminary classification was performed by student H. Stob,
to whom was added student .C. Vanden Heuvel When the
task proved too extensive for one man.

A little reflection on the content of Synod’s resolutlo-n
will show, that in the direction of the labors of these stu-
dents we had to make large use of our discretion. We havée
done so to the best of our ability. The question whether the
“important resolutions” which Synod decided to have in-
dexed comprise merely such as are at the present time of
authority or include also such as-are of historical impor-
tance was settled in the latter' and wider sense. The reso-
lutions were arranged according to the affinity which they
showed to the various articles of our Church Order. The
addition of new rubrics was avoided by giving resolutions

329 '
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suggesting such addition a place under the Article of our
. Church Order on Preaching.

The material was collected from the printed Acts of our
Synods and from the earlier unprinted récords of the assem-
blies of all our churches. The only extant manuscript of
these earlier records was kindly released from the synod-
ical archives for our use by Dr. Beets. Very many of the
decisions were in the Holland language, but they have all
been rendered in English with a view to future usefulness.
* In cases where the resolutions were very lengthy, which
cases occur only in the printed Acts, abbreviation has been
resorted to and the fact indicated. In the casé of the Con-
clusions of Utrecht the indication of their nature is rudi-
mentary. In some instances, whiere a resolution would fit
under more than one Article of the’Church Order repetmon
has not been avoided. :

The material thus collected we herewith present to Synod
in a few typewritten copies only. We thought this best,
since it was not known what use Synod might wish to make
of it, and since it is quite doubtful, whether the form in
which it is cast is acceptable. Should Synod wish to make
the material in its present form available to office-bearers
and to others who may desire to elaborate it, this can be
done in the forthcoming Acts of Synod at no greater ex-
pense to the Church than if the material had been inserted
in the Agenda. Should Synod prefer to postpone its publi-
cation till it has been cast in a more useful form, the slight
disadvantage attaching to the limited number of copies is,
in view of the nature and bulk of this material, easily com-
pensated for by the saving on the expense for the Agenda.

A word must be said in explanationn of our apparent
disregard of the Synod’s expressed wish for an alphabetical
index. The reason lies in the fact, that we did not find it
feasible to leave it to the students doing the research work
also to devise such an index, nor did we find it feasible to
undertake this ourseslves as long as the material was being
collected. And after that work was finished, we lacked the
time necessary for the contrivance of a serviceable system
of classification and the integration of the material accord-
ing to it.

While the work we have performed was nearing comple-
tion, we learned that similar work was being done on the
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same material by Rev. John L. Schaver. In fact, he asked
and was given the privilege of inspecting our work and we
were privileged to see a sample of what he was producing.
With a view to the completion of the work which we have
. begun at the request of Synod, we believe it is important
that -Synod should know of what is being done by the
" brother. There is hardly room for the publication: of two
digests of the Acts of our Synods From what we have seen
- we have gathered the impression, that the classification
which Rev. Schaver is carrying through is well worth con-
sidering. Without presuming to suggest what could or
should be done under the circumstances, we think Synod
should be acquainted with the facts.

ReSpectfully submitted,
S. VOLBEDA,
D. H. KROMMINGA.



'REPORT XXV.

. REPORT OF AMERICAN BIBLE SOCIETY
REPRESENTATIVE

ESTEEMED BRETTIREN OF THE SYNoD oF 1936:

S representative of Synod to the American Bible So-
ciety it is our pleasure to render the following brief
report.

Since the last Synod, two meetings of the Advisory Coun-
cil of the Society have been held. Your delegate was privi-
leged to  attend the 1934 session, but family conditions
~ prevented his presence at the meeting of December 4, 1935.
Representatives from thirty-four denominations were pres-
ent on this occasion.

~ Last spring (1935) the undersigned sent out a form let-
ter to all the churches emphasizing the need and informing
them of the great work of the Society in translating of the
Scriptures and distributing them to all nations of the world.
~ The letter, according to Secretary Dr. G. W. Brown, was
likely responsible for a great increase in the number of
gifts for the Society’s work. For your information, in the
year 1934 there were 35 gifts amounting to $458.64; in 1935
there were 95 donations totalling the sum of $1,116.26 for
the cause of the A. B. S. Hence, a marked increase in the
number of donations for which we are very grateful. How-
ever, if you consider that our denomination numbers some
280 congregations, then about one-third of the group took
up an offering or gave a donation for this very important
cause. The other two-thirds did nothing. It is' our fond
hope that in the future we may more closely approach the
ideal.
The Advisory Council of the Society at its December
(1935) meeting, among other things, unanlmously decided:
“We record our conviction as to the significance of the
great and fundamental work which the American Bible
Society is doing both in America and in the mission fields
of the world by distributing the Word of God. '
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“We urge upon our churches a larger interest in, and a -
more consistent financial support of its work. We consider
it to be one of the greatest agencies of the Church today, in
our land and in other lands. Now, as always, it is true, ‘the
seed is the Word -of God.’

“We recommend that our home and foreign. mission
boards, on account of the vital relation of the work of
the Bible Society to the Mission work of the churches, be
‘urged to glve help in their budgets to the Society wherever
possible.”

Again we heartlly endorse the cause of the Amerlcan :
Bible Society to the churches for continued moral and
financial support, that Synod may approve this great Bible
agency and place it on the list of accredited causes.

Respectfully submitted,
JoBHN BEEBE.




REPORT XXVL

REPORT OF NATIONAL CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION
REPRESENTATIVE '

DEAR BRETHREN OF THE SYNOD OF 1936:
E are happy to report that during the past two years
the National Christian Association has continued its
" blessed work against secret societies. Anti-lodge propa-
ganda has been made by means of lectures, the distribu-
tion of literature, and the monthly publication of the “Chris-
tian Cynosure.”

‘Our total receipts for the year 1934 were the sum of
$2,597.54, and the total disbursements for the same year
were $2,596.96. The year 1935 brought us the sum of
$2,120.37, and our expenses were $2,128.37. The Christian -
Reformed Church contributed $314.00 in 1934. This sum
was given by twenty-four congregations. In 1935 the sum
of $314.95 was received from twenty-eight of her congre-
gations. These amounts are considerably less than in pre-
vious years. For example, in 1931 the Christian Reformed
Church gave $1,259.91, and in 1932 the sum of $505.21.
Would it be possible for all of the 284 congregations of the
Christian Reformed Church to remember the National
Christian Association with an offering or small donation?
The work of the Association is very necessary. The oppo-
sition from the lodge is very great. Without financial sup-
port the work will be discontinued.

The Christian Reformed Church has three of her minis-
ters on the Board of Directors: the Revs. B. Essenburg,
J. R. Brink, and J. Putt. The first mentioned is chairman.
The well-known Rev. G. M. Van Pernis of the Reformed
Church in America is the editor of the “Christian Cyno-
sure,” the Association’s monthly publication.

We can whole-heartedly recommend the National Chris-
tian Association to the continued moral and financial sup-
port of the Christian Reformed Church. May it please you
to place it on the list of approved causes. And last but not -
least the Association solicits your prayers.

Respectfully submitted,

James Porr.
334



REPORT XXVIL

A COMMUNICATION TO SYNOD ANENT ARTICLE
_ XXXVI OF THE CONFESSION ‘

~To THE SyNop or 1936.

EsTEEMED BRETHREN :
HE Faculty of Calvin Seminary feels constrained to call
" the attention of Synod to an inconsistency or conflict
in the creedal formulation of the position which our
churches hold respecting the proper relation between the
Church and the State. The conflict obtains between the
thirty-sixth Article of our Confession of Faith and the note
appended to it by action of the Synod of 1910. In the Eng-
lish rendering given in our Psalter-Hymnal and approved
by the Synod of 1934, these read, as follows:
Article XXXVI)

“THE MAGISTRACY (CIVIL. GOVERNMENT)

We believe that our gracious God, because of the deprav-
ity of mankind, has appointed kings, princes, and magis-
trates; willing that the world should be governed by certain
laws and policies; to the end that the dissoluteness of men
might be restrained, and all things carried on among them
with good order and decency. For this purpose He has in-
vested the magistracy with the sword for the punishment of
evil-doers and for the protection of them that do well.

Their office is not only to have regard unto and watch for
the welfare of the civil state, but also that they protect the
sacred ministry, and thus may remove and prevent all idol-
atry and false worship,* that the kingdom of antichrist may
be thus destroyed and the kingdom of Christ promoted.
They must therefore countenance the preaching of the Word
and Gospel everywhere, that God may be honored and wor-
shipped by every one, as He commands in His Word..

Moreover, it is the bounden duty of every one, of what-
ever state, quality, or condition he may be, to subject him-
self to the magistrates; to pay tribute, to show due honor
and respect to them, and to obey them in all things which

385



— 336 —

-are not repugnant to the Word of God; to supplicate for
them in their prayers that God may rule and guide them in
all their ways, and that we may lead a tranquil and quiet
_life in all godliness and gravity.

Wherefore we detest the Anabaptists and other seditious
people, and in general all those who reject the higher pow-
ers and magistrates and would subvert justice, introduce

- community of goods, and confound that decency and good
order which God has established among men.” :

(The Note)

“* This phase, touching the office of the magistracy in its
relation to the Church, proceeds from the principle of the
Established Church, which was first applied by Constantine
an afterwards also in many Protestant countries. . History,
however, does not justify the principle of State domination
over the Church, but rather a certain separation of Church
and State. Moreover, it is also contrary to the New Dis- -
pensation that authority be -vested in the State arbitrarily to
reform the Church, and to deny the Church the right of in-

. dependently conducting its own affairs as a distinct domain
alongside the State. The New Testament does not subject -
the Christian Church to the authority of the State that it
‘should be controlled and extended by political measures, but
only to our Lord and King as an independent domain along- -
side and altogether independent of the State, that it may be
governed and built up only by its officebearers and with -
spiritiial means. Practically all Reformed Churches have
relinquished the idea of the Established Church as not in
accordance with the New Testament, and advocate -the
autonomy of the Churches and personal liberty of con-
science in the service of God.

The Christian Reformed Church in America, being in full
accord- with this view, feels constrained to declare that it -
does not conceive of the office of the magistracy in this
sense that it is in duty bound to exercise political authority
also in the sphere of religion by establishing a State Church,
maintaining and advancing the same as the only true
Church, and to withstand, destroy, and exterminate by
means of the sword all other Churches as embodying false
religions; and also to declare that it does positively hold that
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within its own secular sphere, the magistracy has a divine
duty with reference to the first table of the Law as well as
the second; and furthermore that both State and Church
as institutions of God and Christ have mutual rights and
duties appointed them from on high, and therefore have a
very sacred reciprocal obligation to meet, through the Holy
Spirit, who proceeds from the Father and the Son. They
should not, however, encroach upon each other’s domain.
The Church as well as the State has the right of sovereignty
in its own sphere.”
' I

The movement which culminated in the addition to Ar-
ticle XXXVI of the Confession of this note, which officially
contradicts part of the contents of the Article, was occa-
sioned by a similar movement in the Reformed Churches in
the Netherlands. A proposal to revise this Article was en-
tertained by the Middelburg Synod of those Churches in
1896, and after nine years of deliberation a revision was ac-
tually adopted by their Utrecht Synod in 1905. By this re-
vision the words, “and thus may remove and prevent all
idolatry and false worship, that the kingdom of antichrist
may thus be destroyed” (in Dutch: “om te weren en uit te
roeien alle afgoderij en valschen godsdienst, en het rijk des
antichrists te gronde te werpen™), were deleted from the
Article.

In view of our close connection with the Reformed
Churches in the Netherlands and in view of the American
conception of the relation of Church and State, it was to be
expected, that this revision should find a strong echo in our
own churches. In 1906 no less than four overtures were
presented to our Synod, every one of which bore on the
question of a revision of Aticle XXXVI. One asked for a
revision; another requested Synod’s opinion on the action
taken by the General Synod of the Reformed Churches in
the Netherlands in this matter; a third petitioned Synod to
consider the desirability and necessity of such a revision as
adopted by those Churches; the fourth transmitted to Sy-
nod a gravamen against Article XXXVI (Acts of Synod,
1906, p. 53).

In response to these overtures our Synod then declared
a revision of Article XXXVI desirable and necessary, since
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according to the Word of God the government may not
exercise . authority over men’s convictions of faith and,
therefore, eradication of heresy by the sword of the govern-
ment is out of the question. In order to obtain the desired
revision in the proper way, Synod furthermore decided,

a) prior to the next meeting of Synod to present the revi-
sion to the consistories for consideration, since the fact
that the question concerns the revision of a part of
the Confession calls for the recognition of all churches

A in the matter; and,

b) although the Netherlands Churches had already alter-
ed this Article for their own circle, nevertheless to try
to procure the judgment of our sister-Churches, in
order thus to reach a definite decision regarding revi-
sion, since the bond between the Reformed sister-
Churches demands that such a revision should not ma-.
terialize without foreknowledge of the sister-Churches
(Acts of Synod, 1906, pp. 53/4).

_However, the Committee appointed to carry out these

resolutions of Synod did not find them definite enough, and
the Synod of 1908 continued the Committee with the defi-
nite direction, that in a note of further explanation of the
criticize clause in Article XXXVI be given (Acts.of Synod,
1908, p. 49). Two years later the Committee presented
such a note to Synod (Acts of Synod, 1910, pp. 104/5), and
Synod adopted it and ordered its addition to the Article
(ibid., p. 9).
. We deem it highly advisable and even necessary, that the
inconsistency beiween Articie XXXVI of our Confession and
the footnote appended to it be removed, and take the liberty
to present the following facts to the attention of Synod:

a) For the addition of an explanatory note to an article
of the Creed there would seem to be room only in case
the Article is open to more than one interpretation,
and it becomes necessary to determine officially, which
of the various interpretations represents the convic-
tion of the Church. But the character of the note ap-
pended to Article XXXVI is in no sense explanatory
of the Article, but frankly critical, and in fact contra-
dictory. In the words of the note, the Article upholds
the principle of the Established Church, while the note
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-advocates the principle of a certain separation .of
Church and State.

b) In support of its advocacy of the principle of the sep-
aration of Church and State the note appeals not mere-
1y to the verdict of history and the consensus of prac-
tically all Reformed Churches, but also to the nature
of the New Dispensation and the teachings and de-
mands of the New Testament, specifically the lordship
and kingship of Christ over His Church. If this is really
the conviction of the Church, it should find expres-
sion in the body of the Creed itself, since this is the
formal and ofticial declaration of the faith of the
Church.

¢) Certain phenomena in the world round about us make
the subject-matter of this Article and its footnote
highly actual and the removal of the contradiction be-
tween the two exceptionally urgent. While the legal
regulation of the relation between the Church and the
State which obtains in our own country harmonizes
with the principle advocated in the footnote and not
with that enunciated im the Article to which the foot-
note is appended, recent developments in more than
one foreign country indicate that the drift of our

- time is definitely toward the totalitarian State, which
subordinates the Church to its own ends and subjects
her to its own will. Surely, this situation makes it in-
cumbent upon the Church, to take a clearcut and un-
equivocal position regarding the proper relation which
ought to exist, according to the Word of God, between

. ~the State and the Church.

d) As teachers of theblogy, appointed by the whole

, Churclt, we find our official work to be not merely
intimately concerned in this matter, but also to be
positively hampered by the inconsistency of footnote
and Article. We are, as a group, charged with the
duty of teaching theology on the basis of our Confes-
sion, but find it simply impossible to teach concerning
the relation of Church and State in harmony with
both, Article XXXVI of our Confession, and its official
footnote. .

For these reasons we petition Synod, o take these mat-
ters into serious consideration and, if our representations
are found to be correct, to take effective measures looking

"toward the removal of the present conflict between Article
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XXXVI of our Confession of Faith and the footnote ap-
pended to it in 1910. As to the mode of removal, whether
by a deletion as made in the Netherlands, or by a more
extensive deletion, or by an overhauling of the whole Ar-
ticle, or in some other way, we do not venture to express
any preference, but pray that the Lord may guide the
Church to a proper solution of ‘the problem.

“Respectfully submitted,
The Faculty of the Calvin Seminary,

Louis BERKHOF,

SAMUEL VOLBEDA,
CLARENCE Bouma,
MarTIN J. WYNGAARDEN,
HENRY SCHULTZE,
DietricE H. KrRoMMINGA.

Postscript. After we had taken this matter up, the fact
was brought to our attention that the Committee on Revi-
sion of the Constitution of the General Synod of the Re-
formed Church in America also is considering the revision
of Article XXXVI on this point and plans to report on the
matter to the forthcoming meeting of the General Synod.



REPORT XXVIIIL

'REPORT ON THE DIVORCE QUESTION
Hoeksema-Sherda Report

(Compare Report X., Agenda, Part I, p. 46 ff.)

EsTEEMED BRETHREN OF THE SYNOD OF 1936:

THE Synod of 1934 appointed a committee on the divorce
questlon, consisting of the following brethren: Rev.

" Z. Sherda, Rev. W. Hendriksen, Rev. G. Hoeksema, Dr. C.
Bouma, and Prof. D. H. Kromminga. The last named with-
drew from the committee, as explained more fully in the
report already before the Church signed by Dr. C. Bouma
and Rev. W. Hendriksen. The other two members here-
with present their report to your honorable body.

The last Synod, after some discussion and after the re-
port of the Committee on Divorce had been rejected, de-
cided “to appoint a committee to consider the practical
application of the principle adopted by the Synod of 1890
and re-affirmed by the Synod of 1908, this Committee also
to consider the Minority Report and both the reports of the
Pre-advisory committee of the Synod, and to present its
conclusions to the Synod of 1936 (Acts 1934, p. 146).

To understand clearly the meaning and purport of this
charge, it will be well that we briefly sketch the historical
background. For more than twenty years, a question in-
volving the problem of divorce has been before our
churches. The committee appointed as far back as 1914,
formulated this question as follows:

“Of het kerkelijk standpunt, dat alleen de grond in Matth, 5:32 ge-
noemd een wettige grond voor echtscheiding is alle mogelijkheid van
toelating tot de kerkelijke gemeenschap uitsluit voor hen die op andere
gronden echtscheiding verkregen en daarna een nieuw huw:lijk axn-
gegaan hebben; dan wel of zij toch op zekere voorwaarden. en dan
welke voorwaarden, in het kerkelijk lidmaatschap kunnen deelen?”

And the Committee reporting in 1932 formulated the ques-
tion as follows: _

341
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“Can parties who were divorced on grounds ocur Church does not
recognize as Biblical (or, in other words, on grounds other than adul-
tery) and who marry again (with other parties, namely) be given the
rights and fellowship of membership in our Church, and if so, on what
conditions?” : i :

This, then, is the fundamental question on which we must
report. And the Synod gave to our committee the charge
quoted above, in the hope that in carrying out that charge,
we could aid the next Synod in the solution of this difficult
problem.

"The first thing necessary therefore is to understand the
. fundamental question itself. And we wish to say this .
with emphasis, because it is often misunderstood or mis-
represented. Strictly speaking, the question on which we .
are asked to give advice is not primarily a divorce question.
As the quotations given above plainly indi¢ate, the stand
of our Church that all divorce is contrary to Scripture,
except on the one ground of adultery, is not in question in
the slightest degree.

No one in our midst is championing a laxer attitude on
the question of divorce. No one is suggesting that we should
recognize other grounds for divorce, in addition to the one
Biblical ground of adultery. In a word, on the divorce
question proper we are in unanimous agreement.

It follows therefor that the question before us is not pri-
marily a divorce question. It is not primarily a divorce
question but a gospel question. This is the question, as it
was beautifully formulated by the committee in 1916:

“Does our stand that fornication is the only Biblical ground for di-
vorce absolutely exclude from the membership of the Church of Christ
those who were divorced on other grounds and remarried (to other
parties, namely) 7

In other words, have we a gospel for such people, or have
we not? Must we say to them, you have sinned, and you
have become so involved in your sins that the door of the
Church is closed to you? Or must we say also, to this class
of sinners, if you sincerely repent, the door of the Church
of Christ is open for you as it is for all repentant sinners?

-Now it would seem to be bevond all dispute that only the
last answer is soundly Biblical. It is the only gospel answer.
And it is the specific and divinely given task of the Church
to proclaim the gospel to all sinners.

This gospel principle was fully and clearly. recognized
by the two committees that reported to the Synod of 1916.
Both committees advised that, upon certain conditions, par-
ties illegitimately divorced and re-married should and could
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be received into the Church. Neither committee, it would
seem, ever thought of saying to these parties: you have
sinned and the door is closed to you, no matter what your
present attitude may be.

We emphasize this point, in order that our churches may.
jealously guard this gospel principle also at the sessions of
Synod of 1936. But let us continue the history of the
question.

Neither of the reports mentioned above was adopted.

- Indeed, both were rejected. It was then decided to ask .
the advice of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands
and South Africa, churches with which we maintain full
and complete ecclesiastical fellowship.

The Synod of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands,
after some years, advised our Church to receive lllegltl-
mately divorced and re-married parties upon their confes-
sion of the sins of divorce and re-marriage (namely of the
- first party to re-marry). The first marriage was consid-

~ered null and void after the first re-marriage. This was the
unanimous view of the committee appointed to study the
question and advise the Netherlands Synod. And the ad-
vice was adopted by the Synod, without any dissenting
opinion it would seem, and submitted to us as the official
advice and position of the Reformed Churches in the Neth-
erlands.

