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FOREWORD

The three sections of this volume are the following:

MINUTES - the minutes of the daily sessions of the Assembly. Although the Minutes do
not contain the documents that appear in the second section (Appendix), they do contain the
recommendations made in those documents; those recommendations appear in the Minutes at
the point where they were considered. For ease of reference and cross-reference, the Minutes
are divided into articles, denoted by the symbol §. In the Index that symbol, in boldface type,
indicates reference to articles in the Minutes; page numbers refer to the Appendix and the
Yearbook.

APPENDIX — the documents submitted to the Assembly by presbyteries, committees
of the Church, and by other bodies, for the Assembly’s consideration. With the exception of
overtures, communications, and complaints, the several documents appear in the Appendix in
the order in which they are normally presented to the Assembly. All references to documents
in the Appendix are by page number, in both the Minutes and the Index.

YEARBOOK - general information about the denomination. References to items in this
section are by page number.

ABBREVIATIONS
used in this volume for the Standards of the Church

BCO  The Book of Church Order

FG Form of Government

BD Book of Discipline

SR Standing Rules

WCF  Westminster Confession of Faith
WLC Westminster Larger Catechism
WSC  Westminster Shorter Catechism

The Clerk welcomes suggestions for the improvement of these annual volumes.
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Everett A. Henes, W. Vernon Picknally, Jeffrey Shamess

Ruling Elders (6/6) — J. Anthony Blair (Wyoming, MI), Darryl G. Hart (Hillsdale, MI),
Lynne F. Hunter (Wyoming, MI), David C. Noe (Ada, MI), Kenneth Vander Molen
(Wyoming, MI), David Van Dyke (Hudsonville, MI)

Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic (MA)
Ministers (6/6) — Clark H. Brooking, Mark A. Green, Allen H. Harris Jr., Andrew J. Mill-
er, Anthony A. Monaghan, Philip T. Proctor
Ruling Elders (3/5) — Kenneth F. Barnes (Charlottesville, VA), Jeffrey W. Dronenburg
(Saint Mary’s County, MD), James W. Van Dam (Silver Spring, MD)

Presbytery of the Midwest (MW)

Ministers (9/9) — Kenneth R. Golden, Bruce H. Hollister, Marcus A. Mininger, Lendall
H. Smith, Benjamin J. Snodgrass, Alan D. Strange, John R. Tinsley, A. Craig Troxel,
David M. VanDrunen

Ruling Elders (7/7) — Larry Hermen (Momence, IL), Lars R. Johnson (Hanover Park, IL),
Daniel LeMahieu (Oostburg, WI), Keith A. LeMahieu (Joliet, IL), Robert McKen-
zie (Indian Head Park, IL), Jack W. Pluister (Orland Park, IL), Bruce A. Stahl (St.
Louis, MO)

Presbytery of New Jersey (NJ)
Ministers (5/5) — Thomas D. Church, David J. Harr, Carl S. McDaniel Jr., Todd E. Smith,
Stanford M. Sutton, Jr.
Elders (4/4) — Keith Cuomo (Hackettstown, NJ), Robert A. Freeman (Harmony, NJ), Pete
La Rosa (Brick, NJ), Jonathan W. Stevenson (North Wildwood, NJ)

Presbytery of New York and New England (NY&NE)
Ministers (7/7) — Richard M. Dickinson, Russell J. Hamilton, Gerald P. Malkus, Mark A.
Marquis, Daniel F. Patterson, Stephen L. Phillips, Stephen J. Tracey
Ruling Elders (2/5) — Hayo Jager (North Andover, MA), Stephen A. MacDonald (Port-
land, ME)

Presbytery of Northern California and Nevada (NC&NYV)
Ministers (4/4) — David P. Bush, Ryan M. McGraw, Mark E. Richline, Kevin W. Van Der
Linden
Ruling Elders (3/3) — A. Bryan Aten (Battle Mountain, NV), William J. Gilbert (Marina,
CA), John H. Keiter (Sonora, CA)

Presbytery of the Northwest (NW)
Ministers (5/5) — Randall A. Bergquist, Daniel J. Dillard, Donald M. Poundstone, Benja-
min W. Swinburnson, Robert C. Van Kooten
Ruling Elders (3/3) — John Buma (Olympia, WA), Robert J. Johnson (Lynnwood, WA),
Richard D. Mason (Lynnwood, WA)

Presbytery of Ohio (OH)
Ministers (6/6) — David G. Graves, Stewart E. Lauer, Brett E. Mahlen, Christopher A.
Malamisuro, Ken B. Montgomery, Danny E. Olinger
Ruling Elders (4/4) — Michael D. Diercks (Pataskala, OH), Mark W. Graham (Grove City,
PA), Daniel J. Powell (Morgantown, WV), Paul H. Tavares (Grove City, PA)
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Presbytery of Philadelphia (PH)
Ministers (6/6) — George R. Cottenden, Donald J. Duff, Richard B. Gaffin Jr., Michael J.
Matossian, William F. Snodgrass, Larry J. Westerveld
Ruling Elders (3/3) — Cris A. Dickason (Hatboro, PA), David P. Nakhla (Glenside, PA),
Peter Veenema (Wilmington, DE)

Presbytery of the South (SO)
Ministers (5/5) — Eric R. Hausler, Benjamin K. Hopp, Larry G. Mininger, Eric B. Wat-
kins, Mark A. Winder
Ruling Elders (3/3) — Stephen C. L. Chong (Orlando, FL), William J. Montgomery
(Gainesville, FL), William M. Watson (Ft. Lauderdale, FL)

Presbytery of the Southeast (SE)
Ministers (7/7) — Cliff Blair, L. Anthony Curto, Matthew Holst, Michael L. Myers, M.
Justin Rosser, Peter Stazen II, S. Scott Willet
Ruling Elders (4/4) — Shane D. Anderson (Greensboro, NC), L. Fred Baum Jr. (Roanoke,
VA), Michael D. Cloy (Gastonia NC), Benjamin A. Stahl (Atlanta, GA)

Presbytery of Southern California (SC)
Ministers (8/8) — Stephen M. Baugh, John V. Fesko, William J. Gorrell, Zachary R.
Keele, Rollin P. Keller, Jonathan B. Moersch, Alan R. Pontier, Douglas L. Watson
Ruling Elders (3/5) — Robert M. Coie (Westminster, CA), Christopher Neiswonger (Tor-
rance, CA), David Winslow, Jr. (Westminster, CA)

Presbytery of the Southwest (SW)
Ministers (4/4) — Chad E. Bond, James J. Cassidy, Glen J. Clary, Adam A. York
Ruling Elders (2/2) — Terry L. Reininger (Bedford, TX), John H. Terpstra (Austin, TX)

Ex-Officio:
Ministers — Archibald A. Allison (DAK), Ross W. Graham (NJ)

Committee Representatives:

Commissioners: Michael D. Cloy (Chaplains), Leonard J. Coppes (Canadian Matters),
L. Anthony Curto (Ecumenicity), Richard M. Dickinson (Chaplains), Richard B. Gaffin,
Jr. (Foreign Missions), Bruce H. Hollister (Visit PNW), Anthony A. Monaghan (Coor-
dination), David P. Nakhla (Diaconal Ministries), David C. Noe (Historian), Danny E.
Olinger (Christian Education, Historian), Stephen L. Phillips (Trustees), Benjamin W.
Swinburnson (Republication), Paul H. Tavares (Coordination), A. Craig Troxel (Repub-
lication), John D. VanMeerbeke (Foreign Missions), Douglas L. Watson (Care of Min-
isters, Pensions ), David Winslow, Jr. (Care of Ministers), John W. Mallin IIT (Appeals),
Alan D. Strange (Appeals, Christian Education), S. Scott Willet (Appeals)

Corresponding Members: Luke E. Brown (Statistician), Mark T. Bube (Foreign Mis-
sions), Douglas B. Clawson (Foreign Missions), Bryan D. Estelle (Republication), James
S. Gidley (Christian Education), David E. Haney (Care of Ministers, Coordination), John
R. Hilbelink (Home Missions), Garret A. Hoogerhyde (Home Missions, Pensions), Roger
W. Huibregtse (Pensions), John W. Mahaffy (Assistant Clerk), David T. Mahafty (Ar-
rangements), Alan W. Montgomery (Arrangements), John R. Muether (Arrangements,
Historian), Stephen J. Oharek (Visit PNW), Ronald E. Pearce (Diaconal Ministries), Jack
W. Sawyer (Ecumenicity), John S. Shaw (Home Missions), Robert E. Tarullo (Arrange-
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ments), Lane G. Tipton (Republication), Edward K. Tress (Arrangements, Trustees), T.
Nathan Trice (Diaconal Ministries), Chad B. Van Dixhoorn (Republication), Dale A. Van
Dyke (Visit PNW)

Fraternal Delegates:

Kevin M. Backus (Bible Presbyterian Church), Douw G. Breed (Reformed Churches
of South Africa), Hendrick J. P. de Beer (Reformed Churches of South Africa), May-
nard Koerner (Reformed Church in the United States), Jerrold H. Lewis (Free Reformed
Churches of North America), Reinier Noppers (Christian Reformed Churches of Aus-
tralia), E. Marvin Padgett (Presbyterian Church in America), Kyle E. Sims (Associate
Reformed Presbyterian Church), Jeffrey W. Temple (Canadian Reformed Churches),
Douglas W. Vandeburgt (Canadian Reformed Churches), Derrick J. Vander Meulen
(United Reformed Churches in North America), Kurt Vetterli (Evangelical Reformed
Church—Westminster Confession), C. Daniel Wilson (Reformed Churches of New Zea-
land), Harry G. Zekveld (United Reformed Churches in North America)

4. SEATING OF CORRESPONDING MEMBERS. On motion committee representa-
tives who were not commissioners were seated as corresponding members.

5. INTRODUCTION OF FRATERNAL DELEGATES. Mr. Sawyer introduced the fol-
lowing fraternal delegates present as the Assembly opened: Kevin M. Backus (Bible Presby-
terian Church), Maynard Koerner (Reformed Church in the United States), Reinier Noppers
(Christian Reformed Churches of Australia), Douglas W. Vandeburgt (Canadian Reformed
Churches), Derrick J. Vander Meulen (The United Reformed Churches in North America),
Daniel Wilson (Reformed Churches of New Zealand), Harry G. Zekveld (The United Re-
formed Churches in North America). On motion they were seated as corresponding members.

6. APPORTIONMENT OF COMMISSIONERS TO 83rd GA. The apportionment of
commissioners to the 83rd General Assembly, in accordance with Chapter I of the Standing
Rules of the General Assembly, and enrollment are as follows:

Presbytery Ministers Ruling Elders
Apport’d Enrolled Apport’d Enrolled

Central Pennsylvania 3 3 2 2
Central United States 2 2 1 1
Connecticut and So. N.Y. 2 2 1 1
Dakotas 4 4 2 2
Michigan and Ontario 7 7 6 6
Mid-Atlantic 6 6 5 3
Midwest 9 9 7 7
New Jersey 5 5 4 4
New York and New England 7 7 5 2
Northern California & Nevada 4 4 3 3
Northwest 5 5 3 3
Ohio 6 6 4 4
Philadelphia 6 6 3 3
South 5 5 3 3

7 7 4 4

Southeast
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Southern California 8 8 5 3
Southwest 4 4 2 2
Moderator, 82nd GA 1 1 0 0
Stated Clerk, 82nd GA 1 1 0 0
Totals 92 92 60 53

7. COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS. Mr. Tress reported for the Committee on Ar-
rangements at this time and at other times during the Assembly (see §168). He introduced the
members of the Committee on Arrangements.

8. SURVEY OF COMMISSIONERS’ LENGTH OF SERVICE. A survey of commis-
sioners yielded the following information as to their dates of ordination:

Dates of Ordination No. of Presbyters Responding
Since Jan. 1, 2010 27
Jan. 1, 2000 through Dec. 31, 2009 31
Jan. 1, 1990 through Dec. 31, 1999 32
Jan. 1, 1980 through Dec. 31, 1989 16
Jan. 1, 1970 through Dec. 31, 1979 12
Jan. 1, 1960 through Dec. 31, 1969 9

Those attending the General Assembly for the first time 24

9. MINUTES OF THE EIGHTY-SECOND GENERAL ASSEMBLY. The Stated Clerk
presented the Minutes of the Eighty-second General Assembly.

10. ELECTION OF MODERATOR. The floor was declared open for nominations to the
office of Moderator. Mr. Tavares was nominated. In the absence of other nominations Mr. Ta-
vares was declared elected. Mr. Duff escorted Mr. Tavares to the chair. Mr. Allison welcomed
Mr. Tavares to the chair. Mr. Allison led in prayer.

11. OVERTURES, COMMUNICATIONS, AND APPEALS. The Stated Clerk presented
overtures and communications addressed to the Assembly. They were referred as indicated in
§14.
See: OVERTURES, p. 48
COMMUNICATIONS, pp. 49-59
APPEALS, pp. 60-71

12. DAILY SCHEDULE. On motion the times for convening, recessing, and reconvening
were adopted as follows:

Morning Afternoon Evening
Convene 8:30 am. 1:15pm. 6:45 p m.
Recess 10:00-10:20 am. 3:15-3:35 p.m. 9:00 p m.
Recess (Meals) 12:00 p.m. S5:15pm.*

Exceptions:

a. Recess Wednesday, June 8, after item 12

b. Reconvene Thursday, June 9, at 3:35 p m. or at the call of the Moderator. /Note:
Advisory committees to meet during the day and to observe times for convening,
recessing, reconvening, and daily devotional service]
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c. *Recess at 8:30 p m. Friday, June 10, for retirement reception for Cal and Edie
Cummings.

d.  *No evening session Saturday.

All sessions of the Assembly open with the singing of a hymn and prayer. At the sessions
following the afternoon breaks on Friday, Saturday, and Monday, the hymn and prayer will be
followed by a three-minute video presentation produced by the Committee for the Historian to
commemorate the 80th anniversary of the founding of the OPC.

Daily devotional service: 11:40 a m. to 12:00 p.m., Thursday through Monday

LEADERS: Thursday, June 9 (NYNE) — Russell J. Hamilton
Friday, June 10 (NCNV) — Ryan M. McGraw
Saturday, June 11 (NW) — Benjamin W. Swinburnson
Monday, June 13 (OH) — Ken B. Montgomery

13. DOCKET. The docket up to this point was as follows:
1. Assembly convenes 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, June 8, 2016
2. Worship and Communion Service conducted by the Session of Emmanuel Orthodox
Presbyterian Church of Wilmington, Delaware, and led by the Rev. Archibald A. Allison,
Moderator of the Eighty-Second General Assembly
3. Roll call
Seating of corresponding members
Preliminary report of the Committee on Arrangements (Reports given throughout the
Assembly as needed)
Presentation of the Minutes of the Eighty-Second General Assembly
Election of Moderator
Presentation of overtures, communications, complaints, and appeals
9. Set times for convening, recessing, and reconvening
10. Adoption of docket
11. Assignment of items of business to Advisory Committees
By general consent the remainder of the docket was adopted as follows:
12. Election of Advisory and Temporary Committees
a.  Advisory Committees in accordance with Standing Rule Chapter IX, Sec. 5.b.
b. Temporary Committee on Arrangements, four members
c.  Temporary Committee to Examine Presbyterial Records, twelve members
d. Temporary Committee to Examine Standing Committee Records, eight members
(none to be a member of any Standing Committee)
13. Report of Stated Clerk (p. 201)
a.  Amendments to Standing Rules proposed by the 82nd General Assembly
b.  Appointment of Assistant Clerk
14. Report of the Trustees of the General Assembly
15. Report of the Statistician, including Statistical Report for 2015
16. Election of Statistician
17. Greetings and addresses by Fraternal Delegates from other bodies at times agreeable to
them and to the Moderator
18. Report of the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension not later than following
the dinner break on Thursday, June 9
19. Report of the Committee on Foreign Missions
20. Report of the Committee on Christian Education
21. Report of the Committee on Coordination
22. Report of the Committee on Diaconal Ministries

wob

o N
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23. Report of the Committee on Pensions

24. Report of the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations

25. Report of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints following the lunch break on Friday,
June 10

26. Report of the Committee on Chaplains and Military Personnel

27. Report of the Historian

28. Report of the Committee for the Historian

29. Report of the Temporary Committee to Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church

30. Report of the Special Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest

31. Report of the Special Committee to Consider Canadian Matters

32. Report of the Special Committee to Study Republication following the lunch break on
Monday, June 13

33. Temporary Committees other than Presbyterial Records, Standing Committee Records, and
those already completed in connection with earlier reports

34. Consideration of all Overtures not already acted upon, 8:30 a m., Monday, June 13

35. Report of the Committee to Examine Presbyterial Records, following the dinner break on
Monday, June 13 [including suspending Standing Rule VI.C and requiring the Committee to
Examine Presbyterial Records and the Committee to Examine Standing Committee Records
to have their written reports ready for distribution at the morning break on Monday, June
13]