We shall refer to this fact again. It would be most re-
grettable if the tremendous significance of such advice
from our sister churches is not understood by our people.
But for the present we return to our brief historical sketch.

From the Reformed Churches in South Africa we have
never received an official answer. A committee was ap-
pointed ,however, and it reported to their Synod. In this
report, the same position is taken as officially adopted by
the Netherlands Churches, the position, mamely, that such

"parties can be received upon confession of past sin or sins,
though continuing the relations of the second marriage.
(For a fuller statement of both advices from abroad, see
late13' 8p§1r’rs of this report, and Agenda 1934, Part II, pp. 235
to 238.

Now, in view of this advice, it surely could hardly have
been considered an unreasonable expectation that our Sy-
nod also should arrive at a speedy solution of this problem.
However, this was not to be. Not until 1930 was a report
submitted to Synod that embodied a definite stand.” Qur



~own divorce committee, counting among its members such

men as Prof. F. M. Ten Hoor, Rev, W. P. Van Wyk, Prof.
D. H, Kromminga, and Rev. H. Keegstra, advised Synod to
receive parties illegitimately divorced and re-married upon
confession of past sins, as the Synod of the Netherlands and
the Commitiee of South Africa had advised.

Synod of 1930, however, once more referred the question
to the Committee for further study, chiefly with a view to a
fuller exegetical consideration of the Scriptural passages
that touch upon this problem. Prof. L. Berkhof and Prof.
H. Schultze were added to the committee. This enlarged
committee reported to the Synod of 1932. It again came
with the same advice. Again the question was referred
back to the committee, and Dr. C. Bouma was added to the
committee. And soon after Synod, Prof. F, M, Ten Hoor
ceased to participate actively in the work because of ill-
health.

At the Synod of 1934 the committee, having profited
greatly by a fuller exegetical study from the pen of Prof. L.
Berkhof and Prof. H. Schultze, again advised Synod to re-
ceive such parties upon confession of sin and evidence of
sincere repentance. This advice was rejected.

Dr. C. Bouma submitted a minority report. This reporf
contained two elements that in our opinion were very
strange indeed, as we shall explain more fully later. First,
the gospel attitude, which had been faithfully adhered to by
every committee that had ever reported on the question,
and that had stood out so prominently in the advice from
the Netherlands and South Africa — the gospel attitude, we
say, was altogether absent in the main position defended.
The door was closed to parties illegitimately divorced and
re-married; closed at any rate, till deathi opened the door;
closed because the first marriage' was held to be still in
force, and therefore the relations of the second marriage
were a constant living in adultery. Until the original mar-
riage partner died, or so long as the present marriage con-
tinued, such parties could not be received.

And then a second strange thing characterized the report.
After the position had been defended in most solemn and
unqualified language that such parties could not be re-
- ceived into the church, lo and behold, a considerable num-
ber of such parties were after all to be admitted by way of
exception. In other words, this position wals not so much
a position as a contradiction.
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It is not surprising therefor that the Synod, though it had
rejected the report of the committee, did not now adopt the
advice of the minority report, though it was somewhat of a
surprise to have the author of this report himself arise on
the floor of Synod and explain that he must not be under-
stood as pleading for or strongly urging an immediate or
hasty acceptance of his report.

And not only did the Synod not adopt the advice of the
minority report, but it showed very plainly that it was far
from through with the position on which it had just taken
an adverse vote. For it appointed a committee to examine
more closely, not only the decisions of 1890 and 1908 and
the minority report of Dr. Bouma, but also the two pre-
advisory reports. One of these reports, a minority report
of one member, differs from the position of the Synodical
committee on only one point; the other, signed by all the
members of the committee but one, agrees on every point
of its advice with the position of the committee that re-

orted to Synod. Moreover, twenty-five delegates of
gynod had voted to adopt this position. And as already ex-
plained, this is the advice of the Netherlands Churches and
" of the committee of South Africa.

Small wonder therefor that the Synod decided to have the
position that was voted down in the form it was presented -
to Synod by the synodical committee, once more considered
in a different form by a new committee that must report
on it to your honorable body.

O

After this brief historical sketch it would seem to be in
_ order now .to turn directly to our Synodical charge, begin-
ning with a consideration of what is mentioned first, namely
the practical application of the decisions of 1890 and 1908.
However, we shall follow a different course. To be able to
judge our critical examination of the decisions and reports
submitted to us, Synod should be guided by a brief exe-
getical study of the passages that relate to our problem.

Whait does Scripture say? That is the first question.
That must decide the issue. And we wish to say this with
all the emphasis at our command.

We must let Scripture speak for itself. We must come
to it without any bias or prejudice. Does Scripture teach
that this one class of sinners, (parties illegitimately di-
vorced and re-married) must be excluded from the Church
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of God, or does it open the door to all who sincerely repent?
We aim to give an exergetical study that will help the
Synod in answering that question. :

EXEGETICAL STUDY

The first passage that bears directly on our problem is
Deut. 24:1-4. The American Standard Version translates:

“When a man taketh a wife, and marrieth her, then it shall be, if
she find no favour in his eyes, because he hath found scme unseemly
thing in her, that he shall write her a bill of divorcement, and give it
in her hand, and send her out of his house. And when she is departed
.out of his house she may go and be another man’s wife. And if the
latter husband hate her, and write her a bill of divorcement and give
it in her hand, and send her out of his house; or if the latter husband
die, who took her to be his wife; her former husband who sent her
away, may hot take her again to be his wife, after that she is defiled;
for that is abomination before Jehovah; and thou shalt not cause the
land to sin, which Jehovah thy God giveth thee for an in_heritance.”
- Some, as for instance the committee of the Reformed
Churches in the Netherlands, prefer another translation.
According to this translation, everything that is said in these
four verses is conditional, up to the words “her former
husband * * * * may not take her again to be his wife.” If
she be divorced, re-married, etc., then her former husband
may not take her back again.

- The difference between the two translations is of course
this, that in the first case, divorce on minor grounds (not
fornication) is made a matter of positive Mosaic statute —
“Let him write her a bill of divorcement.” In the latter
case, divorce on such grounds is merely recognized as exist-
ing. It is permitted, tolerated. . But the only positive
Mosaic legislation in the whole passage is this, the
woman’s first husband cannot take her back again. This
also agrees with the words of Jesus in Matth. 19:8, “Moses
for your hardness of heart suffered you to put away your
wives.”

We shall not enter into a detailed study of the question
which translation is the more accurate. However, we know
that the other report submitted to Synod gives preference,
though without any real proof, to the latter translation.
Therefor, in order that Synod may not waste time unneces-
sarily on questions that do not really concern us or divide
us, we gladly follow this same translation.

It has the advantage, moreover, that it fixes our attention
rather exclusively on the one declaration that bears directly
on our problem. ‘A woman divorced on minor grounds
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(not fornication) can not after she has been married to an-
other man, be taken back again by her first hushand. Not
even if her second marriage has been dissolved by death.
Not only is this not permissible but it is particularly added
that this would be abomination before Jehovah.

- Now this is a most significant, emphatic and decisive dec-
laration. It absolutely contradicts the favorite line of
thought of many on this question. Parties divorced and re-
married should if at all possible, we are told, be brought to-
gether again, especially if the second marriage is dissolved
by death. But God’s Word forbids this, and in the strong-
est possible language. It is not an ideal to be cherished; it
is an abomination before Jehovah. Even the death of the
‘second marriage partner cannot open the door. Even then,
‘when no other marriage ties bar the way, the re-union of
parties to the original marriage would be an abomination
in the sight of a holy God. C

The question naturally arises, what is implied in this pas-
sage as regards the validity of the first marriage? There
are of course but two possibilities. We must say: the first
marriage is no longer valid, and then we can understand
that God forbids that the parties return to each other; or,
the first marriage is still in force, and then the passage we
are considering becomes: very mysterious indeed. Then
God would consider it an abomination that parties that are
married in His holy sight should live together again. Surely
that position is an absurdity and a contradiction. Surely
the implication of our passage is that parties whose return
to each other would be ar abomination in God’s sight, are
no longer considered man and wife. The first marriage is
broken, also in God’s sight, so absolutely broken that it
may never be restored. : :

Now those who like to maintain that the first marriage is
still in force are wont fo emphasize, not this plain declara-
. tion, but ifs purpose. The purpose, we are told, is to check
the evil of divorce. Certainly. But we would remark first
of all that this purpose is not stated in so many words. What
is stated most emphatically is that such parties may not
return to each other. It would be poor exegesis to lay so
much emphasis on a purpose which is not specifically
stated, that we lose sight of and even contradict the one
positive, emphatic statement of the whole passage.

- Moreover, if it be agreed that one purpose surely of this
Mosaic statute was to check the evil of divorce, let it not be
forgotten that the Lord God checks the evil of divorce by
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forbidding the first marriage partners, (after divorce and
re-marriage), ever to live together again. And let us face
the fact that when we try to check the evil of divorce by
teaching that such parties should, if at all- possible, be
brought together again, we are checking the evil or trying
to check‘it by teaching the very opposite of Scripture.
And then we may be sure that we are on the wrong track.

So then from Deut. 24 we learn that (a) parties divorced
on minor grounds and remarried may not again live to-
gether as man and wife, not even aofter the death of the
' second marriage partner, (b) after divorce on minor
grounds and remarriage the first marriage is no longer
considered valid before God.

This is also the interpretation given to this passage by
Dr. H. Bavinck, H. H. Kuyper, A. Anema, F. W. Grosheide,
J. H. Landwehr, H. Bouwman, J. Ridderbos, B. Van Schel-
ven and other great leaders in the Reformed Churches in
the Netherlands. We quote from their report, p. 7:

“Tenslobte is voor onze kwestie wellicht nog van belang om op te
merken, dat blijkens dit verbod van terugkeer de eerste huwelijks-
band — ook krachtens het hier geponeerde hoogere beginsel — als ver-
broken wordt beschouwd: indien ook niet door den scheidbrief en de
wegzending, dan toch door de ‘verontreiniging’.” (Rapporten, Acta
Synode, 1928.) :

The last phrase in this quotation causes a question that
deserves just a word here, though it is more fully consid-
ered in connection with New Testament passages later on.
The question is, vow or why is the first marriage broken be-
fore God? Evidently not completely by the divorce, even
though this was permitted or tolerated; for the woman is
said to be “defiled,” presumably by the relations of the sec-
ond marriage. She is defiled because she lives with a second
hushand while still in some sense the wife of the first. This
defilement on the one hand was not adultery, for then she
would be put to death. Moreover, the Mosaic law tolerated
this divorce and re-marriage. But on the other hand, this -
defilement, this second marriage, does make a restoration

.of the first message impossible. After she has been “de-
filed” she cannot return to her first husband.

It is plain that we have here in Deut. 24, interwoven with
this temporary Mosaic toleration of divorce, also a fore-
shadowing of the higher New Testament viewpoint, namely
that divorce on minor grounds does not break the tie before
God; that divorce is permissible only on the ground of adul-
tery or fornication; that only unfaithfulness of one party
can dissolve marriage before God (aside from death of
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course) ; and that unfaithfulness in the form of a ‘second
marriage after illegitimate divorce does dissolve the first
marriage also in God’s sight.

THE TEACHING OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

We now turn to the New Testament passages that shed
light on our problem. In studying these passages, it must
be remembered that divorce was a common evil among the
Jews of Jesus’ day — and divorce on the flimsiest grounds,
as for instance when the wife burns the husband’s food in
preparing the meal. The school of Hillel considered this a
sufficient ground. The school of Shammai held views some-
what stricter. But free and easy divorce was very common.

Secondly, it must be remembered that the divorce bill
granted the right of re-marriage to the divorced party. It
read in part: “Thou art therefor free for anyone who
would marry thee.” And of course, the party that divorced -
felt perfectly free to marry again, for the marriage had
been legally dissolved, and supposedly in conformity with
the Mosaic statute of Deut. 24. '

Now the words of Jesus that we shall consider are a con-
demnation of these divorce and re-marriage views and
practices. Our Lord goes back to the Divine creative ordi-
nance, “what therefore God hath joined together, let not
man put asunder.” He permits but one ground for divorce,
namely fornication.

The problem we are studying was at that time not di-
rectly under discussion. However, the principles Jesus lays
down give us a clear answer to our questions.

The firgt passage we must study is Matt. 19:9: “And I
say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife, except
for fornication, and shall marry another, committeth
adultery: and he that marrieth her when she is put away
committeth adultery.” -

Let us first consider the first part of this passage. A man,
Jesus tells us, who puts away his wife on minor grounds
(not fornication) and then marries another commits
adultery. 7

The Jews considered this perfectly legal and moral. Jesus
calls it adultery, that is, a violation of the sacred marriage
tie. A few questions need to be answered at this point.
First, what act was adultery? It is evident that the mere
act of putting away was not adulteryy. For adultery,
properly speaking, always involves the marital act. It is
wrong for the husband to put away his wife on trivial
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grounds, but the adultery enters in when he establishes

relations with another woman. For that reason also Jesus

in Matt. 5:32, where the second marriage of the husband is

not mentioned at all, speaks of the adultery which the

woman suffers or commits; also speaks of the adultery of '
the man marrying her, but does not mention the adultery

_of the man who put her away. For his adultery could enter

in only through his own re-marriage, and that is not men-

tioned in Matt. 5:32. The meaning therefor is, he commits.
adultery by marrying another,

Secondly, when Jesus says that the man by marrying
again commits adultery, he surely cannot mean, that he
would always make himself guilty of adultery by any re-
marriage foflowing his act of divorcing his wife on trivial
grounds. For instance, the woman might die. In that case
we would all be agreed that the man could marry another
~'woman without thereby committing adultery. '

Jesus’ words therefor do not mean that a man who has.
put away his wife always commits adultery by a second
marriage, regardless of what has happened to the woman
in the interval. The meaning evidently is that any man
who divorces his wife on trivial grounds, and then on the
basis of that divorce assumes that he is free and marries
again, is sinning against God. He is not free. The Jews so
taught. Jesus condemns that view. ThHe man commits
adultery by marrying again after and on the basis of such
a divorce. o

Third —if we ask why such an act of remarriage is
adultery, no other answer can possibly be given nor has
ever been given than this, that he is still before God bound
to his first wife. For else his re-marriage could not pos-
sibly be adultery, namely marital unfaithfulness. Such a
man, Jesus says, makes himself guilty of unfaithfulness,
unfaithfulness namely to the wife whom he has divorced.
Therefore she must still be his wife. The tie is not cut
before God. '

So, then, a careful exegetical study of Matt. 19:9a presents
us with the following fundamental propositions that will
aid us in solving the problem we are considering:

A. Divorce on grounds other than fornication does not
sever the marriage tie before God. A husband and wife
who have been so divorced are still, in God's sight man
and wife. : . '
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B. Divorce on grounds other than fornication does not
give re-marriage rights to the guilty party. Being still
bound by the first marriage, he commits adultery if he, on
the basis of such a divorce, marries again.
Let us now consider Matt. 19:9b. It reads: “And he that
marrieth her when she is put away committeth adultery.”
The meaning is, of course, that such a man commits
adultery by marrying her, since no other act or condition
is mentioned. And here again, as in the first part of the
passage, the meaning cannot be: whoever marrieth her, re-
" gardless of what the first man may do or what may happen
to him in the interval. He might die, for instance, and then
we would all be agreed that that she could marry again or

someone ‘else could marry her with out committing
adultery.

Or, he might himself, in the interval between the divorce
and the woman’s re-marriage, take another mate. Does our
text mean to teach that then also the man marrying her
would commit adultery? That view is held by some. How-
ever, it is not supported by careful exegesis. For Jesus
does not say, “whoever marrieth her when she is put away
and her husband is remarried.” No, “he that marrieth
her when she is put away”; that is he that marrieth her
ion that basis, in that capac1ty, commits adultery. That
_ the only condition Jesus hay in mind is the putting away

of the woman is also the view of Prof L. Berkhof, Prof.
H. Schultze and others (we mention these two names be-
cause the exegetical part of the report is first of all from
their pen) as they express themiselves in the report of the
Divorce Committee to the Synod of 1934, Agenda, p.
245-246;

“Tt has been argued from Matt. 19:9 that even after a man has put
away his wife for some other cause than adultery, and has married
another, thus committing adultery, his wife ctill remains his wife,
since Jesus says, ‘and he that marrieth her when he is put away com-
mitteth adultery.’ This means that even the cecond marriage of the
man does not destroy the first union. But the correctness of this

- interpretation may well be doubted. Jesus simply says that, if a

man puts away his wife for some other cause than fornication, two
things follow: (1) if the man re-marries, he commits adultery; and
(2) if someone marries the woman, he also commite adultery. The
condition on which these two assertions depend is simply that the
mahn has put away his wife for some other cause than fornication, His
re-marriage does not form part of the condition on whlch the second
assertion -depends.” -

In other words, nothing is said or implied in this passage
as to the legitimacy of the marriage with such a woman,
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if other conditions enter in, such as the death of the first-
first husband or his re-marriage. Jesus is merely referring

to what was common practice at that time. If a woman

was put away on trivial grounds it was considered perfectly

legitimate and moral to marry her on the basis of such a

divorce. She was held to be free of the former marriage.

Jesus condemns this view. Whoever marrieth her com-

mits adultery. She is not free. She is still bound to her
first husband before God. Therefor it is adultery, it is

establishing marital relations with a woman who is before

God married to another man (her first husband).

One question rather naturally presents itself at this point.
We are told in so many words that both the first husband
and the second man commit adultery by the dct of con-
tracting a marriage on the basis of such a divorce. But
the. remarriage of the woman is not mentioned or con-
demned in so many words. Must we perhaps conclude
that for her the act of remarriage was not adultery?

This question, we repeat, very naturally arises at this
point. However, the answer is readily given. First, though
the re-marriage of the woman (or the party unjustly put
away) is not mentioned in Matt. 19:9, it is mentioned and
condemned as we shall see in Matt. 5:32. Secondly, what
Jesus does say concerning the first husband and the second
man, namely that both commit adultery by marrying on
the basis of such a divorce, can, as we have seen, mean but
one thing, namely that thé woman is still bound to her
first husband. And from this it follows that remarriage
would also on her part be an act of adultery, namely of
marital unfaithfulness to her first husband.

And the reason her re-marriage is not specifically men-
tioned no doubt finds its explanation in the fact that she
was so often the helpless, more or less passive victim of the
misdeeds of the man. She was simply sent away when it
pleased the man. For economic and other reasons, she must
.seek the home and protection of another man. But it was
not first of all her doing or her responsibility. Therefor the
sin of the man is placed on the foreground by our Lord.
Therefor we are told also in Matt. 5:32 - He, the first hus-
band, maketh her an adulteress. He is largely responsible
for the adultery of her second marriage.

Some give a different translation of this passage. They
read —— he causeth her to suffer adultery. We shall discuss
the point later. But whether we follow the one translation
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or the other, it is plain that re-marriage on the part of the
woman on the basis of such a divorce was also adultery.
For she is still bound to her first husband and therefor it
is adultery to marry another, though the men involved in
her sad history have the greater responsibility and the
greater guilt.

Now we should not fail to note at this point that we have
reached a conclusion that is of direct significance for the
solution of our general problem. The conclusion is this;

Divorce on grounds other than fornication does riot give
re-marriage rights to the innocent party. Being still
bound by the first marriage, she (he) commits adultery .
if, on the basis of such a divorce, she marries again.

In a word, after illegitimate divorce the innocent party
has no more re-marriage rights than the guilty. Our sense
of justice might have led us to a different conclusion. The
innocent must not suffer with the guilty, we would say.
The woman unjustly sent away must not have her life
spoiled by a marriage tie wilfully broken by the other party.
She must be frée to-seek new happiness in a new marriage.

So we might be inclined to reason. And therefor the
whole philosophy (and exegesis by the way) of some on this
.problem is dominated and vitiated by the ever-recurrent
distinction between the innocent and guilty party. Not only
re-marriage rights, but even the right of fellowship in. the
Church of Christ, is made dependent on this question of
guilt or innocence as to the divorce illegitimately obtained.

But that whole line of thought finds no support anywhere
in Holy Writ, and is very plainly condemned in the passage
we are studying. It warns us very emphatically that not
our- human feeling, and not our poor beclouded sense of
justice, but the Word of God and the sacredness of the mar-
riage tie must decide the issue. It warns us that in these
holy marriage relations, as in other relations, the inno- .
cent must often suffer with the guilty.

Is the holy tie of marriage broken before God? That is
for our Lord the supreme, decisive question. If not, then
the innocent has no more re-marriage rights than the guilty.
Indeed, how could it possibly be that the guilty party was
still bound to his wife, while she was no longer bound to
him? How can it ever be that one. party is still married,
and the othier not? And yet that is, as we shall see, the
peculiar and un-Scriptural position defended by some.

k % % % %k %k %
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Before completing our study of Matt. 19:9, we do well to
turn for a moment to Matt.-5:32. It reads:

“But I say unto you that everyone that putteth away his wife,
saving for the cause of fornication, maketh her an adulteress, and
whosoever shall marry her when she is put away committeth
adultery.” ‘
The latter part of this text is practically identical with Matt.
19:9b. '

However, the first part of this passage asks more particu-
lar attention. According to the American Revision, he that
sendeth her away “maketh her an adulteress.”