36. Report of the Committee to Examine Standing Committee Records following item 35

37. Report of the Committee on Arrangements

38. Set Budgets for General Assembly purposes

39. Resolution of thanks

40. Unfinished Advisory Committee Business

41. Miscellaneous business

42. Reading and approval of Minutes (Note: Minutes are presented for approval following the
lunch recess) beginning on Friday, June 10

43. Dissolution of the Assembly not later than 12:00 p m. Tuesday, June 14

14. TEMPORARY COMMITTEES ERECTED. At the Moderator’s request Mr. Allison
assumed the chair. On motion it was determined that the following temporary committees be
erected, with reports, overtures, communications, and complaints referred to them as indi-
cated (see §11). On motion it was determined that Advisory Committee 10 be requested to
give advice to the Assembly on how to proceed with dealing with Communication 3 should
it recommend that Standing Rule V:12 be suspended. On motion it was determined that the
commissioners and corresponding members named below be appointed to these committees
and the name given in italics be the convener of the committee:

Advisory Committee 1 ~ Total—I11

Members: Barnes, Bergquist, Church, Cottenden, Duong, Freeman, McKenzie, W.
Montgomery, Rose, L. Smith, B. Snodgrass

Report of the Committee on Foreign Missions

Communication 2

Advisory Committee 2 Total—I11

Members: Coie, Gilbert, Harr, Harris, L. Johnson, Keele, Montemarano, Shamess,
Sutton, Tinsley, Winder

Report of the Committee on Christian Education
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Overture 1
Communications 1, 5,9

Advisory Committee 3 Total—I11
Members: J. Blair, Bond, Diercks, Hopp, McGraw, M. Mininger, Moersch, Rosser, Jon
Stevenson, David Van Dyke, Veenema
Report of the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension
Report of the Special Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest
Communication 6

Advisory Committee 4  Total—I11

Members: Baugh, Ferguson, Graves, Hausler, Malkus, Prentice, Richline, Benjamin
Stahl, Tracey, Vander Molen, Van Kooten

Report of the Committee on Coordination

Report of the Committee to Consider Canadian Matters

Advisory Committee 5 Total—I11

Members: Buma, Chong, Cuomo, Currie, Duff, Fesko, Green, Reininger, Stazen, Bruce
Stahl, York

Report of the Committee on Diaconal Ministries

Report of the Committee on Pensions

Report of the Committee to Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church

Advisory Committee 6  Total—10

Members: Bush, Cassidy, Dickason, Gregg, Hamilton, Hart, M. Holst, Poundstone,
VanDrunen, W. Watson

Report of the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations

Communications 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12

Advisory Committee 7 Total—10

Members: Baum, Lauer, MacDonald, K. Montgomery, Oliver, Pontier, T. Smith, W.
Snodgrass, Jim Stevenson, Van Dam

Report of the Committee on Chaplains and Military Personnel

Advisory Committee 8§  Total—I11

Members: Hunter, Matossian, McDaniel, L. Mininger, Neiswonger, Patterson, Pluister,
Powell, Proctor, Reed, Watkins

Report of the Historian

Report of the Committee for the Historian

Report of the Statistician

Report of the Committee to Study Republication

Advisory Committee 9 Total—10

Members: Brooking, Buchanan, M. Graham, Hermen, Keiter, K. LeMahieu, A. Miller, L.
Miller, J. Montgomery, Myers

Report of the Committee on Arrangements

Report of the Stated Clerk (including Standing Rule amendments)

Report of the Trustees of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

General Assembly Operation Fund Budget
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Advisory Committee 10 Total—I11

Members: C. Blair, Clary, Henes, Jager, R. Johnson, Kingsbury, Mallin III, Strange,
Terpstra, Westerveld, Willet

Report of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints

Appeal 1

Communication 3

Committee on Arrangements 11 Total—2
Members: Allison, R. Graham

Temporary Committee to Examine Presbyterial Records 12 Total—12

Members: Aten, Belanger, Dronenburg, Golden, J. Holst, Keller, King, LaRosa, Mahlen,
Marquis, Mason, Picknally

Communication 9

Temporary Committee to Examine Standing Committee Records 13 Total—8§
Members: Anderson, Dillard, Gorrell, D. LeMahieu, Malamisuro, McKamy, Van Der
Linden, Wallace

15. RECESS. The Moderator, Mr. Tavares, resumed the chair. The Assembly recessed for
advisory committee meetings at 10:30 p m. after Mr. J. Montgomery led in prayer.

Thursday Morning, June 9, 2016

16. DEVOTIONS. The order of the day having arrived, the Assembly reconvened at 11:42
a m. Mr. Hamilton read Romans 8:18-39, delivered a message entitled “Amazing Love,” and
led in prayer. The Assembly sang “How Lovely Shines the Morning Star.”

17. PARLIAMENTARIAN. The Moderator announced that he had appointed Mr. Bube to
serve as Parliamentarian.

18. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 12:11 p m.
Thursday Afternoon, June 9, 2016

19. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 3:36 p m. and sang “Great God, How Infi-
nite Art Thou!” Mr. Hart led in prayer.

20. INTRODUCTION OF FRATERNAL DELEGATE. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev.
E. Marvin Padgett, fraternal delegate of the Presbyterian Church in America. By general con-
sent he was seated as a corresponding member.

21. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Padgett addressed the Assembly as the fraternal delegate
of the Presbyterian Church in America.

22. STATED CLERK'’S REPORT. The Stated Clerk presented his report (see pp. 76-81),
including the following recommendation: That the Assembly instruct the Stated Clerk to re-
quest each recipient of the hard copy Minutes/Yearbook to consider a voluntary contribution
to offset the cost of production and distribution, with the suggested amount to be set annually
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by the Stated Clerk in consultation with the Trustees.

23. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 9 (Stated Clerk). Mr. K. LeMahieu reported the silence of
Advisory Committee 9 with respect to the report of the Stated Clerk.

24. ADOPTION OF STANDING RULE AMENDMENTS. Mr. K. LeMahieu reported the
silence of Advisory Committee 9 with respect to the amendments to the Standing Rules pro-
posed to this Assembly by the 82nd General Assembly. They were adopted as follows:

Chapter V. OF REPORTS, OVERTURES, APPEALS, AND COMPLAINTS
—and that a new section 6 be inserted (and the succeeding sections be renumbered
accordingly), to read as follows (and renumbering the succeeding sections accordingly):

6.  When an overture has been brought to the floor, the following order and time
allocations shall be followed:

a.  Presentation of the overture by the presbytery’s representatives for up to 30
minutes

b.  Presentation of the report of the Advisory Committee for up to 15 minutes

c.  Presentation of the minority report(s) of the Advisory Committee for up to 10
minutes each

d. Following the presentation of the overture and all reports, commissioners may,
for up to 30 minutes, ask questions about the overture and the report(s)

e.  Debate and action on all pending recommendations in the following order:

(1) Procedural recommendation(s) of the Advisory Committee or its
minority(s)

(2) Petition(s) of the overture, which shall be the main motion(s). With
regard to such, the Advisory Committee (or minority(s) thereof) may report its advice
regarding whether the overture, either as a whole or in part, should be adopted or denied,
or the Advisory Committee (or minority(s) thereof) may propose an amendment(s) or
substitute(s) to the main motion(s).

(3) Other recommendation(s) of the Advisory Committee

(4) Other recommendation(s) of the minority(s) of the Advisory Committee

and the amendment to Standing Rule X.2 h:

The Committee on General Assembly Arrangements shall consist of four elected
members in three classes of two, one, and one, respectively. A fifth, alternate member
shall be elected for a term of one year. In addition, the Stated Clerk shall be a fifth
sixth member, ex officio. If three elected members are not present during the Assembly,
temporary members will be assigned by the Assembly. The Committee shall...

25. RECOMMENDATION OF STATED CLERK ADOPTED. The recommendation of
the Stated Clerk (§22) was adopted.

26. APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT CLERK. The Stated Clerk reported that he had ap-
pointed Mr. J. Mahaffy to serve as Assistant Clerk.

27. CLERK OBSERVER. The Stated Clerk reported that he had asked Mr. Van Kooten to
serve as Clerk Observer during this Assembly.
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28. TRUSTEES. Mr. Phillips presented the report of the Trustees (see pp. 82-84),
including the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1:

The Trustees recommend that Standing Rule II1.B.1. be suspended and that the Stated Clerk be
elected for a two (2) year term beginning June 2017.

Ground: the plans of the present Stated Clerk and of the Trustees call for this recommendation.
The Trustees nominate the Rev. Ross W. Graham to service as Stated Clerk for the term indi-
cated above.

Recommendation 2:

The Trustees in accordance with Standing Rule XI:2.e. (“propose to the General Assembly a
budget for the General Assembly Operation Fund, and suggest a per capita contribution for
payment of the Assembly expenses”) recommend the following budget for the General As-
sembly Operation Fund for 2017 and request the churches of the denomination to contribute
$20 per communicant member to the General Assembly Operation Fund in 2017.

(For action on the request for giving from the churches and adoption of the GAOF, see
§172.)

29. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 9 (Trustees). Mr. K. LeMahieu reported that Advisory
Committee 9 was silent with respect to the report of the Trustees.

30. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATION. Recommendation 1 of the Trustees was ad-
opted.

31. ELECTION OF STATED CLERK. Mr. R. Graham was elected in accordance with the
recommendation of the Trustees (§28, 30).

32. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Trustees for the class of
2019. The following were nominated: Minister: Richard N. Ellis and Ruling elder: Tress.
There being no other nominations, they were declared elected. Mr. K. Le Mahieu led in prayer
for the work of the Trustees and the Clerks.

33. STATISTICIAN. Mr. Luke E. Brown presented his report as the Statistician (see pp.
85-89).

34. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 8 (Statistician). Mr. Matossian reported the silence of Ad-
visory Committee 8 with respect to the work of the Statistician.

35. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the office of Statistician. Mr.
Brown was nominated. In the absence of other nominations, he was declared elected. Mr.
Matossian led in prayer for the work of the Statistician.

36. HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION. Mr. Hilbelink, President of the
Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension, presented the report of the Committee
(see pp. 90-107). He introduced Committee members and church planters present. He also
introduced Mr. Shaw, the General Secretary of the Committee, who continued the report of
the Committee. Mr. Shaw introduced Mr. Myers, who reported on his home mission work in
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Royston, Georgia. Mr. Shaw introduced Mr. Moersch, who reported on his church planting
work in Capistrano Beach, California. Mr. Shaw introduced Mr. Hausler, who reported on his
church planting work in Naples, Florida.

37. QUESTIONS. Representatives of the Committee responded to questions from commis-
sioners.

38. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 3 (Committee on Home Missions and Church Exten-
sion). Mr. Bond reported the silence of Advisory Committee 3 with respect to the report of the
Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension.

39. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Home Mis-
sions and Church Extension for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Ministers:
Cassidy, Currie, and Poundstone. In the absence of other nominations they were declared
elected. Ruling elders: Gregory S. De Jong (Wheaton), Garret A. Hoogerhyde (Hacketstown),
and Terpstra were nominated. Messrs. De Jong and Hoogerhyde were elected. During the elec-
tion the order of the day was extended to complete the election.

40. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 5:21 p m.
Thursday Evening, June 9, 2016

41. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 6:45 p.m. The Assembly sang “Come, Let
Us Sing unto the Lord.” Mr. Gregg led in prayer.

42. INTRODUCTION OF FRATERNAL DELEGATES. Mr. Sawyer introduced the
Rev. Jeffrey W. Temple, fraternal delegate of the Canadian Reformed Churches, and the
Rev. Messrs. Douw G. Breed and Hendrick J. P. de Beer, fraternal delegates of the Reformed
Churches of South Africa. By general consent they were seated as corresponding members.

43. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Douglas W. Vandeburgt,
fraternal delegate of the Canadian Reformed Churches. Mr. Vandeburgt addressed the As-
sembly.

44. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Charlotte Kuschke.

45. FOREIGN MISSIONS. Mr. Gaffin, President of the Committee on Foreign Missions,
introduced Mr. Bube, the General Secretary of the Committee, who presented the report of
the Committee (see pp. 108—179). Mr. Bube introduced the Rev. Calvin K. Cummings, Jr.,
recently retired from foreign missionary service in Japan, who reported on the work he had
done in Japan. Mr. Bube introduced Mr. Richline, who reported on his work in Uruguay. Mr.
Bube introduced Mr. Hausler, who reported on the part-time work he does in Haiti. Mr. Bube
introduced Mr. Hopp, who reported on his work in Haiti.

46. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 1 (Foreign Missions). Mr. B. Snodgrass reported the
silence of Advisory Committee 1 with respect to the report of the Committee on Foreign
Missions.
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47. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Foreign Mis-
sions for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Ministers: William B. Kessler,
J. Mahafty, Proctor, and Van Meerbeke. Messrs. Kessler, Proctor, and Van Meerbeke were
elected. Ruling elders: John S. Emmett, and Jager were nominated. There being no other
nominations, they were declared elected. Mr. B. Snodgrass led in prayer for the work of For-
eign Missions.

48. CHRISTIAN EDUCATION. Mr. Gidley, President of the Committee on Christian Edu-
cation, presented the report of the Committee on Christian Education (see pp. 180-213), in-
cluding the recommendations below. He introduced Mr. Olinger, the General Secretary of the
Committee. Mr. Olinger reported, and introduced the Rev. E. Marvin Padgett, the Executive
Director of Great Commission Publications, and the Rev. Mark L. Lowrey, Associate Execu-
tive Director. Mr. Lowrey was granted the privilege of the floor. They addressed the Assembly
on behalf of Great Commission Publications and showed an audio visual promotion of the
course on Philippians. Mr. Allison reported for the Committee regarding Overture 1 indicating
the willingness of the Committee to have the Assembly refer Overture 1 to the Committee. Mr.
Strange reported on the production of the Psalter Hymnal.

Recommendations:

1. that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly approve for publication the 428
hymns for the proposed Trinity Psalter Hymnal as a package.

2. that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly approve for publication the proposed
Trinity Psalter Hymnal with the psalms approved by the Eighty-first (2014) General Assembly
and the hymns approved by the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly, and the inclusion of
the Belgic Confession, Heidelberg Catechism, Canons of Dordt (in the forms used in the
URCNA), and the Confession of Faith and Catechisms of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

3. that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly communicate its actions regarding
the proposed Trinity Psalter Hymnal to Synod 2016 of the United Reformed Churches in
North America (meeting in Wyoming, MI, June 13-17).

49. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 9:03 p m. after Mr. M. Graham led in prayer.
Friday Morning, June 10, 2016

50. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 8:30 a m. The Assembly sang “O Worship
the King.” Mr. Buchanan led in prayer.

51. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Derrick J. Vander Meulen,
fraternal delegate of the United Reformed Churches in North America. Mr. Vander Meulen
addressed the Assembly.

52. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2 (Christian Education). Mr. Harris reported for Advi-
sory Committee 2 regarding the report of the Committee on Christian Education. He expressed
the hope of the Advisory Committee that the Assembly will approve the Christian Education
Committee’s three recommendations concerning approval of the Psalter Hymnal. He also stat-
ed that the Advisory Committee was encouraged by the Committee on Christian Education’s
commitment to addressing contemporary issues of marriage and sexuality from Scripture. He
reported the silence of the Advisory Committee with respect to the report of the Committee
on Christian Education.
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53. OVERTURE 1. By general consent the Assembly agreed to consider Overture 1 (see p.
48) at this time.

54. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2. Mr. Harris reported that Advisory Committee 2 supports
Overture 1 and urges the Assembly to vote in favor of the overture.

55. PRESENTATION BY THE PRESBYTERY. Mr. J. Montgomery gave the presentation
of the Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania regarding Overture 1.

56. QUESTIONS. Commissioners asked questions of the Presbytery and of the Committee
on Christian Education.

57. ACTION ON OVERTURE 1. The Assembly granted the request of Overture 1 by di-
recting the Committee on Christian Education to consider the preparation of a “Modern Eng-
lish Study Version” of the Westminster Shorter Catechism that would modernize the language
of the catechism without changing its meaning, and to report to the 84th General Assembly.

58. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 9:53 a m. and reconvened at
10:25 a.m. The Assembly sang, “God, in the Gospel of His Son,” and Mr. Hunter led in prayer.

59. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommendations of the Committee on
Christian Education were adopted.

60. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Christian
Education for its Subcommittee on Ministerial Training for the class of 2019. The following
were nominated: Ruling elders: James S. Gidley (Sewickley, PA) and Muether. There being
no other nominations, they were declared elected. The floor was then opened for nominations
for the remaining members of the Committee on Christian Education for the class of 2019. The
following were nominated: Ministers: Clary, William D. Dennison, Harr, and Strange. Messrs.
Clary, Harr, and Strange were elected.