The question naturally arises, how or why does he make

her an adulteress? He does not make her an adulteress, or
cause her to commit adultery, as others translate, merely by
sending her away. She is thereby somewhat lowered in
honor, in the estimation of the public. But no one may call
a woman an adulteress surely, merely because her husband
has wronged her by sending her away. ,
" Yet Jesus says, he maketh her an adulferess. And the
meaning of our Lord’s language is very ‘plain, if we remem-
ber that the man in divorcing his wife, gave her the right
to. marry again. Secondly, by refusing his support and
home to her, he practically forced her into a second
marriage. Co ' : '

But, as we have seen, Jesus’ teaching is that such a
woman is still before God bound to her first husband.
Therefor she, by marrying again, commits adultery. And
for this the man is largely responsible. He maketh her an
adulteress, or causes her to commit adultery, by giving her
the right (legal) of re-marriage, by exposing her to the sin
and practical necessity of contracting a second marriage.

This is also the explanation given to this passage by Prof.
L. Berkhof, Prof. H. Schultze and others in the Divorce
Report submitted to the last Synod. We read:

“The man who puts away his wife makes her an adulteress, Matt.
5:32, since this act, permitted by Mosaic law, ‘because of the hard-
ness of their hearts’, carried with it the further permission of re-mar-
riage. He also deprives her of her means of support and thus exposes

her to the danger of marrying someone else and thus actually becom-
ing an adulteress.”

However, another translation(?) has been proposed,
namely he causeth her to suffer adultery. The verb we are
told is moicheuthenai, the passive aorist infinitive. There-
for it should never have been translated: he maketh her an
adulteress, or he causeth her to commit adultery, but: he
causeth her to suffer adultery, for the verb is passive.
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This argument is however a fallacy. This is not a ques-
tion of translation, but of textual criticism. The reading
or text generally followed is not moicheuthenai but
moichasthai, (Expositors Greek New Testament, Meyer
and practically all translations). Evidently the editors of
the American Revised Version also followed this text, and
therefor translate: he maketh her an adulteress. If the
middle is to be stressed, for moichasthai is the present mid-
dle infinitive, then this translation is to be preferred to the
active, “he causes her to commit adultery.”

May we remark in this connection that the American
Revised Version is given general recognition also in our
Church, as the ripest product of scholarly study also in the
field of textual criticism. ,

At any rate, it is a palpable fallacy to contend that prac-
tically all scholars have failed to see that a passive
(moicheuthenai) should not be translated as an active.
They have simply not adopted the passive reading. The:
point to be proved, if the generally accepted translation is
to be set aside, is not the comparatively simple point that
a passive must be translated as such, but that the passive
reading is correct: Some manuscripts N. B. D. have
moicheuthenai. Westcott and Hort follow this text. But
the evidence in favor of this text hlas evidently not been
considered sufficiently weighty by most scholars. ’

So then, if the generally accepted text is followed, Matt.
- 5:32a teaches that also the woman put away commits adul-
tery when she marries again, except, of course, if she be put
away for fornication. Then, as we shall see, her second
marriage is not adultery, for then her first marriage is no
longer binding, even before God.

However, in order to meet all possible argument, we’
finally remark in passing that even if one should follow the
less-favored text, and translate: he causeth her to suffer
adultery, even then the teaching of this passage remains
fundamentally the same.

.For how or why would he (supposing this reading were
correct) cause her to suffer adultery? Here again the mere
act of sending her away does not supply the answer. For
someone must commit adultery if she is to suffer it. And
her husband does not commit adultery merely by sending
her away,

Nor does our text mean that he causes her to suffer adul-
tery through his second marriage. His second marriage is
not mentioned at all in-Matt. 5:32. For this reason it is
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also a logical fallacy to consider Mark 10:11, where we read,
“he commits adultery against her,” a parallel passage..
Nothing could be further from the truth. Mark teaches
that the man commits adultery-against his wife by marry-
ing again. -Matthew 5 teaches that the man, by sending
her away, (no second marriage on his part is in the picture)
causes her to suffer adultery.

But how and why? The only possible explanation is,
(as also in the case of the more favored text), that the man

. by giving her the right to marry again and by withdrawing

his support is Jargely responsible for her re-marriage.

But the man that marries her, as Jesus plainly tells us,
commits adultery. And she would then suffer adultery (if
this reading were correct). She would be the object of it.
And her first husband would be chiefly responsible. This is
also the view of the committee of the Netherlands that re-
ported on this question to the Synod of Utrecht, 1923. They
say, Co

““Door den scheidbrief stelde dus de man zijn vrouw aan overspel
bloot, veroorloofde hij haar zich in te laten met een ander. De schuld
daarvan draagt de man, die haar heeft weggezonden; de vrouw lijdt
gvlegspel en die haar huwt bedrijft het.” 'Ra:pporrten_, Acta 1923, pp.

But does this mean that she is nof guilty? Not at all.
For she is not raped or debauched against her will. She
enters as a free agent into the second marriage. And being
still the wife of her first husband, she commits adultery by
so doing.

So, then, even if the less-favored reading is followed, the
fundamental teaching remains the same. It is this that the
re-marriage of the innocent party after illegitimate divorce
. is adultery. '

And so we reach the general principle of tremendous im-
portance for our problem: _
Any marriage or re-marriage on the basis of a divorce
on non-Biblical ground is an act of adultery, since the

first marriage is still valid in the sight of God.

*  The same principle is enunciated in Luke 16:18. There
‘we read: ' , A

“Every one that putteth away his wife, and marrieth another com-
mitteth adultery; and he that marrieth one that is put away from a
husband committeth adultery.” . : ‘

Notice that the exceptive clause, “except it be for forni-
cation,” is lacking here. This passage, as also the passage
in Mark, is for this reason appealed to by Roman Catholic
and other theologians in defense of their view that no
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divorce is permissible, not even.on the ground of adultery.
However, we shall not enter upon. this question, since we
are. all agreed that the exceptive clause must here be sup-
- posed or supplied on the basis of and in agreement with the
passages in Matthew.. .

Finally before turnmg to three very important questions
that are answered in the Matthew and Mark passages, we
remark that in Mark 10:12 it is particularly pointed out by
our Lord that if the woman puts away her husband and
marries another she commits adultery. In other words,
though the man usually would be the guilty party, the rule
Jesus lays down applies equally to both sexes.

And now we turn to the direct consideration of three
questions that must be answered to solve our problem.
The first is this:

‘When Jesus says that he (she) that marries again after
and on the basis of a divorce on minor grounds commits
adultery, does this mean that such a marriage is a constant

. living i adultery ? ’

‘Wé answer, there is absolutely nothing in the words of
Jesus, neither as translated nor in the original Greek, that
gives the slightest exegetical basis for this view. Consider
for instance Matt. 19:9:

“Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for fornication, and
shall marry another, ecommitteth adultery.”

‘The meaning, as all are agreed, 1s, he commits adultery
by marrying again, in other words, by that act. That act
is adultery. That is all the text states.

To use this passage, and similar passages, to prove that
such a marriage results in or leads to continuous adultery,
you have to read into the text what simply is not there.
For Jesus’ statements are manifestly limited to a judgment
upon the act of marrying again, That is adultery. How-
ever, it is contended by some that the lesultmg relations
are a constant ]1v1ng in adultery. .

And the attempt is made to establish this posmon upon
the basis of Matt. 19:9 and similar passages. It is pointed
out by W. Hendriksen in his. “Sermon on the Mount,” p.
255, that in Matt. 5:32b we have, in the original, not the
active but the middle voice. And the significance of the

. middle is this, we are told, that it represents the subject as -
acting -in relation to- hlmself somehow. Therefor we
must translate, he makes hlmSelf gullty of the sin of
adultery,
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But it will be seen at once that even'if the middle must

- be stressed (and Greek scholars are agreed that often it has .
_a meaning hardly distinguishable from the active) that such

stressing of the middle has nothing to do with the point to

be proved. Suppose we do translate with the cumbersome

phrase, he makes himself guilty of the sin of adultery; we

still have absolutely nothing to establish the point that he

lives in permanent adultery. You still have only the

thou_%ht that he makes himself guilty of the sin of adul-

tery by the act of marrying again.

Of course, if you translate: he involves himself in the sm
of adultery, you do subtly suggest the idea that the man is.
permanently caught in the toils of that sin. You suggest
to the mind of the reader that he read that in the text. But
this is then «a theory that is introduced into the text. The
middle voice suggests nothing. of the kind. If it is to be
stressed, it merely - emphasizes the guilt of the man, and
not merely of the act.

However, practically all translators and commentators
make no attempt to bring out the special meaning of the
middle, perhaps also for this reason that the proper mean-
ing of the middle is this that it represents the subject as
acting in relation to himself. But adultery happens to be
one sin that you cannot commit in relation to yourself, but
must commit in relation to another. Is it not then a fine
sense of the fitness of things that has led practically all con-
mentators and translators to lay no stress on the middle,
but to translate: he committeth adultery!

At any rate, the middle does not prove, does not even
suggest, that the adultery is continuous’ or permanent And

that is the point to be proved.
However, the further question must be faced, are there
not reasons to hold that a marriage begun in adultery neces-
sarily continues in adultery, even though this is not taught
in these gosel pdssages? Some seem inclined to the view

. that this follows as a matter of course. A marriage begun

in adultery necessarily continues in adultery. But this is
very evidently a fallacy. Even the brethren of the other
half of our committee would not subscribe to it. For in-
stance, the death of one of the original marriage partners
would suddenly legitimate those adulterous(?) relations, as
they see it. Of course, we believe nothing of the kind. But
we here refer to this view to establish the point that nobody
holds that a marriage begun in adultery necessarily con-
tinues in adultery. In other words, a marriage begun in
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adultery can in its subsequent relations be perfectly pure
in the sight of God. On this we are all agreed. Which
means, of course, that he who holds that the later relations
are adulterous must prove this. It does not necessarily fol-
low from the fact that the first act of marriage was adultery.

Now some have sought proof in the words of John the
Baptist to Herod: “It is not lawful for thee to have thy
brother’s wife” (Mark 6:18). Emphasis is laid on the fact
that John did not merely say, it was not lawful for thee to
marry thy brother’s wife; no, it is not lawful for thee to
have her.

However, this passage has absolutely nothing to do with
our question. Herod’s marrlage to Herodias was a case of
incest. He had his brother’s wife, expressly forbidden by
Jewish law. It was a marriage, or rather a relation, that
could never be recognized. That fact alone sufﬁcwnﬂy
explains John’s language: it is not lawful for thee to have
her.

What John would have said had Herod merely married
a divorced woman we can only conjecture. The fact is we
are not dealing with such a marriage. Herod had his
brother’s wife. That was incest. That was the point that
John had in mind. It is not lawful for thiee to have thy .
_brother’s wife. To find any proof here for the view that a
second marriage after illegitimate divorce is a constant liv-
ing in adultery, one would first have to prove that John
would have said the same thing, if this were not a case of
incest. Such proof could be found in this passage only if
what John says does not find its adequate explanation in the
fact of incest.

But the fact of incest adequately explains everythmg that
John says. Therefor no one can prove from this passage
that John would have said the same thing of an ordinary -
marrlage after zllegltzmate divorce. -

This is also the view of Prof. I.. Berkhof and Prof H.
Schultze and others, Divorce Report, 1934, Agendum, p. 247.

v, “It is quite evident that the real point John had in mind was not
that Herodias was still the wife of another, but that she was the wife
of Herod’s brother.”

And the committee of the Netherlands, asked to consider
this very question whether a second marriage after illegiti-
mate divorce was continuous adultery, did not even devote
a moment’s time to this text. In other words, they evi-
dently did not consider it a passage that had any bearmg on
the problem.
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" Another passage that is supposed to prove that a marriage
after illegitimate divorce is a constant living in adultery is
Rom. 7:2, 3. "There we read: ‘ :

“For the woman that hath a husband is bound by law to the hus-
band while he liveth, but if the husband die, she is discharged from
the law of the husband. So, then, if while the husband liveth, she be
joined to another man, she shall be called an adulteress.” ‘

. This passage has,’however, nothing to do with the ques-
tion we are discussing. The committee of the Netherlands,
for instance, does not even refer to this passage, in the dis-
cussion of the problem of marriage and divorce.

The only way that this passage can be used to defend the
view that any marriage begun in adultery results in a rela-
tion of constant adultery is to read the text and encourage
others to read it, after the fashion of the Catholics. The
interpretation then is: a married woman is bound to the
man she once married ¢l he dies. Only death can release
her, only death can break the tie. If that is correct, then of
course a second marriage is a constant living in adultery,
for she is still bound to her first hushand.

But, this interpretation is the purest Roman Catholi-
cism. We of Reformed persuasion deny that only death can
break the tie of marriage. We are all agreed that a marri-
age tie can also be broken before God as the result of un-
faithfulness of one party. ,

Therefore we must read the text with a mental reserva-
tion or addition. A woman is bound to her husband as
long as he liveth, unless the tie is broken on the ground of
adultery. Then also, a second marriage is not a constant
living in adultery, for the first marriage is void, and there-
for the second marriage is not adultery.

So then, if we remain consciously and consistently Re-
formed in our thinking, wewill see at once that this passage
has nothing to say on our problem.

And now, after pointing out that there is no Scriptural
proof for the position that a second marriage after illegiti-
- mate divorce is a constant living in adultery, we wish to
state very positively that it contradicts Scripture. 1t
plainly contradicts Deut. 24. As we have seen, God’s Word
here forbids parties once divorced to live together again,
even after the death of the second marriage partner might
~ seem to have opened the way. The Lord declares that such
a re-union is an abomination in His sight. That first marri-
age may never be restored or resumed. All of which, as
we have seen, plainly implies that that first marriage is

completely and permanently dissolved in His sight.
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~ Now, this is a pointed condemnation of the view that a
‘ second marriage after illegitimate divorce is a constant liv-
ing in adultery. For there is only one way in which that -
- position can be maintained, namely by proving that the first
marriage still exists. Then and only then can the rela-
tions of the second marriage be a constant living in adul-
“tery. If the first marriage is void in the sight of God, no -
adultery can attach to the permanent- relations of the sec-
ond marriage. And Deut. 24 says, the first marriage is
gone, never to be restored. Therefor the second marriage
cannot be a constant living in adultery. .We have now
again reached a conclusion of tremendous s1gn1ﬁcance for
the solution of our problem. It is this:.

The relations of a second marriage after illegitimate
divorce are nol a constant living in aduliery. The Scrip-
lures nowhere teach this; and this view is contradicted
by Deut. 24 and other passages of Scripfure.

The question naturally arises, just how is that first mar-
riage dissolved, since it is not dissolved by the divorce? We
shall answer that question in the light of Mark 10:11. But
first permit us to ask, why should anyone, why should any
Christian be so eager and determined to prove that the
relations of the second marriage are a constant living in
adultery?

For what is the inevitable result of this mistaken zeal?
" This, that you get a certain class of sinners for whom there
is no gospel door open, no way of repentance, and no hope!
We shall enlarge upon this point later.

Bul, let us see very clearly that there is only one way
in which there can be an open door of repentance and mercy
for those who marry again after illegitimate divorce. If the
first marriage is no longer valid before God, then and then
alone is there an open door. We should therefor be more
than ready to accept the plain implication of Deut. 24 that
such is the case. And if we will put aside all traditional
bias, we will rejoice to find the same implication in the
teaching of our Lord in Mark 10:11.

*******

‘We now turn to the discussion of the second important
queStion that must be answered. The question is this:
What is the effect of the second marriage begun in adul-
- tery, on the first marriage? Some would answer: the
second marriage has no effect ‘whatsoever. Thouqh mar-
ried again, the party or parties to the second marriage, are
still bound by the tie of the first marriage. .
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Deut. 24, as we have seen, contradicts this theory very
plainly, and even in very solemn language.

And this teaching of Deut. 24 is also plainly implied in
Mark 10:11. We there read:

“Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another committeth
‘adultery against her.”

Now this is a most significant statement. The Jews
reasoned that this man no longer had anything to do ‘with
his former wife. Had he not sent her away? . Was he not
free of her?

But Jesus says, if that man marries another he thereby
commits adultery against his first wife. He is unfaithful
to her. He commits the same sin against her as he would
have done if, still béing married to her, he had co-habited
with another woman.

It is plain that Jesus here not only condemns the easy
divorce of those days, but he protects the innocent victim.
The man commits adultery against her. He is unfaithful
to her by marrying another. :

And that can mean only one ithing. If the woman is thus
wronged and the man is thus unfaithful, just as in the
case of adultery while they are still married, then the
woman must have the same rights as she would in the
latter case. The woman is wronged, says Jesus. The man
is unfaithful. And now the woman has the rights a wronged
party always has. _

What are those rights? What may she now do? Some
. would answer, now she may marry another. o

But that is not true at all. Neither law nor Church nor
public opinion, nor Christian conscience give her that right.

For she is still married to this unfaithful man. His
adultery does not per se break the tie... And as long as the
tie is not broken, she may not marry another man. . And as
a Christian wife, she would in many (not all) cases do well
to forgive and resume relations, if he repents. So you see
how basically false, how illegal and un-Christian even is the
teaching that the adultery of one party gives to the other
. party the right to marry another.

But the question remains, what right does it give her?
We answer: it gives her the right to ask the proper authori-
ties to declare the tie of marriage dissolved on.the ground
of adultery. And when the proper authorities so declare,
then, and not until then, has she the right to marry an-
other. And the fundamental legal and moral basis of that
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right is simply this, that she is before God and man, a
single woman with the natural inalienable right to seek a
mate. ‘ :

Now let us return to the text. Jesus says the husband
who had put away his wife, commits adultery against her
by marrying again. She has therefor the same rights that a
wronged woman always has. She has the right to go to the
proper authorities, and to ask them to declare that the tie
of their marriage is dissolved. And she may ask this on
the ground of his adultery.

There are, of course, two points of difference to be noted.
She need and can no longer ask the court of the state to do
this. That court has already declared the tie dissolved. All
that she can do and need do is to ask the spiritual court,
the Church, to declare that now, after his second marriage,
the tie is dissolved also before God. And of course she then
has the rightt also in the Church to marry again with the
blessing of the Church. ‘

Secondly, since the first marriage cannot be restored
(Deut. 24), it is not merely her right, but even her duty to
ask the Church to declare it null and void.

So, then, it is plain that the words of our Lord, “he com- -
mits adultery against her” mean that the second marriage
of one of the parties to an illegitimate divorce commits
adultery by marrying again, the other party may and must
ask the proper court to declare the marriage dissolved also
before God.

For that act of contracting a second marriage is an act
of adultery. And as we. are all agreed, adultery gives to
the innocent party the right to ask the proper authorities
to declare the tie of marriage dissolved.

In the case of simple adultery the court of the state so
declares and the Church recognizes this decree. In the
case of adultery in the form of a second marriage, the
Church alone so declares, since the state has already acted.

* ok ok ok ok ok %

And now we approach our final problem. Granted that
the innocent party, the party whose mate first marries

again, is now free, what must we say of the other party? - .

Is he also free of the tie of the first marriage? Or is one
free and the other bound? ‘
Common sense, it would seem, could easily solve the
problem. ¥ the tie is declared dissolved by the Church,
why then the tie is dissolved. If the marriage is null and



— 364 —

void, it is-null and void. If one party is free, he (she) is
free only because the tie is dissolved. And if the tie is dis-
solved, how can it be otherwise but that the other party
also is no longer married? Or can perhaps a certain man
be bound by marriage to a woman while the woman is no
longer married to him?

We repeat, common sense, it would seem, easily solves
this problem. However, Scripture also does not leave us
in the dark here. Jesus’ teaching plainly implies that if a
marriage is dissolved on the ground of adultery, the re-
marriage of neither party is adultery. To understand this
we must consider the exceptive clause.

May we remark: that in discussing the exceptlve clause,
we seem to turn away for a moment from the direct dis-
cussion of the subj ect we have been busy with, namely the
e}fifecf;[ of a second marrlage (after illegitimate divorce) on
the first.

‘We now, on the baS1s of gospel passages, discuss legiti-
mate divorce, divorce on the ground of formcatlon How-
ever, the underlying question in both cases is this: if one
party is unfaithful and the marrlage is broken, is it broken
for both parties?

I think we are all agreed if this is true in the case of legiti-
mate divorce, it must also be trué in case of a dissolution of
marriage before God by the adultery (second marriage) of
one party after illegitimate divorce.

THE EXCEPTIVE CLAUSE
Jesus says in Matt. 19:9a: ‘

“And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife,, emcept for
fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery.”

We cannot but ask, why the exception? It is not a suffi-
cient answer to say that in case a woman makes herself
guilty of adultery, she must be stoned according to Old
Testament law. For, in the first place, this death penalty,
though technically bmdmg till 30 A. D., was not generally
enforced during Christ’s ministry. Indeed in John 8:3-11,
when a-woman was brought to Him caught in the very act
. of adultery, Jesus Himself did not insist upon the death
penalty.. Therefor our Lord, when He stated the exception,
could not simply have meant that in the case of adultery,
the whole question. whether a man might put her away
need not be -considered at a]l because she was put to death
anyway. , , . ‘
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No, Jesus reckoned with the actual facts in the case. The
woman who had committed this sin was as a rule no longer
.put to death. And with that situation before His mind
Jesus said, “Whosoever shall put away his wife and shall
marry another, committeth adultery; except when she is
put away (not stoned, but put away), because of forni- -
cation.” ‘

Moreover, we may be very certain that our Lord gave a
rule to be used and followed throughout the whole New
Testament dispensation, when as Jesus well knew, the law
of stoning would be abolished. It would therefor be very
unhistorical, it would rob the Church of a fundamental rule
of Christ in a matter of supreme importance, to explain
the exception merely by saying: the adulteress was put to
death. No, Jesus gave the exception as a thing full of
meaning in a Church and for a dispensation that would not
and should not recognize the Old Testament law of the
death penalty for the adulterer.