61. COMMITTEE ON COORDINATION. At the request of the Moderator, Mr. Allison
assumed the chair. Mr. Tavares, President of the Committee on Coordination, presented the
report of the Committee (see pp. 214-221). Mr. Tavares introduced Mr. Monaghan, who ad-
dressed the Assembly, and Mr. Haney, who continued the report of the Committee, including
the following recommendation: that the General Assembly approve the following Worldwide
Outreach program for 2017 and allocation of undesignated contributions as follows:

Requested Proposed
2017 2017
Committee Budget Budget
Christian Education $480,000 $474,300
Foreign Missions $1,718,700 $1,718,700
Home Missions $1,350,000 $1,326,000

Subtotal $3,548,700 $3,519,000
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Coordination $325,000 $325,000
New Horizons $280,000 $280,000
Subtotal $605,000 $605,000
Grand Total $4,153,700 $4,124,000
Increase over 2016 approved 1.81% 1.08%
Increase over 2015 actual 5.55% 4.7%

Allocation of undesignated contributions: ~ Christian Education: 15.00%
Foreign Missions: ~ 42.00%
Home Missions: 43.00%

See §98 for action on recommendations.

62. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 4 (Coordination). Mr. Hausler reported the silence of Ad-
visory Committee 4 with respect to the report of the Committee on Coordination.

63. DEVOTIONS. The Moderator, Mr. Tavares, resumed the chair. Mr. McGraw read Prov-
erbs 15:1-4, delivered a message entitled “Cultivating Christ-Honoring Speech in Church
Courts,” and led in prayer. The Assembly sang “May the Mind of Christ My Savior.”

64. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 12:00 p m. after the Moderator led in prayer.
Friday Afternoon, June 10, 2016

65. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 1:15 p.m. and sang “Let Us Love and Sing
and Wonder.” Mr. York led in prayer.

66. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. The Assistant Clerk presented the minutes of the Wednes-
day evening and Thursday afternoon sessions, §1-24. They were approved as corrected.

67. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Douw G. Breed, fraternal
delegate of the Reformed Churches of South Africa. Mr. Breed addressed the Assembly.

68. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Dorthea (Dora) Duff.

69. APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS (Appeal 1). At the Moderator’s request Mr. Allison
assumed the chair. Mr. Mallin presented the report of the Committee on Appeals and Com-
plaints (see pp. 299-302). Mr. Willet presented the report of the Committee with respect to
Appeal 1, including the following recommendation: That the complaint on appeal be found in
order and properly before the Assembly.

70. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 10 (Appeal 1). Mr. Westerveld presented the report of Ad-
visory Committee 10 with respect to Appeal 1 as follows:
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1. Advisory Committee 10 concurs with the Committee on Appeals and Complaints
recommendation II.C that the Assembly find Appeal 1 in order and properly before the As-
sembly.

2. Procedural recommendation: That, following the presentation of the reports of the
Committee on Appeals and Complaints and Advisory Committee 10 regarding Appeal 1, and
subsequent to the determination that the appeal is in order and properly before the Assembly,
the following procedure be adopted for consideration of the appeal:

1. Presentation by the appellant, for up to 15 minutes.

2. Presentation by the Presbytery of Ohio, against whose judgment appeal is tak-
en, for up to 15 minutes.

3. Presentation by Advisory Committee 10 of any recommendations regarding the
disposition of the complaint on appeal, for up to 10 minutes.

4. Questions of clarification regarding the three preceding presentations, for up to
20 minutes.

5. Final remarks by the Presbytery of Ohio, for up to 5 minutes.

6. Final remarks by the appellant, for up to 5 minutes.

7. Debate and action on the question of whether to remand the appeal to the
Presbytery of Ohio, returning jurisdiction to said judicatory, with the following grounds (BD
1X.6):

a) The action against which complaint is made is rightly regarded as an al-
leged ongoing delinquency.

b) It is a fundamental principle of Presbyterianism that lower judicatories,
and especially the judicatory of original jurisdiction, should have the fullest opportunity to
address the substance of a case. Remanding the complaint on appeal permits that process to
proceed.

3. Without dissent, Advisory Committee 10 recommends that Appeal 1 be remanded
to the Presbytery of Ohio, returning jurisdiction to said judicatory, with the following grounds
(BD IX.6):

a) The action against which complaint is made is rightly regarded as an alleged
ongoing delinquency.

b) It is a fundamental principle of Presbyterianism that lower judicatories, and
especially the judicatory of original jurisdiction, should have the fullest opportunity to address
the substance of a case. Remanding the complaint on appeal permits that process to proceed.

71. QUESTIONS. The Rev. R. Daniel Knox and Mr. Gidley were granted the privileges of
the floor until the completion of consideration of the appeal. Members of the Committee on
Appeals and Complaints and Advisory Committee 10 responded to questions from commis-
sioners.

72. RECOMMENDATION OF COMMITTEE ON APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS.
The recommendation of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints was placed on the floor:
That the complaint be found in order and properly before the Assembly.

73. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 3:15 p m. The Assembly re-
convened at 3:40 p m. and sang “Savior, Blessed Savior.”

74. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Mable Danzeisen.
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75. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. C. Daniel Wilson, fraternal
delegate of the Reformed Churches of New Zealand. Mr. Wilson addressed the Assembly. The
acting Moderator, Mr. Allison, led in prayer.

76. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATION. The recommendation of the Committee on Ap-
peals and Complaints concerning Appeal 1 (§69) was adopted in the following amended form:
That the complaint on appeal be found in order and properly before the Assembly without
prejudice to whether the complaint was ever timely and in order before the lower judicatories.

77. PROCEDURAL RECOMMENDATION. The procedural recommendation of Advi-
sory Committee 10 was adopted (§70.2).

78. PRESENTATIONS. Mr. Gidley presented a case for the appellant. Mr. K. Montgomery
presented a case for the Presbytery of Ohio.

79. QUESTIONS OF CLARIFICATION. Commissioners asked questions regarding the
presentations.

80. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 5:19 p m. after the acting Moderator led in prayer.
Friday Evening, June 10, 2016

81. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 6:45 p m. The Assembly sang “Come,
Thou Almighty King.” Mr. Malamisuro led in prayer.

82. INTRODUCTION OF FRATERNAL DELEGATE. Mr. Sawyer introduced Kyle E.
Sims, fraternal delegate of the Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church, and Kurt Vetterli,
fraternal delegate of the Evangelical Reformed Church—Westminster Confession. By general
consent they were seated as corresponding members.

83. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Reinier Noppers, fraternal
delegate of the Christian Reformed Churches of Australia. Mr. Noppers addressed the As-
sembly.

84. FINAL REMARKS (Appeal 1). Mr. Diercks presented final remarks on behalf of the
Presbytery of Ohio with respect to Appeal 1. Mr. Gidley presented final remarks for the ap-
pellants.

85. DECISION TO REMAND. The recommendation of Advisory Committee 10 was ad-
opted that Appeal 1 be remanded to the Presbytery of Ohio (§70.3).

86. NAMES REDACTED. On motion it was determined that the Assembly instruct the
clerk to redact from the minutes of the Assembly all references to the names of the persons
involved.

87. COMMITTEE ON APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS (Communication 3). Mr.
Strange presented the recommendation of the Committee that the complaints on appeal be
found in order and properly before the Assembly. [Note: This recommendation will be valid
and relevant only in the case of the suspension of SR V.12, about which the CAC offers no
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counsel as to disposition.]

88. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 10 (Communication 3). Mr. Westerveld presented the re-
port of Advisory Committee 10 with respect to Communication 3 as follows: In response to
the request in Communication 3, and without dissent, Advisory Committee 10 recommends
that the General Assembly advise the complainants they may submit their complaints on ap-
peal to the 84th General Assembly.

Grounds:

1. The late submission of the complaints on appeal make due consideration of them a chal-
lenge at this Assembly.

2. Accordingly, more equitable consideration of the complaints would be possible at the
next General Assembly, should the complainants determine to submit them.

89. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATION. The recommendation of Advisory Committee
10 (§88) was adopted.

90. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT WITHDRAWN. Mr. Strange reported that the Commit-
tee on Appeals and Complaints had withdrawn its supplemental report.

91. STATUS OF COMMUNICATION 3. Mr. Westerveld presented the recommendation
of Advisory Committee 10 that the General Assembly direct the Stated Clerk to redact the
accused’s name from the published minutes, to wit Communication 3. A substitute motion
was adopted that the Stated Clerk be instructed not to print Communication 3 in the Minutes.

92. AMENDMENT TO STANDING RULES PROPOSED. Mr. Mallin presented the fol-
lowing recommendation of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints: That this General As-
sembly propose to the 84th General Assembly that the Standing Rules (X.2.b) be amended as
follows (with the recommended changes underlined):
“The Committee on Appeals and Complaints shall consist of five members . . . , with at least
one member in each class. An alternate, minister or ruling elder, shall also be elected each
year from a sixth distinct presbytery . . .. In order to provide continuity in the process at the
Assembly, up to three commissioners who are members of this Committee shall ordinarily be
assigned to serve on the Assembly’s Advisory Committee on Appeals and Complaints, . . . .”

If amended, the Standing Rule would then read as follows:
“The Committee on Appeals and Complaints shall consist of five members who are ministers
or ruling elders from different presbyteries, with at least one member in each class. An alter-
nate, minister or ruling elder, shall also be elected each year from a sixth distinct presbytery.
The Committee shall act in advance of or during a General Assembly to receive appeals and
complaints, to advise whether appeals and complaints are in order and properly before the
Assembly, to gather, summarize, and/or index the relevant documents and data, and to recom-
mend the whole order of the proceedings, but not the disposition of the appeals or complaints.
In order to provide continuity in the process at the Assembly, up to three commissioners who
are members of this Committee shall ordinarily be assigned to serve on the Assembly’s Advi-
sory Committee on Appeals and Complaints, but may not vote in that Advisory Committee on
recommendations of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints.”
Grounds:

1. The work of this Committee, as currently constituted, can be heavy shortly before
the GA, especially when multiple appeals are made. The preparation of these cases, in keeping
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with the Committee’s mandate in the Standing Rules (X.2.b.), can be onerous and more hands
will lighten the load.

2. It seems desirable that a wider representation of the church be able to serve on this
Committee, given the gravity of issues often before it, and the increase of the Committee from
three to five permits such.

3. Furthermore, since the Committee is discussing the Assembly’s possible future re-
consideration of its mandate with a view to broadening it, more members will help both to
think through such issues, as well as to serve if such broadening occurs.

4. It is desirable to enlarge the Committee so that new members might work together
with present members as they become familiar with the work.

93. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 8:30 p m. after Mr. Prentice led in prayer.

Following the recess the Committee on Foreign Missions hosted a reception in honor of the
Rev. and Mrs. Calvin K. Cummings, Jr., recently retired from missionary service in Japan.
Mr. Bube read a resolution of thanks, which had been adopted by the Committee on Foreign
Missions for the labors of the Cummings (see p. 133). Mr. and Mrs. Cummings addressed the
commissioners attending the reception. Mr. Bube led in prayer.

Saturday Morning, June 11, 2016

94. RECONVENE. The Moderator, Mr. Tavares, assumed the chair. The Assembly recon-
vened at 8:30 a.m. The Assembly sang “Give to Our God Immortal Praise.” Mr. Noe led in
prayer. The Stated Clerk announced that Mr. L. Miller had been taken to the hospital and was
undergoing surgery. He led in prayer for Mr. Miller.

95. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Maynard Koerner, fraternal
delegate of the Reformed Church in the United States. Mr. Koerner addressed the Assembly.

96. AMENDMENT TO THE STANDING RULES. Mr. Westerveld reported the concur-
rence of Advisory Committee 10 with the proposed amendment. The Assembly adopted the
recommendation (see §92).

97. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Appeals and
Complaints for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Messrs. Mallin and Picknal-
ly. Mr. Mallin was elected. The floor was opened for nominations for an alternate member of
the Committee on Appeals and Complaints. The following were nominated: Messrs. Thomas
C. Crumpler (Wilmington, DE) and Picknally. Mr. Crumpler was elected. Mr. Westerveld led
in prayer for the Committee.

98. ACTION ON COMMITTEE ON COORDINATION RECOMMENDATION. The
recommendation of the Committee on Coordination was adopted and the Assembly approved
the Worldwide Outreach Program for 2017 as presented in §61.

99. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Coordination
for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Minister: Duff. Ruling elder: John D.
Mazunik (Atlanta, GA). In the absence of other nominations, they were declared elected. Mr.
Hausler led in prayer for the work of the Committee.



24 Eighty-third General Assembly

100. DIACONAL MINISTRIES. Mr. Pearce, President of the Committee on Diaconal Min-
istries, presented the report of the Committee (see pp. 222-244), including the recommenda-
tion below. He introduced Mr. Nakhla, the Administrator of the Committee, who reported
for the Committee, including a report on Short-Term Missions and Disaster Response. He
presented an audio visual report on Short-Term Missions, and the following recommendation:
That for the year 2017 the General Assembly requests that the churches of the OPC support the
work of this Committee at the suggested rate of $25.00 per communicant member.

101. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 5 (Diaconal Ministries). Mr. Green reported the silence
of Advisory Committee 5 with respect to the report of the Committee on Diaconal Ministries.

102. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATION. The recommendation of the Committee on Dia-
conal Ministries was adopted.

103. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Diaconal
Ministries for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Minister: R. Pearce, Ruling
elder: Alexander A. Zarek (Franklin Square, NY), and Deacon: John J. Voss, Jr. (Orland Park,
IL). There being no other nominations, they were declared elected. Mr. Green led in prayer
for the Committee.

104. PENSIONS. Mr. Huibregtse, President of the Committee on Pensions, presented the
report of the Committee (see pp. 245-259), including the recommendations below. He re-
ported further on the work of the Committee. He noted that by motion, the Committee on
Pensions determined to communicate to the 83rd General Assembly that the Committee on
Pensions concurs with the recommendation of the temporary Committee to Study the Care for
the Ministers of the Church to establish a Committee on Ministerial Care. He also presented
the following recommendations:

1. That the “Pension and Insurance Plan of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church” be
amended in Article I (General Provisions), Section H (Withdrawal from the Plan — Vested
Interest) to read as follows (proposed additions underlined, proposed deletions struck through):

1. Participants who cease to be members or employees of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church must withdraw from the Plan. Upon withdrawal, the participant shall
receive his vested interest in the Retirement Equity Fund determined as follows:

a.  His vested interest in his share of the Retirement Equity Fund shall be the
sum of:

(1) A percentage of the portion of his share of the Retirement Equity Fund which is not
attributable to any voluntary contributions he has made equal to

After 1st year 0%
After 2nd year 100%
(2) The portion of his share which is attributable to any voluntary contributions he has made.
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2. That the 83rd General Assembly authorize the Committee on Pensions to change the
OPC Pension Plan from a trustee-directed plan to a participant-directed plan, to be completed
no later than June 30, 2017.

Grounds and further information:

1. This change will provide several asset allocation options (i.e. mix of stocks and
bonds) from which ministers and full-time church employees of different age groups and life
situations will be able to choose for their retirement investments. This improves the Pension
Plan in the following ways:

a. Each minister or church employee will have the flexibility to choose
an investment allocation that fits his unique circumstances, goals and intended retirement
lifestyle.

b. Those who desire to maintain the current plan’s allocation (roughly 60%
stocks and 40% bonds) will be able to do so.

c.  Older ministers and church employees can select a more conservative
asset allocation option as they draw nearer to retirement.

d.  Younger ministers and church employees, should they wish to do so, can
invest in a more aggressive stock allocation matching their longer investment time horizon.
Historically, in the long run and compared to asset allocations with a lower percentage of
stocks, this has resulted in higher long-term investment returns.

2. This change will improve the overall function of the OPC Pension Fund by
consolidating several functions under the professional services of one company, while keeping
expenses in line with what the current pension plan incurs. The firm of Wipfli Hewins
Investment Advisors, LLC (along with its sister firm, Wipfli LLP), has been selected by the
Committee on Pensions (COP) to provide the following services:

a. Transition. Wipfli will assist the COP in determining an appropriate plan
structure and drafting updated plan design documents.

b. Investment Advisors. Wipfli will assist the COP by creating the various
allocation investment options and determining the investments within each option. The
investments will be mutual funds (not individually-selected stocks) that are widely diversified
across their asset class. Further, the funds will be socially screened, consistent with the
approach taken today.

c.  Administration. Wipfli will provide various administrative functions and
will work with the OPC Office to coordinate pension contribution and payment activities.

d. Participant Engagement. Wipfli will provide the following opportunities
for plan participants:

(1) Online Account Access. Participants can go to the Wipfli website
to view current account balance, portfolio performance and account holdings, and, to make
changes in investment choices.

(2) _Online Information. Participants can go to the Wipfli website to find
retirement planning tools, investment advice and other valuable information.

(3) Education. Wipfli will provide financial planning education through
one-on-one discussions, group meetings, webinars and newsletters, enabling more prudent
saving and investment decisions by participants.