Jesus contemplated the situation that the adulterer would
live. For and in that situation the significance of the ex-
ception must be understood.

And then there can be no doubt as to the reason for this
exception, for it is rooted in the very principle itself that
Jesus enunciates. That principle is this that it is the com-
mand of God that those who are bound together in the
-sacred tie of marriage shall be faithful to each other. Mar-
riage, if God is to recognize it as marriage, must be the
faithful union of one man and one woman, both physically
and spiritually. ’

We are all agreed, are we not, that this is the teaching

" of our Lord. And therefor the exceptive clause is not so
much an exception to the sacredness of marriage Jesus
insists on; it is rooted in if, it comes forth from it. Be-
cause marriage, to be recognized by God, must be the
faithful union of one man and one woman, therefor
Jesus teaches that a man may not put away his wife,
except for fornication. For then the very essence of
marriage is denied. Then he may put her away, and we do
not hesitate to say, unless the marriage relation can be re-
stored and resumed on the basis of a new promise of faith-
fulness, it must be broken. As things stand, one party
‘being unfaithful, the marriage cannot go on and be ap-
proved in God’s sight. S

And now after we have seen the reason for the exception,

let us consider the exception itself, '
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It reads in Matt, 5:32, “saving for the cause of fornica-
. tion”; in Matt. 19:9, “except for fornication”; in the parallel
passages from Mark and Luke, the exceptive clause is not-
found at all. However, we are all agreed that it should be
supplied or assumed in these passages. And therefor we do
not further enter into this question. ‘

Now the exceptive clause is an exception to the state-
ment “he committeth adultery.,” Whait Jesus says there-
for is this: Whosoever putteth away his wife and marries
another, commits adultery unless he puts her away for
fornication. Then — this is the meaning of the exceptive
clause -— then the statement does not hold. Then he does
not commit adultery. Then his act of contracting a second
marriage is not adultery. Then he has the moral and legal
right to marry again. .

So, then, if a man put away his wife for fornication, then
he has second marriage rights. That is the plain teaching
of our Lord. :

However, something else is just as plain, namely that
the first marriage is broken, is null and void also before
God. Tor as long as ithe first marriage is still valid in
God’s sight, it would be an act of adultery to contract a
second marriage. Therefor when Jesus says that a man
who has put away his wife for fornication does not com-
mit adultery by marrying again, he thereby plainly
teaches that the first marriage is null and void also in the
sight of the Lord.

‘We have now arrived at a fundamental position that is of
great significance for the solution of our problem. It is this:

When a divorce is obtained or granted on the ground of
](“;)rctllicatl’on, the marriage is dissolved also in the sight of

od.

— "Now, that is a position that some do not like to accept,
(we shall see later why not). They are eager to emphasize
the fact that the party that was not unfaithful has second
marriage rights. But in explaining those second marriage
rights, the plain fact that they imply the dissolution of the

) first ' marriage, is put into the background.

«———-And if the question be asked, how then do you explain

' these second marriage rights, if it be not plainly stated that

the first marriage is dissolved, the answer is: the unfaithful-

ness of the one party gives to the other party the right to
marry again. :

(Notice that nothing is said about the dissolution of the

first marriage. And by laying all emphasis on the unfaith-



— 367 —

fulness of the one party as the basis of the second marriage
rights of the other, the way is paved for the triumphant
question: why should the guilty party have second mar-
riage rights? What basis is there, since the only basis for
second marriage rights is the unfaithfulness of one’s mate?
Now we are here at the very crux of the serious difference
in our Church on this whole question. It is well therefor
to proceed carefully, and to put all prejudice aside, and be
ready to accept the Lord’s teaching also herve.
_ The question is: how can you explain the second marri-
age rights of the party whose mate was unfaithful? The
answer some would give is: the unfaithfulness of the one
" party gives to the other party the right to marry again.
Now that sounds plausible. But the fact is that it finds
no basis in Jesus’ teaching, it is untrue, and even dangerous.
First, Jesus says nothing of the kind. He does not say,
if a man’s mate is unfaithful then his second marriage is
not an act of adultery. No, Jesus says something very
different. If a man divorce, put away his wife for forni-
cation, then his second marriage is not adultery. In other
-words, Jesus Himself plainly tells us: not the unfaithfulness
alone, but the divorce, the breaking of the tie (on a ground
‘that God approves, of course) gives second marriage rights.
You are therefor getting away from the plain words of
Jesus when you say: the unfaithfulness of the one party
gives second marriage rights to the other. Jesus does not
say that. Jesus says, the divorce on that ground opens
the way for another marriage. '

" Secondly, as we have already seen in discussing Mark -
10:11, it is not true that the unfaithfulness of the one party
gives second marriage rights to the other. Let us just take
an example from real life to show how false and even dan-
gerous and unmoral this proposal is. Here is a married
woman member of one of our churches. She has submitted
to the embraces of another man., What now? Has the
husband now the right to marry another woman? Why, of
course not. It is even his Christian duty to earnestly con-

‘sider the question whether he cannot and should not forgive
his erring wife, and resume and restore the marriage on the
basis of a newly-promised faithfulness. '

But aside from that angle of the matter, it would be
bigamy for that man to marry another woman. Church
and state and his own conscience, all tell him, you have no
right to marry another just because your mate has been
unfaithful.
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For there is a marriage, even though one partner has

~ been unfaithful. That adultery has not per se destroyed

the marriage. And the only thing that can give second

.marriage rights to either party is death or the breaking
of the tie in some other way that God approves, '

In a word, the proposition: the unfaithfulness of the one
party gives second marriage right to the other, finds no
support in Jesus’ words, it is not true, and neither Church
nor state nor conscience nor public opinion recognize such
supposed rights. .

Therefor, when Jesus says, if a man put away his wife
for fornication, his second marriage is not adultery, then

. the explanation of these second marriage rights can be
found only herein that the first marriage is broken also
before God. : A

The force of the exception therefor is this: in divorce
on minor grounds the tie is not broken before God, there-
for the second marriage is adultery; butf in divorce for

" the cause of fornication the marriage is broken before
God therefor the second marriage is not adultery.

However, as we have intimated, this plain teaching of
Jesus that, in the case of the exception the marriage is
broken, is of decisive significance for our problem. For the
question naturally arises, If the marriage is broken, does it
not follow that the second marriage, even of the guilty
party, is not adultery. How can it be adultery, or unfaith-
fulness to a marriage tie, if the marriage tie be broken be-
fore God?

However, logical as the conclusion is, we do not have
to depend at this point either on conclusions or inferences..
Jesus plainly teaches that after a marriagé has been dis-
solved in God’s sight on the ground of fornication, the
second marriage even of the unfaithful -party is not
adultery. :

Let us just take time to read once more what Jesus
plainly says. Matt. 5:32: “But I say unto you, that every
one that putteth away his wife, saving for the cause of
fornication, maketh her an adulteress, and whosoever
shall marry her when she is put away committeth adul-
tery”” Now this can mean but one thing. As we have
seen, in the case of the exception the statement or state-
ments made do noet hold. Then they are not true. If she
is put away for fornication then the first husband does
not make her an adulleress, and then whosoever marrieth
her does not commit adultery. In other words, then the
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second marriage of the woman is not adultery, neither
for her nor for the man that marries her.

And Matt. 19:9: “And I say unto you, Whosoever shall
put away his wife, except for fornication, committeth adul-
tery; and he that marrieth her when she is put away com-
mitteth adultery.” But again, in the case of the exception,
the statements do not hold. If she be put away for forni-
cation then the man, by marrying another, does not com-
mit adultery, and the man who marries her does not com-

mit adultery. v
* *

Now we have arrived at a rule of Christ that runs
counter to a deeply-rooted prejudice. Notwithstanding
this plain teaching of our Lord, some hold that the second
marriage of or with the guilty party is adultery. She has

.no second marriage rights. ,

And to bolster up this opinion, some suggest that the
exception does not apply to the re-marriage of the guilty
party. If she, though put away for fornication, marries

. again, (so they would read the text), or if someone mar-
ries her, this is adultery. But it is easily shown that this
is not exegesis.

(a) The exception and the statements Jesus makes
concerning the re-marriage of a guilty party are plainly
both parts of a compound sentence in Matt. 19:9. Jesus
tells us that if a man puts away his wife, saving for the
cause of fornication, two things follow. First, the man’s
re-marriage is adultery; second, the remarriage of or with
the wife is adultery. We have therefor two statements,
neither of them forming a separate sentence, but both
conditioned by the clause: if a man put away his wife
except for fornication. The condition evidently applies
to both statements. But, the exception is itself parl of the
condition. Therefor the exception also applies to both
statements. In other words, neither statement holds in
the case of the exception.

'(b) It is evident from the very form of Matt. 19:9bh,
thalt it is not a separate sentence, but part of a compound
sentence. “And whosoever shall marry her when she is
put away committeth adultery.” We naturally ask, who

. he meant by “her when she is put away,” and how, for
what reason put away? In other words, the phra:e, “her
when she is put away,” refers back to the preceding con-
diion: whosoever shall put away his wife, except for .
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fornication. That condition is evidently a part of the
thought, also of the second part of the sentence. But, the
exception is part of the condition, and we have no right
lo take it out.

(¢c) Matt. 5:32 settles the question most conclusively.
There we have the exception and in direct connection
only with the remarriage of the guilty party (the re-
marriage of the innocent party is not mentioned in Matt.
5:32). To say therefor that the exception does not apply to
the re-marriage of the guilty party is to plainly contradict
‘Matt. 5. For it is there. _ )

So then, the exception applies also to the re-marriage
of the guilty party. In other words, that re-marriage is
adultery, unless the woman be put away for fornication.
Then her re-marriage, and the second man’s marriage to
her is not adultery.

This is.also the teaching of prominent exegetes. It is the
view defended by Prof. L. Berkhof, Prof. H, Schultze and
-others, in the Divorce Report of 1934. They say:

. “It is quite evident that the exception must be connected with the
whole statement. . . . He may put away his wife, however, for fornica-
tion and thus dissolve the original tie, though it be in an abnormal way.
But if he does this, he destroys the former compact, so that this ceases
to be binding, not only for him, but also for his unfaithful spouse. The
natural conclusion would seem to be: (1) that he can marry another,
without committing adultery; (2) that his former wife can marry an-
other without being guilty of adultery; (8) that others can marry
either one of the original parties without the sin of adultery.” Agenda,
1984, p. 244. . -

That the exception refers to the re-marriage of the
guilty party, or marriage with her, is also the view of
Meyer, Gospel of Matthew, p. 133, where he says on Matt.
5:32: “That by apolelumenen a woman who is dismissed
illegally, consequently not on account of adultery is in-
tended, was understood as a matter of course, according
to the first half of the verse.” In other words, according
to Meyer, when we read in the second part of the com-
pound sentence “whosoever shall marry her when she is
put away commibteth adultery,” then we must, as a matter
of course, interpret this in the light of the condition and
exception mentioned in the first part of the verse. And he
makes the same comment, referring back to the above quo-
tation, on Matt. 19:9, p. 339. :

This is also the view of Ellicott, “The Four Gospels,” p.‘
28, where he says on Matt. 5:32: “But if he was free to
marry again, then the guilt of adultery could not possibly
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attach to hér subsequent marriage with another. The con-
text therefor requires us to restrlct that guilt to the case of
a wife divorced for other reasons.’

However, when it is established that the exceptlonl does
apply to the re-marriage of the guilty party, we are given a
rule of our Lord that has decisive bearing on our problem.
1t is this:

When a marriage is dissolved, also before God, on
account of unfaithfulness of one party, the re-marriage of
" that party is not adultery.

Now, to see the full force of this rule, we must ask what
is its proper application, in the case of illegitimate divorce
and re-marriage?

As we have seen in the dlscusclon on Mark 10:11, if a
man cominits adultery (after divorce on minor groundq)
by marrying again he commils adultery against his wife.
He therefor gwes her the same rights as he would if he
were unfaithful before divorce. She may leave him. And
since the divorce is already granted by the state, and since
the first marriage can now never be restored (Deut. 24) she
can do nothing else but ask the Church to declare the marri-
age dissolved in God’s sight.

So also here you have a dissolution of a marriage before
God on the ground of unfaithfulness. Also here therefor
the teaching of Jesus applies that the (first) marriage is
now broken for both of them.

Neither commits adultery by living with another mate.
The party who committed adultery by marrying again
nevertheless does not live in continuous adultery, for the
first marriage is null and void. And the party that re-
marries last does not commit adultery by marrying again,
for the first marriage is null and void.

In a word, the second marriage of neither is continuous
adultery for that ‘marriage is now the only one God recog-
nizes. The first is broken.

Now, as already stated, this rule of our Lord runs counter
to a prejudice that is rather deeply rooted with some of our
people. - Indeed, another theory was officially adopted
(without the slightest exegetical ground) by the Synod of
1890. It was re-inforced by the Synod of 1908, again with-
out the slightest attempt at exegesis. The argument is
purely of a practical nature. ‘

It is therefor well that a wordbe said her as to
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PRACTICAL OBJECTIONS

We do not hesitate to say that-there is not one single
practical objection to this view. And for the simple reason
that there cannot be. There cannot be any real valid prac-
tical objections to any rule laid down by the Lord.

The Lord says, as we have secen, after a marriage tie
has been dissolved because of the unfaithfulness of one
party, the remarriage of neither of them is adultery.

The real question before the Synod is this: is that truly
the teaching of the Lord? If it is, there are no valid
objections to it, .

Christ’s teachings are never dangerous. They never lead
us on the wrong:track. ‘

On the other hand, it is very dangerous, it is funda-
mentally wrong, to say, for practical reasons we dare not
accept this view. The only question is, is a certain rule
or principle the teaching of Christ. If so, we must follow
it. If so,’it is safe to follow it. If so, it is dangerous to
imagine that there can be practical objections to it.

" In view of the foregoing, it would be perfectly in order
to ignore all so-called practical objections to the view that
the second marriage also of the guilty party in a legitimate

divorce is not adultery.- However, these objections are .

made so much of, and there is so much danger that they
shall obscure the true teaching of our Lord, that it would
seem wiser to refer to them very briefly.

Objection I. According to this view, the woman justly

put away (for fornication) has more rights than the woman
unjustly put away. The first- has second marriage right,
the latter has not. We answer, the facts are stated cor-
rectly. But first we ask, if it is the Lord’s will so to rule,
who are we that we should dispute His authority? Sec-
ondly, the implication of the argument is fundamentally
false. TItis this, that greater guilt or innocence in the matter
of divorce determines future marriage rights. If you are
very guilty, you may not marry again. If you are not so
guilty, you may.
- But Jesus Himself warns us that this whole line of
reasoning is fialse. For He teaches very plainly, and on
this we are all agreed, that in the case of divorce on minor
grounds, neither party has the right to marry another,
the innocent no more than the guilty. ‘

And why not? Because the first marriage is still in
force. That decides the issue, according to the teaching
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of the Lord. Is there a marriage or is there not? That
decides the issue, (not greater guilt or innocence). So
Jesus teaches on the one hand, thait if the first marriage is -
still in forece, neither guilty nor inmocent may marry
again. On the other hand, if the marriage is broken, both
‘may marry again. And when others say, not the question
whether the marriage is broken, but the question of greater
guilt or innocence, must decide the question of marriage
rights, they are setting up an arbitrary standard without
exegetical basis. : -
Objection II. By adopting this view the Church would
open the door. '

Notice that the language of this objection is very vague.

- And therein lies its potency. For our people are conserva-

tive, and for this we thank God. And so many doors are

being opened today also in the Church, that our people

are justly afraid of “opening the door.” The result is that

you can usually do a great deal with that cry, “you are
opening the door.”.

But surely, not @ popular phrase, but calm thinking
must decide important issues in the church of Christ.
Let it therefor be said with emphasis, that opening the
door is one of the chief tasks of the church of Christ.

We must open the door to all penitent sinners, That
is our duty and glory as the Church of Christ. And that
means, in this particular connection, that we open the
door to those who repent of their past sins of divorce and

. (or) remarriage, and who convince the consistory that
~ they are truly penitent. And we propose to admit them,
without demanding of them, what neither man nor God,
neither conscience nor the state permits, namely that they
leave their present mates. :

In that sense, we mean to open the door. And in a sense,
that is opening the door, for the Church up to this time has
hesitated to do this. We now advise that this be done. And
our advice is supported by the unanimous advice of our sis-
ter Churches in the Netherlands and of the committee of
our sister Churches in South Africa.

Some may believe this is wrong. But, you do not prove
it wrong, by crying: you are opening the door. We admit
it.. We glory in it.

‘What others must do, if they want to keep that dooi
closed is to prove that such parties are not repentant; that
they are living in continuous adultery. Else it is the solemn
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duty of the Church to open the door, and by keeping the
door closed it would be remiss in its duty.

This fear of “opening the door” often finds its explana-
tion in a desire to keep the Church pure. It is better not to
admit such parties, some say, for else the evil of divorce will
creep into the Church. . _

But let us understand and remember that the Church
must seek to keep itself pure, first by testifying against all
sin; secondly by demanding confession and sorrow over
their sins from those who err in 'doctrine or life; and thirdly
by refusing admission to those who harden their hearts.

But when the Church seeks to keep itself pure by saying
to a certain class of sinners: you are out, you cannot
enter, no matter how sorry you may be for your sins, then
it is not keeping itself pure; it is corrupting its own gospel,
it is becoming so strict that it is more righteous than the
Lord Himself. C

Objection III. According to this view, a man frees him-
self by his own sin. For instance, a man divorces his
wife on minor grounds. He is now still bound to her. He
then, however, adds another sin to the first. He commits
adultery by marrying another woman. By his own adul-
tery, he has now gained his freedom. Surely, it is men-
tally added, this view must be wrong. And no further
Scriptural arguments are needed.

And that is the weakness of -this whole argument. We
appeal once more to Scriture. Does Deut. 24 teach that, in
case of divorce on minor grounds, and re-marriage, the first
marriage is null and void? It does. Does Jesus teach that
if a marriage is dissolved for the reason of adultery, that
the second marriage of neither party is constant adultery?
He does. And you cannot destroy Scripture by presenting
its teachings in a light that appears to make them unac-
ceptable. _

But you ask, does sin ever make us free? We answer,
it depends on what you mean by freedom. Sin never
gives real freedom. It always leads to deeper slavery.
But it may give what sinners consider freedom.

Illustrations are at hand, too numerous to mention.

A man murders his wife. Does thig give him freedom?.
Not in any real sense of the word. But, he is no longer
bound to his wife by marriage. .

So also @ man after first divorcing his wife, can add
another sin by marrying another woman. Does this give
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him real freedom? ‘Some brethren are ready to answer,
certainly. We deny this. Aside from the fact that his
‘new din results (as great sins always do) in a deeper
slavery, we hold that his real freedom lies in returning
to his first wife. When he makes the restoration of that
first marriage impossible (Deut. 24) by his second mar-
riage, he is not gaining freedom for himself, he is robbing
. himself.

The direct result of his sin is that he is more guilty
before God. The direct result of his sin is that his wife
may and must now ask the church to declare the marriage
dissolved before God. And therefor the indirect result of
his sin is that the marriage is broken also for h1m How
can it be otherwise?

And finally, what is really the objection in this connec-
tion? Is it this, that sin cannot cancel sacred obligations.?
But, sin is cancelling them every day in the-year. - We ask
again, the man that murders his wife, does he not cancel his
sacred marriage obligations?

Objection IV. (Really another form of objection IIL)
A man could misuse this teaching. He could plan the
. whole thing beforehand. Flrs‘t he will get a divorce, on

-minor grounds, since his wife is not unfaithful. Then he
will marry another. Then he is free, Indeed, he could
go to his consistory and lay the whole plan before them,
and they would have to admit that, after his second marri-
age, they would no longer hold him bound by the ties of the
first marriage. ,

Surely, the answer is not far to seek.

Must we, to show the emptiness of these objections, with
apologies to the Synod, also draw a picture of a young man
‘who asks the consistory whether it is not true that he can
indulge in pre-marital experience, and that if he only mar-
ries his sinning partner and makes a little confession, every-
" thing will be all right?

" Is there any doubt what a consistory should and would
say to such a party, who came before the consistory with
such a program of premeditated sin and confession? Would
not every consistory say: you are in a very sinful and hard-
ened state of mind, and unless you turn from your sin and
repent, no Church can receive you? And would not the
same answer be given in another case, namely when a man -
asks his consistory: if I first divorce my wife and then
marry another am I not free?
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And finally, would any sane man seriously think of ap-
pearing before a consistory unashamed with such a pro-
gram of premeditated sin?

No, the question is: if a man would go through all this
“sinful experience, and later would convince the consistory
that he sincerely repented, must we then say to him, you
are living in constant adultery? Jesus says he is not.