(4) Consulting. Participants can contact Wipfli by telephone or via their
website to ask questions or seek assistance in making individual OPC Pension Fund investment
decisions. Because Wipfli Hewins does not own any investment products, they will not be
selling anything to participants, nor have any conflicts of interest (they are fiduciaries).

3. Many other churches, including sister churches such as the PCA, use a defined-
contribution, participant-directed pension plan to provide an effective retirement investment
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vehicle for their ministers and full-time church employees. The OPC Pension Fund will
continue to be a defined-contribution plan governed by the COP, as currently, which will
ensure that proper reviews and compliance requirements are in place.

4.  The change of plan structure with its accompanying benefits will likely increase
plan participation by OPC ministers and full-time church employees.

By general consent the order of the day was extended during the report of the Committee.

105. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 10:03 a m. and reconvened
at 10:20 a.m. The Assembly sang, “Thee We Adore, Eternal Lord!” Mr. Powell led in prayer.

106. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Kyle E. Sims, fraternal del-
egate of the Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church. Mr. Sims addressed the Assembly.

107. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 5 (Committee on Pensions). Mr. Green reported the si-
lence of Advisory Committee 5 with respect to the report of the Committee on Pensions.

108. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommendations of the Committee on
Pensions were adopted (§104 1 and 2). During the consideration of the recommendations the
order of the day was amended to move the devotional service to following the recess in order
to allow the completion of action on the recommendations before Mr. Huibregtse had to leave
the Assembly.

109. RECESS. The Moderator reported that Mr. L. Miller’s surgery had gone well and that he
should be out of the hospital today. The Assembly recessed at 12:00 p m. after Mr. D. Watson
led in prayer.

Saturday Afternoon, June 11, 2016

110. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 1:15 p m. The Assembly sang “Your Word
Is like a Garden, Lord.”

111. DEVOTIONS. Mr. Swinburnson read 2 Kings 6:1-7 and delivered a message entitled
“The Axe Head Floats.” The Assembly sang “Crown Him with Many Crowns.”

112. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. The Assistant Clerk presented the minutes of the Thursday
afternoon and Friday sessions, §25-89. They were approved as corrected.

113. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Pensions for
the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Ministers: Jonathan E. Hutchison and Dar-
ren S. Thole, Ruling elders: Bruce Stahl and Winslow. Messrs. Stahl, Thole, and Winslow
were elected. Mr. Green led in prayer for the work of the Committee.

114. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Kurt Vetterli, fraternal del-
egate of the Evangelical Reformed Church—Westminster Confession. Mr. Vetterli addressed
the Assembly.

115. ECUMENICITY AND INTERCHURCH RELATIONS. Mr. Curto, President of the
Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations, presented the report of the Commit-
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tee (see pp. 260-298), including the recommendations below. He introduced Mr. Sawyer, the
Committee’s Administrator, who reported further for the Committee.

Recommendations:

1) That, recognizing that a misunderstanding has developed over the years regarding the
Ecclesiastical Relationship which the OPC and the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia
(PCEA) presently enjoy, the 83rd (2016) General Assembly regularize its understanding of
that relationship to be in accord with that of our PCEA brethren, namely, that the OPC and the
PCEA enjoy a relationship of (full) Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

Grounds:

1. Nine years ago, at the recommendation of your Committee, the General Assembly
adopted the following (Minutes of the 74th (2007) General Assembly, Articles 114 and 116,
pages 28-30):

That the Orthodox Presbyterian Church enter into corresponding relationship with the
Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia.

After your Committee submitted its report to that Assembly, but before the Assembly met, the
Assembly received the following from the Clerk of Synod of the PCEA, which was included
as Communication 11 in the Agenda (emphasis added—id., at pages 66—67):

Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia ~ May 24, 2007

It is with great pleasure that I write on behalf of the Synod of the Presbyterian Church of
Eastern Australia to formally send the fraternal greetings of this church to the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church. We wish you every blessing in the Lord as you continue to
faithfully serve Him.

I am happy to include the following extract minute of a recent decision of our Synod in
relation to your church:

The Synod of the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (PCEA) recognizes in
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (USA) a church whose doctrines and contendings
are similar to its own with adherence to the Westminster Confession of Faith a major
requirement for office bearers. The Synod notes the long and cordial relationship which
has been shared by both as members of the RES and now as members of the ICRC. The
Synod desires to establish a relationship with the OPC in terms of our Fraternal Relations
Act (1993) in the hope that we may be able to deepen and further strengthen the bond of
fellowship between us. Accordingly the Synod seek recognition by the OPC of the PCEA

as a Church in Corresponding Relations.

The Synod of the PCEA understands and is satisfied that OPC Presbyteries may issue
calls to ministers of the PCEA, and likewise affirms the right of the PCEA Presbyteries
to process calls to OPC ministers. In neither case does this mutual eligibility impinge on
the right and responsibility of the relevant OPC or PCEA Presbytery to require full and
satisfactory Presbyterial certificates of character and attainment before admission. This
may include clearance under any relevant child protection legislation, and assurance that
any incoming minister is familiar with the history, doctrine, and practice of the church
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so that he is able to subscribe to the formula of subscription intelligently and heartily
and participate harmoniously and constructively in the life of the church. Where an OPC
minister is called by a PCEA congregation such a meeting with the Presbytery may take
place after a call is issued and before it is accepted in order that the called minister may
assess more closely whether he should accept the call, and know, should he accept it,
that he would be admitted. This Act may be cited as the Mutual Eligibility Act (Orthodox
Presbyterian Church) 2007.

Yours in Christ Jesus,
Rev Trevor Leggott
Clerk of Synod

And since then, your Committee has included the PCEA in the list of the names of the churches
with which the OPC enjoys Corresponding Relations.

The Fraternal Relations Act (1993) referred to in Communication 11 reads as follows (Minutes
of the 146th [1993] Meeting of the Synod of the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia,
Article 93.39, pages 14-15):

FRATERNAL RELATIONS BETWEEN CHURCHES
There should be one simple rule to the following effect:

Fraternal Relations should exist between Churches that openly and practically profess the
true faith of Christ as summarised in one or more of the classical Reformed symbols - ie
the Westminster Confession of Faith, the Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic Confession,
the Canons of the Synod of Dort.

Certain duties and courtesies devolve upon churches sustaining fraternal relations.

1. There should be a spirit of cordial love and trust as becomes brothers in the faith.

2. There should be an attitude of mutual helpfulness. Each should be willing to share
problems and difficulties with the others. By the same token each should be allowed to
exhort to more exact obedience any who appeared to relax faithfulness to their avowed
confession. This should not invite to an inquisitorial interference but to strengthening one
another in love for Christ.

3. There should be a willingness to accept certificates of communicant membership,
normally without personal examination.

4. There should be in the highest courts of the Churches a cordial welcome to visiting
delegates from other Churches recognised as in fraternal relationship. This need not
amount to according membership in the court to the visiting delegate.

5. There should be a willingness to allow ministers of one Church access to the pulpits of
fraternal Churches as a matter of courtesy.

6. Churches should exchange copies of the Acts and Proceedings of their highest courts or
at least inform one another of major decisions.

In 2013 our delegates to the ICRC met with the delegates of the PCEA and discovered that
our two churches (the OPC and PCEA) each had a different understanding of what the term
“Corresponding Relations” means in their official ecclesiastical relationships, and that the
PCEA’s use of the term describes a relationship that is more akin to our own Ecclesiastical
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Fellowship, as it seems to include elements similar to “Occasional pulpit fellowship” and
“Intercommunion,” which in the OPC’s rules for Ecclesiastical Relationships (c¢f. Minutes
of the 67th (2000) General Assembly, Articles 149 and 151, pages 36-38), are unique to the
relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

2. For some time, your Committee has contemplated recommending that the PCEA be
invited into Ecclesiastical Fellowship, and this action would obviate the need to extend (and
for the PCEA to accept) a second invitation to accomplish such.

3. The PCEA and the OPC became members of the Reformed Ecumenical Synod in 1949;
the PCEA withdrew in 1981 and the OPC withdrew in 1988. The PCEA is a charter member
of the ICRC.