And the question is not, whether. we must agree to the
sinful premeditated program of ‘the hardened sinner, but
must we receive the penitent sinner. :

Objection V. According to this view, we must recognize
the latest marriage legalized by the state.

Our answer is, first, we are directly concerned only with
the marriage relations of those who are members of the
church or .geek to become members. With respect to
them, our position is that we may not and need not con-
sider their second marriage as a constant living in adul-
tery. This is the teaching of Jesus. If wome believe other-
wise, they must prove that the first marriage is still in
) force, contrary to Deut. 24, and the teaching of our Lord.
"~ Secondly, the Church that teaches its members to honor
and obey the state in all lawful things, must itself set an _
example by honoring the marriage laws: of the state, when
such laws are not repugnant to the Word of God. (See Art.
36 of our Confession:

“Moreover, it is the bounden duty of everyone, of whatever state,
quality or condition he may be, to subject himself to the magistrates,
to pay tribute, to show due honor and respect to them, and to obey
them in all things which are not repugnant to the Word of God.”

Therefor a second marriage can and should be honored
by the Church since the unfaithfulness of one party has re-
sulted in the dissolution, also before God, of the first marri-
age. And if the first marriage is dissolved before God, what
glves the right or the duty to the Church to refuse to recog-
- nize the second marriage? ‘
And finally we ask, would those who present this ob-

jection dare to say publicly that the obligations of the
" second marriage are not to be recognized by the parties
- themselves? Would they dare advise them to leave each
other? If not, do they not recognize that second marriage
and therefor lose all right to condemn us for recogmzmg
it? .
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We wish to say two more things in this connection.
First, it is only in the gospel passages we have discussed,
that the wecond marriage rights of the guilty (adulterous)
party and the innocent party are specifically referred to;-
and that in the same passages. And there, as we have seen,
second marriage rights are accorded to both parties.

. This does not mean, of course, that the Lord’s judgment
on both parties is the same. That is a very different ques-
tion. A righteous Lord will deal with the guilty according
to his sins. - And the Church must ask confession and peni-
tence of the guilty party, not of the innocent.
. But, as to second marriage rights the Lord says the
same thing, in the same passage, and practically in the
same language concerning both parties.

Secondly, the only other passage which might seem to
touch upon this question is the rule of the Old Testament
that the adulteress must be stoned. And then it is said:
do you not see, the guilty party had no second marriage
rights, for she was put to death. :
~ But surely the emptiness of the argument is evident at
once,

It would be just as logical and just as superficial for us
to say: God has abolizhed the death sentence, therefor we
must give re-marriage rights to the guilty.

Both arguments mean or would mean absolutely noth-
ing. All you can prove from the death sentence of the
olden day, is that at that time God did not give to the-
adulterer the opportunity to seek another mate. ‘

But now the death zentence has been .abolished. They
now have the opporfunity to marry again. Have they
also the right? The abolition of the death sentence can-
not prove this. At the very most it suggests a positive
answer, Surely there can be no proof that they have not -
that right in a death sentence that has been abolished!

Let us now sum up the teaching of Scripture, especially
of 6ur Lord Himself. .

First, the Christian ideal. Marriage must be the faithful -
union of one man and one woman. Matt. 19:6 — “What
therefore God hath joined together, let not man put
asunder.” ‘

Second: Because marriage must be the faithful union of
one man and one woman, unfaithfulness of one party gives
lﬁgitinllgte ground for divorce to the other. Matt, 5:32;

att. 19:9.
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. Third: If divoree is obtained on the ground of adultery,
"the marriage is broken also before God. It therefor binds
neither party, and the re-marriage of neither party is a con-
stant living in adultery. Matt. 19:9; Matt. 5:32. (They
commit adultery when they remarry, except the woman
(or man) bhe put away for fornication.)

Fourth: Divorce on grounds other than fornication does
not sever the marriage tie before God. A husband and wife
who have been so divorced are still in God’s sight man and
wife. Matt. -19:9; Matt. 5:32; Mark 10:11, 12; Luke 16:18.

Fifth: Divorce on grounds other than fornication does
not give re-marriage rights to the guilty party. Being still
bound by the first marriage, he commits adultery if he, on
the basis of such a divorce, marries again. Matt. 19:9a;
Mark 10:11; Luke 16:18a. ‘

- Sixth: .Divorce on grounds other than fornication does
not give re-marriage rights to the innocent party. Being
still bound by the first marriage she (he) commits adul-
tery if, on the basis of such a divorce, she marries again.
Matt. 5:32a, 32b, Matt. 19:9b. Luke 16:18.

Seventh: The man who marries the woman put away on
grounds other than .adultery, commits adultery. Matt.
5:32a, 32b; Matt. 19:9b; Luke 16:18

Eighth: The relations of a second marriage after illegiti-
mate divorce are not a constant living in adultery, for
(Deut. 24 and gospel passages — and see below).

Ninth: If one of the parties to an illegitimate divorce

- commits adultery by marrying again, the other party may
and must ask the proper court (Church) to declare the
marriage dissolved before God. Mark 10:11; Deut. 24.

Tenth: Since the first marriage is dissolved also before
God, through the adultery (second marriage) of one party,
the permanent relations of either party in a new marriage
are not adultery. Deut. 24; Matt. 19:9; 5:32.

Eleventh: If they sincerely repent of their sins of divorce
and re-marriage (the first party) then, since their new mar-
riage is not a constant adultery, they need not and should
not be excluded from the Church. Heidelberg Catechism,
Q. 81, 84, and 85.

Such is the teaching of Holy Writ. And we shall now
proceed to show that the view heretofore held by many in
our Church is not only in conflict with these Secriptural
teachings, but is also very dangerous and even in plain con-
flict with other portions of Holy Writ.
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The first part of the charge given is — and to this charge
we must now directly return after our study of Scripture -—
was to consider the practical application of ‘the decisions of
1890 and 1908. .

“The decision of 1890 is found in the Acts of that year, Art. 66, and
reads as follows: “Een andere vraag uit het Agendum komt aan de
orde: ‘Mag een man van wien de vrouw zich wettig liet scheiden om-
dat hij overspel bedreef, ingeval hij bij het leven zijner eerste vrouw
weer in het huwelijk treedt, 1id der Gemeente zijn?’ De Synode ant-
"'woordt ontkennend.”

We must earnestly advise against the re-affirmation of
this decision of almost half a century age. We mention
first two minor objections. ' R

(a) Itis a decision lacking the slightest attempt at Scrip-
tural proof. - ‘

(b) Not one in our midst really agrees with it. For it
says, without any qualification, if he marries while his
wife lives, he cannot be a member of the church. The
most that anyone in our midst would want to affirm is:
he cannot be a member, as long as his wife lives. But
the decision is unqualified. If he marries while the wife
lives, that closes the door. To re-affirm this decision
would be to re-affirm what nobody in our midst believes.

However, there are more fundamental objections. The
decision is: | A

(a) contrary to Scripture. The implication, as all will
agree, is that the second marriage of the guilty party is a
' constant living in adultery. But Jesus teaches that the
second marriage of a divorced person is adultery, except
he (she) be put away for fornication. Then it is not
‘adultery.

(b) It holds that there is no gospel for a certain class of
sinners. If the guilty party marries again while his wife
lives, that closes the door. There is no possibility of re-
pentance and acceptance by the church. The grace of
God cannot reach him. We consider this a terrible con-
tradiction of the beautiful Scriptural teaching, “Though
your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow;
though they be red like crimson, ithey. shall be as wool.”
Isaiah 1:18. Does not this Seriptural passage teach plain-
ly that no man’s sin can be so great that the grace of God
cannot reach him? ' ' .

(We shall enlarge on these objections and give others
when we discuss the position of the Minority Report, 1934.)
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The decision of 1908 atfem’pts a reasoned defense of the
decision of 1890. If reads: :

“Zulk een man kan geen lid der Gemeente zijn, omdat zijn overspel
wel zijn beleedigde vrouw heeft vrijgemaakt, maar niet hem. Hij
. bleef desniettemin voor God aan die vrouw gebonden, en zijn tweede
huwelijk is mitsdien een leven in overspel. Ware dit niet zco, dan
stond voor ieder de weg open, om door overspel zich van zijn wettige .
vrouw te bevrijden, en een ander, die het voorwerp is van een over-
spelige begeerte, te huwen, en toch in vrede met de Kerk te blijven,
door nadat alles met goddeloos opzet geschied is, door een openbare
belijdenis zich met de Kerk te verzoenen. De spits van de goddelijke
ordinantie: Wie zijn vrouw verlaat anders dan om hoererij, die doet
overspel, ware dan afgebroken; zij ware van haar kracht beroofd. Er
_zou, naar de wijze der Schriftgeleerden, een weg gevonden zijn om
Gods gebod te ontduiken, en een besluit dat zoo iemand wel lid der
gemeente kon zijn, zou het karakter dragen van een instelling waar-
door God’s gebod krachteloos wordt gemaakt.” Acts 1908, pp. 38, 39.

The objections mentioned against 1890 of course hold
also here. In addition let it be said, first, that this reasoning
of 1908 has already been adequately answered when we
considered so--called objections to the Scriptural rule. See
especially Objection IV above.

However, we must add one more word. First, with what
Scriptural or moral right is it assumed that sinners of this
particular class are very likely thoroughly hardened sinners,
hypocrites, who first make all this sinful history “met
goddeloos opzet” and 'then ceek to fix it all up with a
public confession? - What right have we to judge the
hearts, and to suggest that when sinners of this class seek
the forgiving gnace of God and the forgiveness and fellow-
ship of the church that they very likely are not sincere?
Suppose we assumed 'that in the case of other sins, how
many sinners would we ever receive?

Secondly, suppose it were true that a man or woman
sought consciously with -evil premeditation, to misuse this
rule of the Church, and suppose the consistory was con-
vinced of this, no one would think of admitting them. But
could they not repent even of that sin? How many sins
are not committed with evil intent and later sincerely

‘repented of ?
Thirdly, the reasoning is: because someone might misuse
this rule (of receiving such sinners, namely guilty parties
 re-married) therefor we should not have the rule. But
. then we cannot have the rule admitting any penitent sinner.
_For the rules admitting penitent drunkards, thieves, harlots,
etc., can all be misused. In each case the sinner could say,
I am going to make all this sinful history, and then get back
into the Church by making confession. -
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“They could do this. There is no limit to what men and
woman can do, when living in sin. The church cannot
control this nor has it the charge to control the lives
of those mnot in its fold. And when it seeks to control
the lives of sinners, living in sin, by refusing beforehand
to admit them if they repent, it gets completely on the

wrong track.

‘We must seek. to curb sin by testifying agalnst it, and by
demanding sincere penitence and confession of those who
err, but never by excluding the penitent. For it is the
great message of the gospel, that where sin abounds in
human life, grace does much more abound, so that no one
who i3 sorry for his sins need fear that he will be rejected.

. Finally, the contention that by admitting such parties we .
would make God’s commandment of none effect is simply
the result of confused reasoning. For the command is, do
not be unfaithful to your marriage vows. The position-
that is attacked by 1908 is: admit thlose who have been un-
faithful, even though they are remarried if they repent.
Now we are told: this makes the commandment of none
effect. In other words, if you admit a penitent sinner,
you make the command mgainst that sin of none eﬁ'ect
The way (only way) to make God’s commands-of effect is
to say to all men: if you do commit that sin, you are out
of thé church forever.

And by this time, of course, you have arrived at the pur-
est legalism: sin, and the Church cannot receive you. And
legalism is at the bottom of the whole view defended in the
decision of 1908. Which is but another way of saying that
it 'denies. the Gospel.

THE MINORITY REPORT

You will find this report on pages 259 to 345 of Agenda,
1934.

Before considering the conclusions of this report, we
wish to make a remark on the authorities quoted by the
~author of this report in support of his position. Now, it
may seem almost unbelievable, but none of these author-
ities (church decisions or prominent writers) really jus-
tify or corroborate the conclusions of this report.

Many, not all, support the main position. But not one
allows for all the exceptions that the minority report ad-
mits. They state a position and adhere to it. The minor-
ity report defends a position in very emphatic and solemn
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language and then departs from it. In this respect this
report is an entirely new and strange contribution to the
literature on this subject. At any rate many of Dr. Bouma’s

. own authorities .condemn the very position that is de-
fended. If it be true, for instance, as Dr. Charles Hodge
. (quoted by Dr. Bouma) states that: “If a person be di-

-vorced on other than Scriptural grounds and marries
again, such a person cannot consistently be received to the
fellowship of the Church,” then it is also true that Dr.
Bouma is inconsistent in admlttlng such parties in his three
exceptions. And Dr. Hodge, one of Dr. Bouma’s own
authorities, so declares And so do most of the authorities
he quotes.

Secondly, it is very interesting and challenging to note
that Prof. S. C. Nettinga, also quoted by Dr. Bouma, tells
us that there is the same difference of opinion in the Re-

" formed Church of America on this question as in ours.
~'Ina word, the closer you get to our own Church, the more
this appeal to authorities falls to the ground.

And when finally you seek support, insofar as this may
be valid and necessary, in our own Church and Churches
fully recognized by us, then practically all authorities are
against the position of Dr. Bouma. The Reformed
Churches in the Netherlands have officially advised and
declared against it. The committee report on this matter is
signed by such illustrious names as J. H. Landwehr, A
Anema, H. Bavinck, H. Bouwman, F. W. Grosheide, J. Rid-
derbos, B. Van Schelven and H. H. Kuyper.

The committee of South Africa advises against the posi-
tion of Dr. Bouma. And again, the view of most of the
prominent leaders in our Church is the very opposite of
that of the Minority Report: men such as Prof. L. Berk-
hof, Prof. D. H. Kromminga, Prof. H. Schultze, Rev. W. P.
Van Wyk, and Rev. H. Keegstra. (See Report on Divorce,
Agenda 1934, pp. 229-252.)

And in a previous report, Prof. F. M. Ten Hoor also fook
the same position as these other leaders in our Church, in
the Netherlands, and in South Africa. (Agenda 1932,
p. 125.)
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However, lel us turn {o the conclusions of the report.
We have first of all the main position. It is as follows:

“To declare that a person divorced on non-biblical ground and re-

marrled during the lifetime of the other marriage partner, cannot
enjoy the privileges of membership in the Christian Reformed Church
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so long as the present marriage union continues or the original mar-
- riage partner continues to live.”

Notice that we here return to a direct consideration, not
of legitimate divorce, and the question of re-marriage rights
for the guilty as in the case of 1890 and 1908, but of ille-
gitimate divorce and re-marriage after that.

Now, if we consider that main position first of all, it
strikes us at once that the reason why such parties must
be excluded is not stated in so many words. Yet the Church
must understand what the reason is. For exclusion from
the Church of Christ is a serious matter. When the Church
says to certain parties, you may not enter the fold, this
is for them a tragedy of unparalleled magnitude. It is the
most tragic word that could be spoken to them.

We must ask why? The real reason can be only this,
that such parties are living in constant adultery. This is
not plainly stated. But it is the only possible reason that
can be advanced for the exclusion of these parties. And
-that reason is also suggested by the rule and by certain
passages in the report. . ’

The rule is: exclude them “so long as the present marri-
age union continues or the original marriage partner con-
tinues to live.” In other words, the reason must be found
- in the present marriage union. That is wrong, as long as
" .the original marriage partner lives. In other words, (and
no other meaning is possible), it is adultery, continuous
adultery, because the parties are still bound to their original
mates. Thiat is why the death of the latter opens the door
- of the Church. For then the adultery ceases..

Various passages in the report also suggest or demand
this view of the reason why these partie: must he ex-
cluded. Thus we read:

“The sin is not unpardonable, but the persons concerned have placed
themselves by their adulterous acts in such a position that they can-
not meet some of the conditions for a sincere repentance.” p. 287.
And again on page 288:

“The real reason (why they are excluded) is that such persons, as
long as they continue in their present marital relations, are unable
to meet the full obligations involved in sincere repentance.”

All this can mean only one thing, namely, that they are
living in adultery, (and therefor no claim of repentance
can be accepted by the Church).

So they let the Church understand what this proposal
really means. It means that such parties are to be excluded
from the Church, because their marital relations are sin-
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ful, are adulterous. And therefore the whole qucstion of
~ penitence is out of order. They are living in sin. '

Now this is, in our opinion, a basic position that is un-
Scriptural, contrary to the gospel, and objectionable for
many other reasons.

I. Our Scriptural objection to this main position can
be stated very briefly, as it has already been. given on
previous pages. First, the implication of this advice is,
‘that until death breaks one or other tie, such parties live
in constant adultery, and therefor they cannot be received
into the Church. This contradicts Deut. 24 (the first mar-
riage is no more) and Matt. 5:32 and Matt. 19:9, (marrying
another is adultery, except fornication enter in); and Mark
10:11 (“committeth adultery against her”); all of which
teach plainly that when there is re-marriage after illegiti-
mate divorce, the first marriage is broken, and the second
marriage is not a constant living in sin. Therefor there is
no ground for the exclusion of such parties till death breaks
the tie. This is basically the Catholic view (death only
breaks the tie). ~

- (b) This advice closes the door to a certain type of sin-
ners. It has absolutely no gospel for them. For it is idle,
it is ecclesiastical cruelty and irony to say: yes we have a
gospel also for you just as soon as somebody dies. The
only %o-spel worth while is a gospel for today. Today if
ye will harden not your heart. Today is the day of grace.
Today men may die. ,

That other party may live ten, twenty, forty years. If it
be called a gospel that holds open the door of grace only
if somebody dies, we say it is a gospel (?) which would
urge men to hope for the death of another; for then only
can they be saved. Is this the kind of gospel that Jesus
Christ our Savior died to bring to poor vile sinners? Must
we have a gospel that means: the death of Christ is not
sufficient, the death of some poor sinful little human must
open the door for you? Is it not plain that with this
philosophy we are completely off the gospel track?

(¢) According to this view the Church of Jesus Christ
is not true to its trust, for the first duty of ‘the church
toward sinners is to call to repentance. And only when
that repentance is refused, only then may it exclude. But
in this case there is no call to repentance. 'The church
dare not call to repentance. 1t dare not say to such par-
ties, repent; leave your sins; leave your present partners
and return to your former mates.
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And yet, because the member or members do not do
this, because they continue in their present relations, they
are excluded as adulterers. So, then, because they do not
do what they may not do, and what the church may not
ask them, they are excluded by the church of Christ.

Can you picture a more terrible travesty of the gospel, a
more awful unpardonable state for poor sinners that may
be seeking light and peace and forgiveness? If they do
one thing, they sin; if they do the other thing, they sin. No
matter what they do, they sin. If they stay with their
present mates they sin. If they leave and return to their
former mates they sin. The grace of God cannot reach
them. There is no way of repentance. They are doomed,
as those living constantly in sin, fo a sure hell, except
some one die. :

And all this is defended by saying: it is not the fault of
the Church that these parties cannot do what they should
to show true penitence. We answer: this is not a true
statement of this awful position. For no one dares to say,
publicly and officially and practically, they should do this,
(namly leave their present mates and return to the
former.) The church does not say to them: you cannot
but you should. It dare not say that. It may not sav that.

Yet, because they do not do what the Church dare not
and may not ask and what they may not do, they are
excluded. Isit not plain that this is contrary to the gospel?
Surely the Church can do and may do only one of two
things. Either it must say, show your repentance by doing
this, or if it dare not demand it, then it should not exclude
men because it is not done. '

And so we remark finally in this connection that, how-
ever true it may be that the Church did not get these peo-
ple into their sad position, nevertheless, when that position
is described as a position where the grace of God cannot
reach them, then it is the philosophy of men that imagines
that impossible position. But no-sinner was ever in such
a position,

For the gospel of Jesus Christ -calls upon all men who °
hear the gospel to repent. And that means that for every
sinner, there is always a right way that God wants us to
follow. And if we follow it He will receive us.

(d) The Church would never dare to accept the logical
consequence of this position, namely that such people if
they die in their present state are lost. And yet we must
say that, if his position is adopted.
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Let there be no misunderstanding at this point. We do -
not mean to contend that the Church must say of all whom
it excludes, that they are therefor outside of the Kingdom.
We could exclude, for instance, because men are not agreed
with our particular teaching on some point. All this is
well understood by all.

But when the Church of Jesus Chrlst excludes men, as in
this case, because they are living constantly in a.gross sin
(adultery) then it must say, we exclude them from the
Kingdom of God. This is also the teaching of our Cate-
chism, Q. 87: “Can they then not be saved who continuing
in their wicked and ungrateful lives, do not turn to God?
A. By no means; for the Scripture declares that no unchaste
person, idolater, adulterer, thief, covetous man, drunkard,
slanderer, robber or any such hke, shalI 1nhler1t the King-
dom of God.”

And we cannot get away, and should not want to get
away from this fundamental teaching of Scripture by call-
ing attention to our human fallibility. Certainly the Church
can make mistakes. But the question is: allowing for
human. falllblhty, what does the Church of Jesus Christ
declare concerning parties living in constant adultery?
And then the Church may and can and must declare just
one thing, namely that they, except they repent (not ex-
cept someone die) are outside the Kingdom of heaven.

But who believes that all parties once illegitimately di-
vorced are re-married, though they desire fellowship with
the Church of Christ, are lost, (until somebody dies to save
them)? Nobody.. We have never yet heard that view de- .
fended. But if we dare not say.that, what right have we
still to contend that they are constantly hvmg in gross sin
and in an unrepentant state? . - _

And this leads us to our final objection. -

(¢) This view, because we dare not accept its logical
and Secriptural conclusion, robs the Church of its honor as
being a divine institution with the power of the keys.

Christ said, “Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be
bound in heaven.” And whatever difference of opinion
there might be as to the meaning of these words in a Protes-
tant Church, surely we are all agreed that they mean one
thing. When the church binds, that is, holds men bound
to their sins, then it must declare you are bound - in
heaven.” If it no longer dare to do this it surrenders its
" own honor as the Church of Chrlst speakmg with His
authority.
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And that is preclsely what the Christian Reformed Church
is in_danger of doing at the Synod of 1936. It may close -
the door to a certain class of sinners, as living in constant
sin. And then it will mentally add: but this does nof mean
that they are lost, that they are outside the Kingdom. In

-other words, it will, or rather would say: what we bind
on earth, is not bound in heaven. The Church, to keep
itself pure(?) surrenders its own honor. It would declare
that those too sinful for the Church may not be too sinful
for holy heaven. :

Let us be consistent. Do some really believe with their
whole heart that such parties are constantly living in gross
sin? Then do not hesitate. Let gross sin be gross sin, and
let heaven be honored as being at least as holy and exclu-
sive as the imperfect Church here below. If men truly
believe that such parties are living in gross sin, then ex-
clude them from the Kingdom of heaven. If you dare not
do that, you cannot really believe that they are living in
gross sin. You are following a theory that contradicts
Scripture, and that leads to conclusions you dare not accept.

We must now, after discussing the main position of the
Minority Report, turn our attention to the exceptions. They
read as follows:

“With the distinet unders”tandmg, however, that thlS ruIe shall -not
be made to apply to the following parties: .

1. Persons who, though illegitimately divorced and subsequently re-
married, can be proved to the satisfaction of the consistory to
have been guiltless in the matter of divorce and whose re-marri-
age did not take place before the re-marriage of their marriage
partner.’

2." Persons concerning whom the conswtory has reasonable assur-
ance that at the time of their illegitimate divorce and subsequent
re-marriage their moral consciousness was not so trained as to
be aware of the evil involved in such illegitimate divorce and re-
marriage as the Church views it.

3. Persons at one time illegitimately divorced and subsequently re-
married who, at the time, were members in a church of a sister-
denomination which follows a prozedure differing from ours in
dealing with such cases (as, e.g., de Gereformeerde Kerken in
Nederland), provided their case was adjudicated when they were
transferred to one of our churches.”

Before discussing the exceptions as such, permit us to
remark that they should warn us that in actual practice,
the minority report opens the door almost as wide as the
position we advocate. It admits all sinners of this class
(illegitimately - diverced and re-married), who were not
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trained in our Church, or in a similar moral atmosphere,
and all who are received from our Reformed Churches in
the Netherlands. And when we remember that, by virtue
of the power of Christian training and public opinion, these
cases of divorce and re-marriage are rare exceptions in our
circles, and when you remember that they are very com-
mon outside of our circles, then it will- be seen at once-
that the minority report admits almost as many sinners of
this class as the other view.

In other words, those who favor the views of the minor-
ity report are deludmg themselves if they think they are
keeping the door closed by adopting its conclusions. For
that report first stands on very high! ground apparently. In
the name of the Lord it would exclude these sinners. - And
then it admits most of them after all.

Let us-now turn to the exceptions themselves.

Exception 1. 'We have no objection on the basis of our
position; to the second part of Exception 1.. Parties of this
kind who re-married last are, of course, free from the bond
of the first marriage. Therefor there is no reason why they
should be excluded, since their second marriage is not a
constant living in sin, but a legitimate marriage. What we
do object to, of course, is the implication that the party
that first re-married must be excluded “till somebody dies.”
And secondly, there is no Biblical basis for the addition,
“who * * * can be proved to the satisfaction of the consis-
tory to have been guiltless in the matter of the divorece.”
Let us understand well what this means. It means that the
question whether parties of this kind (illegitimately di-
vorced and last to re-marry) will be received at the Com-
munion Table or rejected as unrepentant sinners, will be
decided absolutely by past sins or past innocence.

We ask the most earnest attention of Synod for this
phase of the Minority Report. For here it becomes abun-
dantly plain how completely off the track it would lead us.
Read Execption 1 carefully. It means but one thing. If
you have two parties that each re-maxrried last after illegiti-
mate divorce, (two parties therefor whoose present status
-is absolutely identical) then one is to be received, because
hé was innocent (in the past) of the divorce; and the other -
is to be rejected because he was guilty (in the past) of the
divorce. Past guilt or innocence determines the question
of admission into or exclusion from the Church of God;
past guilt or innocence decides without the whoole question
being raised whether they are sorry for their past sins.-
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There is not even a charge of present sin against them,
sin, of course, in the sense that it would demand discipline. -
‘They are not living in adultery. Therefor one party can
be admitted, if he was innocent of the divorce. But the
other party must be rejected if he was guilty of the divorce.
. But what have we then? We have the strange doctrine

that some past sin can exclude us from the Church of
God, even though no one claims that it leads to present or
constant sin; even though we should sincerely repent. All
this matters not. 'The soul that has sinned must be ex-
cluded. And this is seriously proposed for adoption by
the Church of Christ, which never has had and never will
have any other condition for membership than repentance
and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ.

‘We cannot help but ask, how can such a rule be seriously

proposed? How can the gospel idea be so completely lost
sight of? It is very necessary that that question be asked,
in view of the fact that a report that is essentially agreed
with this Minority Report will be presented to the next
Synod?
.- Now, then, the key to all these proposals which run
counter to the gospel, is the basic (and basically false idea)
that anyone who-was guilty in some way of the breaking of
the original marriage tie must be held bound by that tie.
Beeause he tried to break it in the wrong way, he can never
be free from it. Only death can free him.

To make plain what this means, let us take a typical
case. A man is divorced by his wife on the ground of

.cruelty. He marries again.” She has, even before this

re-marriage of her husband, regretted the divorce, but no
reconciliation was possible. Now the husband is re-mar-
ried. She finally also re-marries.

Then she becomes a sinner before God. - She feels the
need of Christ. She asks admission into the Church. She
-is refused. Why? Because, according to this rule, she
was guilty of the divorce. That one past sin closes the door.

No repentance, no confession, no faith in Jesus can open
" the door. She must “be proved to the satisfaction of the
consistory to have been guiltless in the matter of the di-
vorce.” If she was guilty, perhaps twenty years ago, she
_is out. And this is supposed to be the gospel of Jesus Christ.
Past sins damn men regardless of their present attitude.
Anyone who has once violated the marriage contract, can
never again live in peace in any other marriage, until death
releases him. That is the basic premise of the whole philos- -
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ophy. But it leads to a denial of the gospel. For the gos-

pel means absolutely nothing, if it does not mean that God

. will forgive past sins, if we today repent and believe in the
. Lord Jesus Christ.

Exception 2. Let us understand that in Exceptions 2
" and 3 we find ourselves on altogether different ground.
Here the question of who re-married first is not considered,

~ These Exceptions apply to both parties, also therefor to the
guilty (first re-married).

Exceptions 2 and 3 mean that also the guilty party can
in certain cases be admitted into the Church. (It will be
noticed at this point how little stability or consistency there
is in this report. For Exception 1 denied admission even to
some innocent (last re-married) parties. Exceptions 2 and
3 will grant admission-even to many guilty parties (first
to remarry).)

Now this phase of the report is perhaps the most objec-
tionable of all. For if there is one thing that is plain from
thie report it is this that it stigmatizes those who have first
remarried as living in sin. The guilty party is bound. He
connot free himself by his own adultery (second marriage).

But now, lo and behold, some of these parties who are liv-
ing in sin, who cannot repent, are to be admitted to Holy
Communion. Unrepentant sinners are to be welcomed at
God’s table. That is the new proposal before the Church.

And let no one suppose that this is an unfriendly mis-
interpretation of Exceptions 2 and 3. Not at all. The fact
is, we (the authors of this report) do not believe that these.
parties are living in constant sin. .We are not interpreting
Exceptions 2 and 3 in the light of our view, but in the light
of the Minority Report.

And the very cornerstone of that whole report is this,
that the guilty party has not freed himself by the adultery
of his cecond marriage. He is living in sin. He cannot
meet the conditions of repentance. The sacredness of mar-
riage demands his exclusion from the Church of Christ.
Now, Exceptions 2 and 3 concern also this guilty party. He
also is.to be admitted, in certain cases, admitted though the
whole report stigmatizes him as living in sin. So ther,
unrepentant sinners are to be received at Holy Commumon
in didect conflict with our Confession. Heidelberg Cate-
chism, Questions 82, 85, and 87. _

And if still the objection persists: that cannot be the
meaning, then we gladly agree that this is not thc inten-
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tion. But one thing is certain. Thege parues under 2 and
3 are to be admitted as repentant or as unrepentant. If
as repentant, as not living in sin, then of coursé they are
considered free from the first marriage (else the relations
of the second marriage would be adultery). Then the
whole report falls to the ground, for the cornerstone of the
whole report is that they are not free.

Or, if the yare admitted as living in sin, then 2 and 3
propose, though unintentionally, a desecration of Holy
Coinmunion.

' ‘ ¥ % % K £ % &

And now let us consider the reasons assigned for this
_strange proposal The fundamental reason in both cases is
this, that these parties, when committing the sins of di-
vorce and re-marriage, were not aware of their sin. They .
lacked the proper moral training. Or they were encour-
aged in the wrong view by their own Churches (Nether-
lands church). So let us take that into consideration and
make an exception for these people. . Is it not essentially
Christian to take into consideration the measure of knowl-
edge one has ,the measure of light one enjoys? Did not
Jesus pray, “Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do”? Did not Paul receive mercy, because he “did it
ignorantly in unbelief” ?

So, then, we can on the one hand, declare -very high and
holy standards for iarriage and divorce, and on the other
hand make many exceptions and even admit those living
in sin, for, we also must be merciful and sympathetic in
our judgment of the sinner who sinned in ignorance. And
then, even though the logic of it seems to be getting a little
weak, we are still on sound Biblical ground.

To all this we answer no, in the most positive, emphatlc
manner. There is a fundamental fallacy here, which we
trust the Church will se at once.

Certainly, we must judge very charitably those who sin
in ignorance. We must be ready to forgive especially
them. That is — and here is the point — we must be very
ready to forgive them past sins which they committed in
ignorance.

But, when they ask admission to the Church then we
must assume that their eyes are opened, that they see and
repent of their past sins. We must ask that they tum
from their sins. Else we may not receive them.
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And the reasoning of the Minority Report is as follows:
because they hegan their sin (second marriage) in ignor-
ance, they may now continue sinning (second marriage re-
lations) with the blessing of the Church. ‘

In other words, past ignorance justifies present sinning
on the part of members of the Church of Christ. To state
the proposition is, of course, to condemn it, without the
need of further argument: '

Let us be consistent. Are such parties living in sin, yes
or no? If not, let us not proclaim principles that way they
‘are. If they are, let us exclude them. If they are, let us
not seek to cover their present sin by saying: they began in
ignorance. Perhaps. But when their eyes are opened they
must cease, must they not? :

Exception 3. In addition to the fundamental objection
already entered in a general way against these Exceptions,
we wish to remark that this third Exception, in our opinion,
does not preserve the honor of our Church as a separate
organization, with its own responsibility to interpret the
Word of God, and then consistently and courageously fol-
low the light God gives it. True, we have sister-churches.

~And we seek to keep very close to them. But the way to
strive after this close communion, in this particular case,
is to earnestly heed the advice the Reformed Churches in
the Netherlands have given us in'this matter. If at all
possible, we should follow that advice. Else we part com-
pany on a matter of grave import.

However, if we are fully convinced that their advice is
contrary to the- Word of God, then we must wholly reject
it, and also reject those who have been erroneously ad-
mitted by these Churches. We must follow the light God
gives us, regardless of the views of other churches. - Then
only are we true to our conscience. Then alone do we
stand on our honor as a church of Christ. Then alone
will we hold the respect of our sister-churches. .

Let us not surrender our honor as a Church, and make a
sorry mess of things in a practical way, by saying to people
who are in the same class as sinners: if you are a mem-
ber of our Church here in America, you are excluded as-an
unrepentant sinner; if you come to us from across the
wave, you are welcome at the table of the Lord, Surely

" such a stand cannot find response in the conscience of our
people. ' ’ : B
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Now it would be very natural to say at this point: let us
then just forget about the exceptions and consistently main-
tain the first position without any exceptions whatsoever.
From the point of view of logic and consistency this would

. no doubt be far preferable.

But, as we have seen, this position is contrary to Scrip-
ture and has no gospel for a certain class of sinners. No,
just dropping the exceptions will not solve our problem.
‘We do better to ask, why is it that exceplions were con-
sidered necessary?

That question 1s decidedly worthy of our serious atten-
tion and is the key to the proper solution of our problem.

.And it is a question that intrigues and challenges our

attention.

Here is a report — the Minority Report of 1934 — which
first states most emphatically that a certain fundamental
position is necessary, to -safeguard the sacredness of mar-
riage. It comes down to this that a certain class of people
must be excluded because they-are living in sin,. because
they are unrepentant.

And then you meet the strange phenomenon that after
all many of these people are to be admitted. But why

- this contradictory and impossible position that would admit

those living in sin to the table of the Lord? ,

The answer is plain. That main position cannot and
may not be carried out consistently in practice. It brings
us into conflict with our sister-churches. It has no gospel

‘for sinners. . Some of our own mission workers have inti-

mated that then they have no gospel for a considerable
class whom -they are seeking to lead to Christ.

And so exceptions must be made. And several exceptions.

But what have you then? You have a compromise that
put the Church into this ridiculous position that it first
says of a certain class of people, they are unrepentant,
and then admits them to the table of the Lord. You have.
admitted that you do not dare to enforce your own posi-
tion as a Church over against other Churches.

You start out with a very strict solemn declaration, that
appeals to the congervative spirit of our people. You then
admit exceptions that appeal to the gospel spirit of our
people. But the sum total of it all is, that you contradict
yourself; you have no position worth the name-—you
admit those whom you have first stigmatized as unrepentant
sinners, and you admit almost as many-as would be ad-
mitted if the other view were adopted. S
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Surely this cannot satisfy either our minds or our hearts.
In a word — the exceptions and the contradictions they lead
to, should not be forgotten, but should be heeded as a warn-
ing that we are completely on the wrong track.

They should be a warning that we must return to the:
teaching of Scripture, as interpreted by practically all our
leaders, by the brethren in South Africa, and even officially
by our sister-churches in the Netherlands.

ok ok K ok K %

One very good way to do this is to study the report of

the Committees on Pre-Advice of the last Synod. You will
. find that report on pages 142-144 of the Acts. To save

- space we do not reprint it here. But we believe the follow-
ing remarks should be made.

1. This report was never given consideration at: the last
Synod. An able committee worked on it for two weeks,
yet it was never given a hearing. Undoubtedly that is one
reason it was given into our hands, that the Synod of 1936
might make up for the lack of the previous Synod.

2. It is a very slendid report. 'We do not say this merely
because it agrees with the view defended in this report. We
call it a splendid report because it so intelligently analyzes
the various elements of our problem. It is a very neat,
scholarly piece of work, that will help anyone who studies
it to understand the problem, whatever his view may be.

3. It should be well remembered that the Synod gave this
report into our hands to report on at Synod of 1936. There-
for it would be very incorrect, not to use a stronger term, to
say that our Church is done with the position rejected at
the last Synod. To begin with, the rejection was far from
decisive. The vote was 43 to 25, Secondly, the Synod did
not adopt any other view. And thirdly, it again gave that
same view, in the form of the report of the Pre-advisory
Committee, into the hands of the committee now reporting.
In a word, the Synod still wants the opinion of-a new com-
mittee on this view. And it therefor wants that view, that
had twenty-five votes in its support at the last Synod, con-
sidered at the Synod of 1936.

4, We are in hearty accord with the general position and
conclusions of this Pre-advisory Report. Insofar as there
is any difference, this does not vitally affect the fundamen-
tal Scriptural position or practical stand.

We would remark, however, that there is, as is ev1dent
from this (our present) report, more positive Scripturai
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proof in favor of the view defended, than the Pre-advisory -
Committee presents in its brief report. (The objections of

~ one member of the Pre-advisory Committee to one point

in the report (see Acts, 1934, pp. 144, 145), are sufficiently

answered in the body of this (our) report.)

We have come to the close of our report proper. In con-
clusion, before stating our advice, it may be well that both
positions that shall be presented to Synod be briefly sum-
marized.

The following is, we believe, a fair summary of the view
we oppose (there are certain elements, of course, on which
all are agreed): :

In the case of legitimate divorce (on the ground of forni-
cation) the innocent party has the right to marry again.
The guilty party is still in some way bound by that mar-
riage tie, though the other party is free. Therefor if he
marries during the life-time of his (her) original spouse,
he cannot be a member of the Church, as long as that orig-
inal partner lives, or the present marriage continues.

In the case of illegitimate divorce (on grounds other than
adultery) the marriage is not broken before God. Therefor
neither party is free {o marry again.

Any act of contracting a marriage or re-marriage on the
basis of that divorce is an act of adultery. That adultery
releases the innocent party from his (her) marriage obli-
gations.” Second marriage on his (her) part is not sin,
if she (he) was innocent of the divorce.

The guilty party, the party that first re-marries, remains
bound, however. His (her) second marriage is a constant
living in sin. Such-’ parties cannot be received into the -
Church as long as the present marriage union continues or
the original spouse lives. For they are living in sin, and
cannot repent. However, in two exceptional cases these par-
ties, living in sin, can be welcomed at the Holy Communion
table.

We urgently advise the Synod, not only not to adopt this -
view, but to repudiate it as un-Scriptural, contrary to the
universal call of repentance and offer of salvation, and in
its two exceptions, a proposed desecration of Holy Com-
munion.

To see how unacceptable this view is we do well to re-
mind ourselves that the question we are studying is'a prac-
ticdl question, a question in church-government. Our
consistories must be able and dare to work with it.
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-, Now, then, what do these two views come down to in
practice? The view we oppose comes down to this, that the
consistory will say to a certain class of sinners, when they
seek admission: we are very sorry, but we cannot receive
you, no matter how sincere or penitent you may be. Our
minister called to you, “repent,” and “whosoever will may -
come”; but now that you are here, we can do nothing for
you. The only hope we can hold out to you is that some-
body may die before you do. For .the present, you have
sinned and are living in sin, and. can’t repent, and you are
out. :

And the view defended in this report is, that we say also
to this class of sinner: for you also the death of Christ is a
sufficient covering for all your sins; if you repent and be-
lieve we will receive you. .

Let us therfor once more briefly summarize our position.
It is as follows: g

The Christian ideal of marriage is the faithful union of
ope man and one womarn.

However, just because marriage must be the faithful
union of one man and one woman, fornication or unfaith-
fulness gives the innocent party the right to ask the state
to sever the tie, and to ask that the Church also declare
the tie broken before God and His Church. "'When the
marriage is thus dissolved also in God’s sight, it can no
longer bind either party. Matt. 19:9; Matt. 5:32.

Re-marriage of the innocent party is not adultery. Matt,
19:9a. Nor is re-marriage of the guilty party adultery.

. Matt. 19:9b; Matt. 5:32a, 32b.

Therefor even the guilty party can, though re-married,
be received into the Church, if he repents sincerely of his
adultery. .

However, divorce on any other ground but adultery,
though it severs the legal tie, does not dissolve the bond
before God. Therefor any marriage or re-marriage on the
basis of such a divorce is an act of adultery. Matt. 19:9;
Matt. 5:32.

But by this act of adultery the guilty party grievously
wrongs the other party, and therefor gives her (him) the
same right as would adultery before divorce, namely to
ask the proper court to declare the marriage dissolved also
before God. Mark 10:11 (he committed adultery against
her). And since the tie broken by -divorce and re-marriage
cannot be restored (Deut. 24) both the innocent party and

the Church must consider the first marriage null and void.

&
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The result is, since the first marriage is no longer in force,
that though both parties, and especially the first party to
re-marry, have grievously sinned before God, neither is
living in gdultery in the second marriage. Deut. 24; Matt.
5:32; 19:

If therefor they repent of all their sins, the Word of God
and the grace of God teach the Church to receive them into
the fold, as it would any penitent sinner, according to the
rule of Scnpture “though your sins be as scarlet, they
shall be as white as snow; though they be red like crimson, |
they shall be as wool.” Isaiah 1: 18 Heidelberg Catechism,
Questions 81, 84, and 85. :

We believe this is the Word of God. We believe that
thus alone the purity of the gospel and the hohness of the
sacrament will be maintained.

‘We therefore advise Synod to declare:

A. In the case of legitimate divorce (on the ground of
fornication), the marriage is completely broken before God
and His Church. Not only has the innocent party the right
to re-marry, but the guilty party also, even if he is re-mar-
ried, may not be excluded from the Church of God, if he
‘ smcerely repents of his adultery, since his second marriage
is not adulterous, in view of the complete dissolution of the
first.

B. In the case of illegitimate divorce and re-marriage,
the first party to re-marry commits adultery. However,
after the re-marriage of one of the parties, the first marri-
age is no longer valid. Therefor the second party to re-
marry does not thereby commit any sin. If he repents of
the illegitimate divorce, he can be received into the Church.
And the party who first re-married, if he repents of the:
divorce and the adulterous act of re-marriage, may not be
excluded, since his present marriage relations are not adul-
tery, in view of the dissolution of the first marriage.

C. Synod declares that these decisions supersede any
previous decisions that may be in conflict with them.

D. Synod instruct the consistories of the various
churches to warn earnestly against the evil of easy divorce.
and to receive no illegitimately divorced and re-married
parties to the fold unless these give convincing evidence of
sincere sorrow over their past sins, and an earnest desire
henceforth to observe and preserve the sacredness of
marrlage The Committee,

Z. J. SHERDA,

G. HOEKSEMA.



REPORT XXIX,

REPORT OF THE SYNODICAL COMMITTEE FOR
"SOUTH AMERICA

DEeAR BRETHREN OF THE SyNop oF 1936

OUR Committee for the advancement of the religious

interests of those in South America that are of the

same Reforimed faith and Dutch stock with us, has again
much that is encouraging and hopeful to report.

In _this great field, with its history of loyal struggle for
the Reformed faith and the Calvinistic world view, a cele-
bration was recently held of the 25th anniversary of the
ordination of the Rev. A. C. Sonneveldt. This ordination,
on Jan. 1, 1911, occurred about 22 years after the emi-
gration from the Netherlands to Argentina in 1889; over
14 years after our correspondence with South America was
begun by Rev. J. Wyngaarden in 1897; and 11 years after
th((a) Oorgamzatlon of the. congregahon» of Buenos Aires in
19 ‘

Both the congregatmns served by Rev Sonneveldt
Buenos Aires and Chubut, contributed to make this occa-
sion a time of significance, while other congregations
showed marks of appreciation. Our Committee acknowl-
edges, with thanks to God, the fine, hopeful, and thorough
spirit in which the Rev. Sonneveldt has served the Lord, in
the Gospel ministry, for a quarter of a céntury, and prays
that God may also spare him for an abundant mlnlstry in
the future, since he is still i in the prime of life and has “een
onverwoestbaar optimisme.”

One of the Elders of Buenos Aires, Mr F. Bening, was
.included in the above celebration, because he has served as
elder for 35 years, and as treasurer for many years, If is
significant that the design of his stamp (stempel) as
treasurer is inscribed thus: “Matth. 16:18,” reading,
“And the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” At
times he saw the congregation of Buenos Aires nearly con- °
quered by the evil one, but the Lord built up and main-
tained this church until now. May it never become apos-
tate, whatever trials there may be.

398
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In general it can be said that our South America Churches
are blessed with elders that can take the responsibilities of
leadership, €ven at such times when practical duties grow
numerous, in the churches. They have read sermons and
conducted catechism classes and other meetings on many
occasions. This applies also especially to Elder D. Zylstra,
of Tres Arroyos, who has met many responsibilities in this
now vacant church. In answer to an inquiry from our
Committee, its Consistory sent our Committee a written
request for a minister from the Chr. Ref. Church in N. A.
This matter will therefore be brought before Synod. With
- full confidence and faith in God, this church goes forward

in the work of the Lord. Among its recent immigrants is
also one equipped to give some Christian instruction. This
fine congregation, where nearly 200 people recently attended
the services, in one Sunday, will need a minister than can
use both the Dutch and especially the Spanish. The Com-
mittee would like to hear from ministers or candidates in-
terested in this field, especially such as have a working
knowledge of Spanish. We have one applicant..

Our own Rev. Wm. V. Muller, with his excellent knowl-
edge of Dutchl and his proficiency in Portuguese and Span-
ish, fits very well into the Classis of Buenos Aires to which
he was loaned by the Midland Park Chr. Ref. church, his
_calling congregation. Midland Park generously undertook
to pay the annual salary of $600 for at least two years,
until the present Synod, while Summer Street added an-
other $150 annually, as well as other gifts.

Out of the sum of $809.91, extended to Rev. Muller, for
traveling expenses, there remained an unused balance of
$145.21. Tt was decided, by the Committee, to add this
$145.21, as a bonus, to the salary of the first year of Rev.
Muller. Whatever occasional gifts for Rev. Muller were
sent to our treasurer were remitted to Rev. Muller, in addi-
tion to the salary promised by Midland Park.

Rev. Muller’s letter of call mentions explicitly that he
was loaned to Classis Buenos Aires, and, for the present, on
behalf of the congregation of Carambehy, Brazil. Our
Committee considered that it was practically expedient to
loan a minister to a classis, rather than to an individual

- congregation, because the needs of other congregations in
the Classis might then be met the more readily; and our
Professor in Church Government, Dr. S. Volbeda, also con-
sidered this a better procedure than to loan a minister to a
congregation. The. congregation of Carambehy, Brazil,
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‘has a neat church of which a picture has appeared in our

. church papers, while a new parsonage has arisen since the

coming of Rev. and Mrs. Muller. Quarterly reports are
received by the Committee”from Rev, Muller, which all
show that the work of the last Synod was blessed in giving
instructions looking forward to sending out Mr. Muller,
and that the sacrifices of the congregations supporting Rev.
Muller do actually mean much for the extension of God’s
Kingdom. Especially the Eastern churches, from where
Rev. and Mrs. Muller hailed, contributed heavily toward
their traveling expenses. Besides these contributions, other
gifts large and small, have been coming in remarkably well.

The President of our Committee, Dr. Henry Beets, who
at no expense to the 8. A. Fund visited South America, and
attended the sessions of the classical meeting at Buenos
Aires, was heartily welcomed and given an advisory vote.:
New courdge animates the brethren in the various strug-
gling congregations, in the work of the Lord. , .

All the churches of Classis were represented by the fol-
lowing delegates: Buenos Aires by Elders F. Bening and
- H. Hoogstra; Tres Arroyos by Elders D. Zylstra and P. Ver-

kuyl; Chubut in Southern Argentina by the Rev. A. C.
Sonneveldt and Elder W. Millenaar; Carambehy, Brazil, by
the Rev. Wm, V. Muller. It will be seen that though Rev.
Sonneveldt serves both Buenos Aires and Chubut, the latter -
is ‘his calling church, at present. - There are other mission
stations. ‘ « :

Rev. A. C. Sonneveldt was chosen president of the Classis
and the Rev. Wm. V. Muller, secretary.” The minutes of
this Classis, as published in “Kerkblad voor Zuid Amerika”
of March, 1936, constitute one of the sources for further
items in this Synodical report.

After the reading and approval of the minutes, the Clas~
sis decided to send a communication to Rev. J. Wyngaar-
den, expressing the hearty thanks of the churches, and
asking Dr. Beets also to communicate this expression of
appreciation orally. Thirty-nine years ago, the Rev. J.
Wyngaarden undertook-the work for the needy in S. A,,
from where newspaper reports of great need emanated,
by writing a postal to “Any Hollander in Argentina”;
he continued the correspondence until the present; served
as treasurer of the funds for 37 years; kept the administra-
tive costs down to less than one-third of one per cent for
many years,-so that ninety-nine and two-thirds per cent of
the money collected then actually served South American
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people; and in this work of church extension promoted
an increasing interest, in S A. and N. A. alike, by many

_ articles and reports.

The Rev. Sonneveldt reported concerning the correspon-
dence carried on with.the Synodical Delegates in the Neth-
erlands, and in North America, with reference to the ques- -
tion of transfer to the Chr. Ref. Churches of North America,
these South American churches now belonging to the Re-

‘formed Churches of the Netherlands. (On this score, your

Committee could report nothing definite in 1934, cf. Acta
1934, page 256 ff.) After considerable discussion, the fol-
lowing was unanimously adopted. Classis Buenos Aires ex-

" presses the desire to remain with the Reformed Churches of

the Netherlands. The grounds of an overture to this effect,
from Carambehy, were adopted by the Classis. Some of
the grounds of this decision are in substance the following:

Tmmigration from the Netherlands makes it more advis-

able that such immigrants shall. unite themselves with a
Church that they have learned to know in the Fatherland
than to unite with a Church: that is largely unknown and
that they will also not learn to know. Moreover, the lan-

-guage of the Chr. Ref. Church in N. A. is largely English in

books and writings, Agenda and Acta. Furthermore, since
members from the South American churches make occa-
sional visits to thie Netherlands, a more direct contact with .

. the Reformed-Churches of the Wetherlands can be main-

tained. .
Rev. Sonneveldt reported on’ the meeting of the double
consistory of the congregations of Tres Arroyos and Buenos

- - Aires, held Feb. 28, 1935, at Tres Arroyos. The Classis

gave its complete approval of the action of this meeting,

- concerning the suspension of the minister of Tres Arroyos,

on the ground adduced. Classis also expressed its agree-
ment with the action of the Synodical delegates in N. A.
with reference to this matter, according to their announce-
ments in the church papers of the Chr. Ref. Church. Fur-
thermore it was decided to send the brother a letter.

It was decided that the Rev. Muller shall make a visit to
the colony of Iraty, in Brazil, and report on the matter,
with permission to have the expenses of this trip taken

out of their Classical fund.

The matter of church papers receives consideration. It
was regarded as desirable to wait with a separate evangelis-

tic paper in Spanish until this labor could be made more

fruitful through personal work. It was decided to attempt
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to introduce a Spanish department for children in “Kerk-
blad voor Zuid Amerika.” The Classis recommends that
. consistories shall set aside a fixed amount, so that every
family shall receive a copy of this church paper.

The interests of the different congregations were dis-
“cussed also at this session of Classis Buenos Aires.

Concerning Tres Arroyos, the counsellor, Rev. Sonune-
veldt, reports that a request has been sent to the Synodical
delegates in N .A,, in order that a minister may be received
from there. Dr. Beets advises that the Consistory of Tres
Arroyos send a communication, in writing, to the delegates
in N. A,, promising a definite amount toward the salary of
the mlmster

Our Committee hopes to receive this communication be-
fore Synod convenes. Heretofore, Tres Arroyos met the
equivalent of the expense for the house rent, thus supplying
a rented parsonage, as well as a rented auditorium. At
Tres Arroyos the next meeting of the Classis will be held,
January, 1937.

Concerning Chubut, a Boer congregation havmg a church
building of its own, hundreds of miles to the south of
Buenos Aires, it was reported that this congregation is also
much in need of a pastor, and the consistory has sent a
request to the Reformed Church of South Africa, to receive
if possible, a minister from this Church. It was decided
by Classis Buenos Aires, at this session of February 8, 1936,
that this matter would be brought to the notice of the
South African Synod of March, 1936. The Reformed
Church of South. Africa has since decided to send a minis-
ter to serve this Chubut congregation; for six months, and

. to investigate conditions, with a view to the future.

It may be added here that the Synodical delegates of the
Chr. Ref. Church of N. A. concur in' the opinion that both
Buenos Aires and. Chubut are much in need of full-time
ministers, while we at the same time recognize the excel-

lent and manifold labors of the Rev. Sonneveldt, who has
fajthfully served both of these congregations for many
years, though they are hundreds of miles apart and who
does much. for “Kerkblad” besides.

‘Whoever goes to Chubut in Southern Argentina, w111 have
to be able to use the Dutch and “Afrikaansch” languages,
while some English and Spanish:is also desirable in this

* . field. There is also a neighboring congregation of South

‘African Boers that is “Nederduitsch.” Both congregations
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are very widely scattered geographically. Ours includes a
number of “spreek plekken,” for a circuit rider.

With regard to Carambehy, Brazil, the report at the
Classis Buenos Aires was to the effect that this congregation
has at present no special needs. The congregation of Car-
ambehy will aparently be largely Dutch in its language yet
for years, while this congregation has received encourage- .
ment in various ways from the neighboring German pastor
and his German people. Though Portuguese is the lan-
guage of Brazil, our congregation here is far more Dutch
than are our churches in Argentina, and according to Dr.
Beets maintains a standard of fine Dutchi, at that.

With reference to the congregation of Buenos Aires,
the desirability of a church building of their own is con-

. sidered. Rev. Sonneveldt reports that a gift of one thou-

sand florins (gulden) is promised by the Batavian Petro- .

. leum Company, so that a fund of fully 17,000 pesos for

the building of a church is now available, which (at 26
cents) would be approximately $4,420.

Buenos Aires receives aid from the Reformed Churches
in the Netherlands to the amount of 2,000 florins (gulden)
annually for the salary of Rev. Sonneveldt. According to a

" letter from the treasurer of the Synodical Delegates of the

Reformed Churches in the Netherlands, a balance of 1,792.09
florins, on the 17th of December, 1935, shows that this sub-
sidy can happily be continued.

On the advice of Dr. Beets, it was decided to delegate the
Rev. Sonneveldt to the Synods of North America and of the
Netherlands, which meet, respectively, in June and August.
The consistory of Carambehy will be asked to release Rev.
Muller for a while to the churches of Argentina, in case
Rev. Sonneveldt undertakes this journey.

It will interest Synod to learn that both, Tres Arroyos
and Carambehy, are obtaining men that can give Christian
Instruction. From both these congregations- we expect, be--

_fore Synod meets, to receive reports concerning what they

can do towards the salarics of their ministers. These re-
porls will have a bearing, in making up the budget, in con-
sullaticn with the congregations of Midland Park and Sum-
mer Street, whicl: now support the Rev. Wm. V. Muller.

The present status of our treasury is encouraging. Yet
we should also prepare for some expansion, since immigra-
tion continues from the Netherlands. ‘

The report of our Treasurer, the Rev. J. Wyngaarden, in
brief is as follows: On Jan. 1, 1934, there was a balance
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on hand of $149.00. The receipts for 1934 were $3,232.74.
Total, $3,381.74. The disbursements for 1934 were $2,-
281.29. Balance forwarded Jan. 1, 1935, was $1,100.45. The
receipts for 1935, and for 1936 until March 31, being $3.-
002.71, brought this amount up to $4,103.16. The dis-
bursements for 1935 and for 1936 till March 31, were
$977.27. The balance on hand March 31, 1936, was $3,125.89.
The books were audited to March 31, 1936, by Mr. Herbert
Bouma, Accountant, who writes: “I hereby state that I
~ bave personally verified the funds in each account and find
the total'in agreement with the books of the Treasurer.”

More detailed financial schedules are available to Synod.

It may be of value to note that to the present day the
fund has had an economical administration at the hands of
its first and present treasurer. His interest in this cause is
unabated. Meanwhile, he is now over three score and ten,
and resigns as treasurer, this resignation to go into effect
with, this Synod. :

The Committee would remark that, if any expansion is -
desired in our denominational program, South America is
worthy of consideration. For, among the Hollanders of
- South America, we are building for the future of sister
churches that are and evidently will be Reformed in con-
fession and Calvinistic in world and life view, and that by
God’s grace in this “neglected continent,” can be a power
for the extension of the Kingdom of God:

The Committee presents the following matters for the
action of Synod: .

1. Synod express its appreciation of the twenty-five
years of faithful service, given by the Rev. A. C. Sonne-
veldt, as ordained minister, to the sister churches, in South
America.

2. Synod express its appreciation to the Congregation of
Midland Park for becoming responsible, during the past
two years, for the salary of the Rev. Wm. V. Muller, whom
it called as its representative in South America; and to
Summer Street for aiding by means of an additional sum
. of $150 per year; and to the Classes Hudson and Hacken-
sack for the various ways in which these Classes have co-
operated to open the way so that the Rev. Muller could be
sent out.
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3. Synod express its appreciation of the pioneer labors
for South America of the Rev. J. Wyngaarden during prac-
tically forty years; and the Committee suggests that for
this unremunerated labor of love Synod grant him, out of
the South America Fund, the sum of $200 or $250, as a
tangible token of appreciation, especially for having con-
ducted the correspondence over 39 years and served as
treasurer 37 years. :

4. Synod instruct its South America Committee to take
steps to fill the vacancy in the Tres Arroyos congregation,
in response to the written request from its consistory to
our churches.

5. Synod is requested to pass on the following an-
nouncement of its Committee, published in our church
papers: ) '

“ANNOUNCEMENT

The Synodical Committee for South America received the
following communication, dated August 1, 1935, from Rev.
B. Bruxvoort: ‘Now, brethren, I feel it my duty to save
you a task that would be extremely painful not only to us
but also for you and our whole Church, by resigning as min-
ister of the Gospel.’” '

“The Committee, filled with regret because of the occa-
sion for this step, acquiesces in Rev. B. Bruxvoort’s resig-
nation as minister of the Gospel. .

“At the same time the Committee has decided that, never-
theless, the charges remain pending till the following Synod,

which has to decide, also according to the advice received,

whether formal deposition is required.

“The Committee takes the stand that, from the.date of
the letter of resignation from office, our financial obli-
gations toward Brother Bruxvoort cease.”

The “advice received,” above referred to, was given on
June 3, 1935, by the Synodical Delegates ad Examina, the
Rev. Z. J. Sherda, for Classis Grand Rapids East; the Rev.
R. Veldman, for Classis Grand Rapids West; and the Rev.
E. J. Krohne, for Classis Zeeland; together with a majority
of the Synodical Committee, the Rev. 1. Van Dellen and
the Rev. W. P. Van Wyk, who were both in Grand Rapids
at that time. The official documents are available to Synod.
The above “announcement” was sent to Classis Buenos
Aires, to the brother whose resignation it quotes, and to the
Synodical Delegates for South: America in the Netherlands..
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6. Synod again appoint a Gommittee for South Amer-
ica, with mandate as heretofore. -

Respectfully submitted,
Synodical Committee for Southl America,
Henry BEETS, Pres.,
JacoB WYNGAARDEN, Treas.,
Davip D. BoNNEMA,
HARRY BLYSTRA,
MarTIN J, WYNGAARDEN, Secy.



REPORT XXX.

REPORT OF THE EMERGENCY COMMITTEE FOR
. FIELDS, WORKERS, AND FUNDS
(As of April 15, 1936)

To the Synod of 1936.
ESTEEMED BRETHREN :

JVHE wisdom of creating an Emergency Committee and
. Fund, as decided upon by the 1932 Synod, has become
increasingly apparent. What our Church initiated in
1932 has just last year been undertaken by leaders in “de
Gereformeerde Kerken” of the Netherlands (which de-
nomination has no less than 80 candidates without
charge). With gratilude to God we may record that at
this time there is not one candidate in our Church with-
out a field of labor, and that there are only nine of these
workers that have not yet been ordained. God has indeed
put to shame the fears so generally expressed four years
ago.
gYour Committee has found it a pleasure to discharge its
duties during the past biennium. The finest harmony has
marked our little group; we have enjoyed splendid co-
operation from classical Home Mission committees; iand
churches as well as individuals have been generous in
their support of the Emergency Fund. Al the moneys
that have come in have been used for the sole purpose of
the support of needy fields and candidates. Not one cent
was spent for overhead. The policy of our Committee,
pursued in the 1932-’34 biennium, that its members volun-
tarily defrayed all expenses (stamps, stationery, mime-

‘'ographing) has been continued also during the past two
years.

THE FIELDS
As stated in our 1934 report (Acts 1934, pp. 210-220), at
~ that time sixteen fields and their candidates were enjoy-
ing support from the Emergency Fund. Of these sixteen,
two fields (Grangeville, Ida., and Imlay City, Mich.) very
soon after Synod assured us that they could now get
407
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along without further aid from our fund. Three others
of these sixteen have during the past two years been at
one time, but are not now, on our list, owing to the fact
that they have lost the services of their candidate. '
Since last Synod 16 new fields were added to our list.
Two of these no longer have their candidate today, so that
the total number of fields on our list for support at pres-
ent (April 15, 1936) is 24. They are the following: Battle
Creek, Mich.; Bejou, Minn.; Coster, Ia.; Dearborn, Mich.;
Delavan, Wis.; DeMotte, Ind.; Eagle Butte (Pleasant Val-
ley), S. D.; Flint, Mich.; Hanley Mission (Jenison); Hol-
landale, Minn.; Lamsing, Mich.; Milwood (Kalamazoo,
Mich.) ; Momence, Ill.; Newton, 1a.; Ogilvie, Minn.; Otsego,
Mich.; Parchment, Mich.; Rock Rapids, Ia.; Sumas, Wash.;
Sunnyside, Wash.; Terra Ceia, N. Car.; Tracy, la.; Vona,
Colo.; Woodville Mission (Fremont). (Note: Fields not
now enjoying support but on the list part of the time dur-
ing 1934-36: Arlene, Mich.; Estelline, S. D.; Grundy Cen-
_ter—Holland, Ia.; Gun Lake—Bowen Mills—Hopkinsburg,
.Midlé.;gI:)azen Street' Mission (Burton Heights); and Mar-
tin, S: D)) . ‘
"~ As for- the distribution of these 24 fields, it is worth
- noting that they are scattered over ten différent states of
the Union and over the territory of 11 or 12 of the fifteen
classes of our Church. A '

THE ALLOWANCES

- The support which these fields enjoy ranges from $100.
to $300. per year. One receives $100. Three receive $180.
One receives $200. Seventeen receive $240. And two re-
ceive $300. This means that our fund at the present rate
disburses’a total of $460. per month, or $5520. per year.
.. Besides the regular support to these 24 fields, two other
items are included in our disbursements. In the case of a
few candidates a limited sum was allowed for travelling
_ expenses incurred by them to reach their field. And in
" addition to this your Committee felt an extra allowance
should be voted those candidates whose income during
1935 was judged to have been inadequate. Seven were
given an extra allowance of $50. and six an allowance
ranging from $75. to $200. The last-named sum was
allowed in one case and cannot be called excessive, when
one considers that its beneficiary (married and without a
manse) had received during 1935 a net income of ahout
$420. These extra allowances, it may he added, made the
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‘lowest- actual income during 1935 for anyone of the 24
men, unmarried: $580. and, married : $600.

RESULTS
The spiritual stimulus which the Emergency work has
given to the development of a number of small but prom-
ising fields in our Church is becoming increasingly ap-
parent. Practically all these fields report growth. Some
_ of them are located in strategic centers and have, human-
ly speaking, a fine prospect for increase. The spirit which
in many of these small places had been lagging because
of financial and, in some cases, other depression, has beeun
- greatly revived with the arrival of a consecrated worker
whose engagement was made possible in part by the
Emergency aid.
As to definite indications of an upward trend in many
of these fields and a strengthening of morale and courage,
. we may point to the number of candidates ordained in
" these fields after they had first been engaged -as stated
supplies, as also to the increase in salary which many of
these fields have promised their candidate (or candidate-
ministér) for the current year. As to the first point, the
following is of interest. The total number of candidates
who have at any time since 1932 enjoyed Emergency sup-
port is 33. Leaving out one (no longer in our denomina-
tion, but teaching elsewhere), of the 32 who today enjoy
or in the past have received aid from our Fund, four be-
gan their work as ordained men, being called at once by
their church; nine are still candidates serving as stated
supplies; and no less than 19 began their labors as”candi-
dates, but have since been ordained. ‘

As to the improvement in the salaries promised, it is
worth noting that the average salary of our 16 benefici-

“aries in 1934 was $675. per year, whereas the average -
promised the 24 present beneficiaries of our Fund amounts
to $860. for the current year. Although this is only the
promised salary, and the possibility that this amount can-
not be paid because of inability of either classis or con-
gregation must not be overlooked, we do believe that the
increase in these promised sums shows a decidedly up-
ward trend.

As to growth, it can be said that one church reported a
gain of 7 families since the candidate began his labors
there; another, a gain of 10 families; another, 3 families;
another, 6 families; another, 2 families; another, 5 fami-
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lies; and still another, no less than 14 families. We have -
definite indications justifying fhe conclusion that in al- .
most all these fields there is also apparent a deeper,
spiritual growth.

CO-OPERATION

" We have carried on our work in close co-operation with
the Home Mission Committees of the Classes in which the
- fields concerned were located. At no time have we as-
sumed that the Emergency Committee is anything except

an aid, and that of a temporary nature by reason of an
' emergency. Supervision over and responsibility for the
labors of our beneficiaries has been left entirely to the
existing ecclesiastical bodies: consistory and classis. - In
only one exceptional case (due to circumstances inherent
in the field) have we as a Committee for a while had the
supervision over and responsibility for the work of a can-
didate supported from our Fund. - ‘

Once and again the question was presented to your
Committee whether it would not be possible for needy
fields desiring to call not a eandidate, but a regularly or-
dained minister, to enjoy support from the Emergency
Fund. However, in harmony with the explicit mandate
of Synod (Acts 1932, pp. 173-174) your Committee has
consistently pursued the policy to extend aid only to fields
engaging the services of a candidate. It need hardly be
added (though some churches apparently were not clear
on this) that this aid is not withdrawn when such a can-
didate should be called, ordained, .and installed as the
minister of his flock. Only one exception has occurred to
the rule that only fields calling (of, engaging) a candi-
date can enjoy Emergency support, and that exception by
reason of the special circumstances was only :an apparent, .
‘not a real one.

PROSPECTS

As for the future of this work, it can be said that about
a half dozen fields, which as yet do not have a worker,
have tentatively been promised support, and that almost
all the present fields will be in need of continued support
for some years to come. Your Committee has, of course,
made it clear that its mandate does not go beyond the
next meeting of Synod, so that all promises are made
contingent upon the continuation of this work by Synod
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in some form or other. We are of the opinion that possi-
bly four of the fields at present enjoying support may in
the near future be sufficiently advanced to do without it.
ADVICE ‘

The last point of our synodical mandate as given in
1932 specifies as part of our task to advise Synod “as to
the future mode of procedure.” We can say that our ad-
vice on this score is contained in the Home Mission Meth-
ods Report unanimously adopted by the committee ap-
pointed by the 1934 Synod for that purpose, and found in
Agenda 1936, Part I, pp. 238-273. The proposals there
made which bear more directly on the Emergency Fund
are to be found on pp. 251-253 and 271.

It need hardly be said that our Committee, all of whose
members were appointed by the 1934 Synod to serve on
" this Home Mission Methods Committee, is in wholehearted

agreement with the analysis of the situation there offered
and the proposals there made. We feel that the time has
come for our Church to take a real forward step in the
-organization of our Home Mission work and believe that
the whole cause of church extension, including the work
carried on these four years by the Emergency Committee,
can best be carried forward and placed on a permanent
basis by following the :advice contained in the Home Mis-
sion Methods Report. In this way the Emergency work -
and the Emergency Fund can be carried forward and
given a permanent place in our church extension set-up,
and the Emergency Committee can be discharged.

If for some reason Synod should not be prepared to
take this step in 1936, it is hardly necessary to call Synod’s
attention to the fact that the work conducted by the Emer-
gency Committee since 1932 will have to be carried for-
ward in some form or other because of the continued
need of the churches and the candidates (or, candidate-
ministers) involved.

In closing we crave God’s blessing upon the Home Mis-
sion cause, the fields and workers supported by the Emer-
gency Fund, and upon Synod in its deliberations and de-
cisions anent this important branch of Kingdom work in
its forthcoming sessions.

Humbly submitted,
" The Emergency Committee,
H. J. Kuieer, President,
CLARENCE Bouma, Secretary.
WiLLiaM STUART, Treasurer.
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NotE: . The financial statement of our Treasurer is ap-
pended to this report. We may possibly add that Mr.
Frank VandenBerg of the Commercial Department of the

Grand Rapids Christian High School has audited the
books and performed this service free of charge.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF THE EMERGENCY FUND

. 1934-1936
Balance, June 7, 1984, . e ©.$ 1,892.94
Receipts, June 7, 1934 to June 1, 1935 ......... $6,090.61
Receipts, June 1, 1935 to April 11, 1936....__.. 4,579.30  10,669.91

' : $12,562.85
Disbursements, June 7, 1934 to June 1, 1935..$4,448.91
D_‘isbu-rsgmenits, June 1,.1935-to May 15, 1936.. 5,940.00  10,388.91

' ) $ 2,173.94
Cash impounded in Grand Rapids Savings Bank............... 1,202.92

Available BalanCe —eeoevioioeoesocreeeeieeeeneseee e 971,02
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DISBURSEMENTS TO CHURCHES, STATIONS, AND

CANDIDATES
Arlene, Mich, ............... $ 380.00 M. Keuning
Battle Creek, Mich. ...... 280.00 John O. Schuring
Bejou, Minn, ... 80.00 W. K, Reinsma
Coster, Ta. ........... 360.00 R. Wezeman
Dearborn, Mich, ... 225.00 N. Wassenaar
Delavan, Wis. ... 510.00 J. P. Smith
DeMotte, Ind. ............. 460.00 W, Haverkamp
-Eagle Butte, S. D. . 445.00 H. Schripsema
(Pleasant’ Valley ‘Church) ,
BEstelline, S. D, _....... 60.00 E. Vigser
Flint, Mich. ........cccccco.. 520.00 J. E." Meeter and H. Radius
Grundy Center— . :
Holland, Ia. _._........... 150.00 Donald Drost .
Gun Lake—Bowen Mills
& Hopkinsburg ........ 545.00 P. Honderd and Students
Hanley Mission (Jenison) 475.00 J. E. Brink
Hazen St. Mission (Bur- .
ton Heights Church) 100.00 J. Pott
Hollandale, Minn. ........ 540.00 Theo. P. Verhulst
Lansing, Mich. ..... 80.00 'G. R. Youngs
Martin, S. D. ... 170.00 M. Huizenga
Milwood (Ka.lamazoo,
* Mieh.) oo, 460.00 J. H. Schaal
Momence, Ill. .... 390.006 R. O. DeGroot
Newton, Ia. ........ . 280.00 George Vander Kooi
Ogilvie, Minn, ...  460.00, P. Dahm )
Otsego, Mich. __............ 525.00 R. O. DeGroot and F. Huizenga
Parchment, Mich., ...._.... 410.00 Abel Poel
Rock Rapids, Ta. ... 200.00 R. Heynen
Sumas, Wash. ..___... 140.00 George Stob
Sunnyside, Wash. ........ 480.00 A. Bakker
Terra Ceia, N. Car. ...... 175.00 Charles Greenfield
Tracy, Ia. .......... 425.00 J. Vander Meer
Vona, Colo. . 490.00 M. Faber
Woodville Missio .
(Fremont) ................ 430.00 F. Huizinga and D. Drost
Travellm%{ Exp,
................. 100.00
Travelling Exp.
Cand. Faber ............. 30.00
Robes for Program ... 12.25
Cheek Tax ..o 1.66
Total ..oooeeeeeeee $10,388.91

W. STUART. Treas.



REPORT XXXI.
EMERITUS FUND COMMITTEE

To the Synod of the Christian Reformed Churches,
Convened in Grand Rapids, Mich., June, 1936. .

DEAR BRETHREN :

I. The MATERIAL that was before the Synod of 1934
in connection with the Emeritus Fund reorganization is
the following:

(1) “Report V, From Committee on Emeritus Fund *
page 61, Agenda 193/1, Part I. The report reads:

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE ON EMERITUS FUND

To the Synod of the Christian Reformed Church convening in Grand
Rapids, Mwhigan, June, 193}.
DEAR BRETHREN :—

Your Committee in re Emeritus Fund, see Synodical Acts 1932,
Art, 9-a, b, ¢, page 53, hereby submits its report as follows:

The committee is thankful that Synod in 1932 adopted much of its
reports, especially the fundamental principle involved, namely, “The
support of the Emeriti Ministers, their widows and orphans, founded -
upon the Word of God and prescribed in Art. 18 C. O., is not a matter
of Charity, but it is the.right of the parties named and the duty of
the church concerned.” (Aects 1932, Art. 8, Par. 4, Page 49.)

With this principle established and adopted, any committee working
on this problem in the future has a definite foundation to build upon.
Also the fact that Synod adopted in principle the diifferentiation with-
in the Emeritus Fund of a sustentation and a Relief Fund (Acts
1932, Art. 73, Par. 4, Page 51) will be quite a help..

The committee recognized the honor bestowed upon it by its re-
appointment in 1932. We also take note of the Synod’s decision that
until a new set of rules are adopted. the policy and practice now in
vogue will be continued and in case the funds dbo not permit payment-
of full allowance, the needs of the recipient shall be taken into consid-
eration and distribution made accordingly, because the needs of one

~ may be greater than those of others. (Acts 1932, last Par., Page 52,

and First Par., Page 53.)

Our first committee meeting was held in turbulent times and in an
atmosphere of uncertainty and distress. We were further greatly
shocked by the news that one of our committee members had died sud-
denly, and that another member was operated upon and would be
unable to meet with us for some time to come.

The mandate to the committee found in Aects 1932, Page 53, Art.
9-a, b, ¢, was carefully studied. Said mandate is as follows: ’

414
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“a. To enlighten our people in reference to the principles upon
which the support of the Emeriti, with their widows and orphans, is
based, and in reference to the application of these principles (cf. point
2 above) .

“b. To recognize the possibility suggested by the Minority Report,
cf. Agenda, Part 1, top of p. 65; namely, that churches may care for
their Emeriti partly by the amplitude of the salary paid them during
active siervice, and hence also the possibility that a certain percentage
of the Minister’s salary be devoted from year to year to this Fund.

“c. To make further study of the method by which the money for .
this Fund can be raised, realizing that there are many objections for
the proposed sliding scale and yet realizing also that there might be
a better method of raiscing the necessary funds than the one we have
at present.”

After due thought and consideration, it was the unanimous opinion
of the committee that under the general conditions which prevail at
the present time, it would not be the part of wisdom to carry out the
instructions during this period of upheaval and depression. Likewise,
we feel it impossible to form definite plans for the future when it is’
unknown what the general conditions will be after stabilization has
been accomplished.

We therefore advise Synod to discharge the committee from further
consideration of the matter, and to appoint another committee when
times have improved, preferably other persons who may have ideas
not previously presented. This committee can then work upon the
basis which has been established.

Humbly submitted,
JouN DE HAAN, JR., President
GEORGE OTTENHOFF, Secretary
JoHN DOLFIN
CLARENCE DE VRIES
H. R. GEzON :
JoEN HEKMAN
A. H. RINGELBERG

- . (2) An Overture from Classis HACKENSACK (Agenda,
1934, Part II, page xv and xvi). It reads
In re-the Emeritus Fund.

a. Synod state definitely who IS and who is NOT entitled to sup-
port from the Emeritus Fund. Classis has specially in mind
- the principles expressed in Articles 12 and 18 of our Church Or-
der, viz., “Inasmuch as a minister of the Word once lawfully
called as described above, is bound to the service of the church
for life,” ete.

The Synod of 1932 in adoptmg part of the Majority Report
accepted the following also: “The application of the principle
evolved from Holy Scripture, requires that all ministers and
their dependents should be fully taken care of by the churches
who have accepted them into their ministry for life,” ete.

- ~Synod define what it means by, “SERVICE OR MINISTRY
IN THE CHURCH FOR LIFE.”

b. Inasmuch as Synod has adopted the differentiation between Re-
lief and Sustentation (Acts 1932, pages 51-54) it has thereby
implied the principle of right of pension. ' Now Synod has
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“tabled indefinitely” the recommendation of its committee to “al-
low ministers a proportionate claim on the Sustentation Fund
aceording to his years of service” (Acts 1932, p. 52). Symod.is
petitioned to reconsider this and establish a definite scale based
upon the number of years of actual service in the church.

¢. Synod consult reliable imsurance companies in regord to rules
and methods to be followed in the maintenamce cf our emeriti
and their dependents, before final action is taken.
(Classis Hackensack.)

(3) An Overture from Classis ILLINOIS (Agenda, 1934,
Part 11, page xvii). It reads:

Classis Illinois overtures Synod to reconsider Art. 73, par. 7, of the -
Acts of Synod, 1932, which article was tabled indefinitely. The recom-
mendation of the Synodical Comm. for the Emeritus Fund was as
follows: “Synod consider the possibility of allowing a minister with
less than 35 years of service, and less than 65 years of age, a propor-
tionate claim on the Sustentation Fund, according to his years of
service. The Majority Report makes at present no provision for
those who have served less than 35 years and are under 65 years of
age. Their only recourse is to the Relief Fund. Thig seems to be
out of hormony with the principle of right or pennsion which it has
endeavored to maintain. On this account the Advisory Comm. feels
that some provision out of the Sustentation Fund should be made for
ministers who are emeritated earlier in their ministry.”

Classis overtures Synod to reconsider the above proposal that min-
isters receive aid from the Emeritus Fund according to their years
of service. At a time when there is a shortage of money in this Fund
and the old ministers are not receiving their due, it seems no more
than fair that men who have served the Church all their life should
receive more consideration than those who are disabled after one or
two years in the ministry. This happens so frequently in our Church
that it is a matter of public comment.

Classis overtures Synod, that before any final action is taken in’
regard to rules and regulations for emeritated ministers, the Synod-
ical Comm. consult with a reputable firm of Actuaries, in order to de-
termine the actual soundness of the system to be adopted, since the
development of an efficient retirement and disability plan involves
problems which we believe can only be solved by experts in this par-
ticular field. Many retirement and disability plans have ' utterly
failed because they were not founded on a scientific basis.

(Classis Illinois.)

(4) The following Overture from Classis MUSKEGON
(Agenda, 1934, Part II, page xviii) :

Classis Muskegon overtures Syncd not to adopt the adivice of the
committee in re the Emeritus Fund, to postpone the consideration of
possible new ways to raise this fund to some possible future date.
Grounds:

a. The present financial status of this fund demands that something
be dene. According to the figures in the Yearbook only sixty
per cent of the assessments have been paid in 1933. In Classis
Muskegon alone nineteen of the twenty-five churches were in
arrears to this fund. . :
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b. The undoubted unpopularity of this fund with many if not all of
. our people makes it imperative that some changes.be made.

In order that in harmony with the foregoing something definite
may be before Synod, Classis Muskegon overtures Synod to adopt the
following plan:

1 The Synodical assessment for the Emeritus Fund shall be $1.75

per family.

2. Every minister shall contrlbute to this fund every year ﬁve per
cent of his salary above $800.00. Ministers who receive $800.00
or less shall contribute $5.00 per year to this fund.

8. Symnod appoint a committee with instructions to ascertain whether
this arrangement is feasible or not and to report to the Synod
of 1936 its findings with possible corrections or improvements
that may be made in case it does not prove feasible. Grounds:
a. The income of this fund shows that the present assessment is

too high for most of our churches. This makes a reduction
necessary shall not some of our churches become altogether
discouraged because of mounting arrears. The present as-
sessment may be retained, but it loses its effectiveness as
as arrears mount. This is evident if we but notice one con-
crete case of mounting arrears. At the Synod of 1930 one Clas-
sis was reported to be in arrears $100.00. This same Classis
was $1,800.00 short in 1932. According to the latest report
this Classis is now $3,600.00 in debt to this fund. These
- facts must be faced. ‘
b, With the reduction it can be expected that the churches will -
make a greater effort to do all in their power to raise the.
assessment.
¢. The plan that ministers shall contribute to this fund is in
 harmony with the fact that Synod of 1932 instructed the
. committee to recognize the possibility that a certain per-
centage of the minister’s salary be devoted to this fund. It
will certainly do much to meet those who object to the present
arrangement, and with the reduced assessment may do much
to restore this fund to a place in the hearts of our people.

(Classis Muskegon.)

(5) Am Overture from Classis OSTFRIESLAND (Agen-
da 1934, Part II, page xxi). It reads:

Classis Ostfriesland overtures Synod to adopt the following: “That
all of our ministers in active service in our Church anticipating sup-
port from the Emeritus Fund for themselves or their dependents be
requested to deposit a certain per cent of the annual salary in this
Fund, based upon the years of service (exemptions possible in rare
casey for weighty reasons, passed upon by the Emeritus Board, and
published in their official report) as follows:

1 to 10 years, 8%; 11 to 25 years, 29 ; the remainder, 1%. In re-
turn for such co-operation Synod pledge an annual income (as may be
decreed from time to time) to the Emeriti” Grounds:

1. A better relationship will be created between the churches and
this Fund.

2. A handsome income will be added to this Fund.
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L8 It w111 dispense with the “embarrassing inv»e-stigations” as to
one’s needs. '
4. It does seem Just to ask of those who receive benefit from this
Fund to make special contributions.
(Classis Ostfriesland.)

(6) A Belated Overture from Classis ZEELAND, Acta,
1934, p. 62, which reads:

Classis overtures the Synod of 1934:

1. Not to adopt the advice of the Committee in re the Emeritus
Fund (Agenda Part 1, pp. 61, 62) to postpone action in re the admin-
istration of this fund, but to take some definite action. Grounds:

a. Due to the present economic conditions and the burden our peo-
ple must carry, some changes in the administration of this fund
are imperative, therefore some action should be taken.

b. The present arrangement is very unpopular with our people
and calls for a change.

2. That the Synod declare the Emeritus Fund to be a Relief Fund
only, the funds to be administered only in case of actual need and
according to the needs, after the needs have been definitely investi-
gated and established.

“Grounds:

a. It is doubtful,-in. our estimation, whether Scripture demands
that the Church support the -emeriti ministers, widows, and
orphans who are able to support themselves.

b. Article 13 of the Church Order requires that the Church shall
provide “honorably for them in their need.” This we take to
mean that only those in need shall be provided for.

. ¢. A declaration by the Synod of this character, and the administra-
: tion of this fund according to this plan, will in our estimation
remove one of the most serious objections to this fund.”.

(7) The Synod of 1934 appointed the following “Commit-
tee on Church Order and Emeriti Matters: Rev: H. Keeg-
stra, R. J. Bos, and K. W. Fortuin; Elders M. A. Postmus,
J. Ten Harmsel, J. Sturing, and L. Moes. Adviser: Dr S.
Volbeda.” (Cf. Acts, 1934, page 12, V.)

After study of the preceding matters the commlttee re-
ported to the 1934 Synod as follows:

“Your committee has carefully studied the report and the overtures.
We are convinced that some definite method for the raising of funds
for this cause ought to be adopted soon. However, we hesitate to
recommend the adoption of either of the plans of Muskegon or Ost-
friesland as these would include at least a partial repudiation of the
principle adopted in 1932. The same can most emphatically be said
of the overture of Classis Zeeland. If the standpoint of 1932 in whole
or in part is to be repudiated, your committee feels this requires more
consideration than your present committee can give to it. Two Classes,
I-%ackensack and Illinois, also warn against hasty adoption of a new
plan.

“Hence we recommend t