2) That the 83rd (2016) General Assembly propose to the 84th (2017) General Assembly
that Chapter I, “Of Membership”, of the Standing Rules of the General Assembly be amended
by the addition of a new Section 10, to read as follows:

10. With regard to churches in a relationship with the OPC described in the Assembly’s Rules
for Ecclesiastical Relationships:

a. Fraternal delegates sent by churches in Ecclesiastical Fellowship may be seated as
corresponding members of the Assembly, with full privileges of the floor (i.e., entitled to
deliberate and advise, but not to vote);

b. Official representatives sent by churches in Corresponding Relations may be seated
as corresponding members of the Assembly, with the privilege of the floor during the time of
their bringing greetings to the Assembly on behalf of the churches that sent them;

c. Official observers sent by churches in Ecumenical Contact may be seated as
corresponding members of the Assembly, with the privilege of the floor during the time of
their bringing greetings to the Assembly on behalf of the churches that sent them.

Grounds:

1. That while the OPC Assembly Rules for Ecclesiastical Relationships (opc.org/relations/
rules.pdf) clearly delineate the distinctions between Churches in Ecclesiastical Fellowship,
Corresponding Relations, and Ecumenical Contact; and further that a verbal distinction is
made between Fraternal Delegates, Fraternal Representatives, and Fraternal Observers to the
major assemblies; nevertheless, the relevant status and appropriate privileges of these visitors
are not clearly defined in the Standing Rules of the General Assembly, thus creating distinctions
without a difference, as far as rights of participation in the Assembly and its deliberations.

2. The proposed additions will aid the Stated Clerk, and the Committee on Arrangements in
their logistical planning, as well as time allocation projections for each General Assembly.

116. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 6. Mr. Poundstone reported the silence of Advisory Com-
mittee 6 with respect to the report and recommendations of the Committee on Ecumenicity
and Interchurch Relations. The Advisory Committee recommends that the General Assembly
receive communications 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, and 12 for information.

117. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. Following a time of questions, both recom-
mendations of the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations were adopted.

118. ACTION ON COMMUNICATIONS. The recommendation of Advisory Committee 6
was adopted in the following form: that the General Assembly receive communications 4, 7,
10, 11, and 12 for information.
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119. ACTION ON COMMUNICATION 8 FROM THE REFORMED CHURCH IN JA-
PAN. On motion Communication 8 was referred to the Committee on Ecumenicity and Inter-
church Relations for a response on behalf of the General Assembly.

120. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Ecumenicity
and Interchurch Relations for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Cottenden,
Curto, and Tracey. There being no other nominations, they were declared elected. Mr. Pound-
stone led in prayer for the work of the Committee.

121. CHAPLAINS AND MILITARY PERSONNEL. Mr. Dickinson presented the report of
the Committee on Chaplains and Military Personnel (pp. 303-309).

122. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 7. Mr. Van Dam reported for Advisory Committee 7 as
follows:

Advisory Committee 7 met for a fruitful discussion with three members of the Committee
on Chaplains and Military Personnel (CCMP) — Rev. Richard M. Dickinson (chairman), Mr.
Michael C. Cloy, and Mr. Robert M. Coie. The CCMP is commended for their faithful and
solicitous care to our OPC chaplains and other military personnel in the midst of an evolving
political situation.

Advisory Committee 7 took special note of two personal items:

*  Chaplain Brian Weaver, due to health issues (which the 2015 General Assembly
mentioned in its resolution of thanks for his 30 years of service as a Navy chaplain), went to
be with the Lord on 2 April 2016. To military personnel, he was a bold witness to the grace of
God, in word and in deed. His service was highly commendable.

*  Mr. Robert Coie, after having been a member of the CCMP for many years, will step off
the Committee at this General Assembly. His dedication in serving as the CCMP secretary and
in publishing the Plea for Prayer newsletters has been very valuable to the denomination.

Regarding the remainder of the CCMP’s report (which has no recommendations), Advisory
Committee 7 is silent.

123. ROBERT COIE RESOLUTION. Mr. Dickinson read the following resolution of ap-
preciation for Mr. Coie from the Committee on Chaplains and Military Personnel:

Only those who have served in our Nation’s defense, far from home and in harm’s way,
can fully appreciate the effort of loved ones to stay in touch and remember them in prayer.
No one among us has done more to encourage and assist us in this matter than Robert
“Bob” Coie.

He was born Robert McCormack Coie on 29 March 1938 to OPC charter members the
Rev. Glenn R. and Gladys M. Coie. In his eleventh year he professed his faith at Knox
OPC, Silver Spring, Maryland. His course of academic study in the fields of Engineering
and Math found him at Calvin College, Long Beach City College and CalState, Long
Beach. Between 29 February 1956 and 27 February 1962 he enlisted and served in the
USMC Reserve, attaining the rank of Corporal functioning as Assistant Platoon Sergeant.
On 7 May 1972 Mr. Coie was ordained a ruling elder. In February of 2003, in response to
the continuing wartime tempo being experienced by our military forces and their loved
ones, Bob initiated the Plea for Prayer, so that OPC congregations and other concerned
individuals might have guidance in praying for and supporting loved ones in Uniform.
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“The Plea” was adopted for dissemination by our Committee on Chaplains and Military
Personnel in the summer of 2003 and continues to the present.

Since 2005 Bob has served on this Committee, tirelessly devoting himself to the
maintenance and publication of this instrument, and all that concerns the welfare of our
chaplains, military personnel and their dependents. As he steps down from this Committee
we want to express and record our profound thanks and sense of debt for all his service
and sacrifice. May the coming days find Bob and his dear Martha blessed and flourishing
in their continuing service to our Savior and His Church.

Mr. Dickinson led in prayer for Mr. Coie. On motion the resolution was recorded in the min-
utes.

124. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 3:15 p m. and reconvened at
3:35 p m. The Assembly sang “Sing Praise to the Lord.” Mr. Ferguson led in prayer.

125. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Bobbi Olinger.

126. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Chaplains and
Military Personnel for the class of 2019. The following were nominated: Messrs. Dickinson,
Myers, Kevin Tillett (Charlotte, NC), and Christopher H. Wisdom. Messrs. Dickinson and
Wisdom were elected. Mr. Van Dam led in prayer for the work of the Committee.

127. HISTORIAN AND COMMITTEE FOR THE HISTORIAN. Mr. J. Muether present-
ed the report of the Historian (pp. 310-311), and Mr. Olinger presented the report of the Com-
mittee for the Historian (pp. 312-314). Mr. Noe also reported for the Committee. Mr. Olinger
noted that Mr. Baum was the oldest ruling elder commissioner present.

128. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Grace Hard.

129. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 8. Mr. Matossian reported the silence of Advisory Com-
mittee 8 with respect to the reports of the Historian and the Committee for the Historian.

130. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee for the Historian
for the class of 2019. Mr. Brian L. De Jong was nominated. There being no other nominations,
he was declared elected. Mr. Matossian led in prayer for the Historian and for the work of the
Committee for the Historian.

131. COMMITTEE TO STUDY THE CARE FOR THE MINISTERS OF THE
CHURCH. Mr. Haney presented the report of the Committee to Study the Care for the Minis-
ters of the Church (pp. 315-323), including the following recommendations:
1. That the 83rd General Assembly approve the establishment and mandate of a Committee
on Ministerial Care, and propose to the 84th General Assembly the following changes to the
Standing Rules (SR):

* Change SR X.2.a.: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care

* Replace SR X.2 f. with the following:
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o X2 f The Committee on Ministerial Care shall consist of nine male ordained members
(minister, ruling elder or deacon), each class consisting of at least one minister and one ruling
elder. The purpose of the Committee on Ministerial Care is to provide financial direction and
ministries of encouragement and support to ministers of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
(OPC). The mandate of the CMC shall include:

* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Pension Fund.

* Providing and recommending counsel and assistance in risk management (Health, Life,
Disability, Counseling, and such other types of insurance as may be advisable).

* Providing or recommending counsel and assistance in financial planning, including
retirement planning and investment portfolio management.

* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Obadiah Fund; and
providing for the diaconal needs of all of OPC ministers.

* Informing presbyteries and local sessions of tools available for the care of their ministers.

* Consulting with North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council churches regarding
their experience and best practices in the care of their ministers.

* Assisting presbyteries with resources to improve the terms of calls.

* Maintaining denominational salary scale guidelines.

* Maintaining a comprehensive and confidential database of OPC ministerial compensation.

* Providing direction to the General Assembly regarding our Book of Church Order and
retirement related matters.

* Providing financial instruction and counsel in educational venues, e.g., the Ministerial
Training Institute of the OPC.

» Considering other means of strengthening the care of ministers, e.g., ministerial
mentoring, counseling, retreats, and sabbaticals.

* Change SR XII.1: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care

* Change SR XII.3.a: and on Penstons Ministerial Care
2. That 83rd General Assembly continue the temporary Committee to Study the Care for
the Ministers of the Church, and report back to the 84th General Assembly with suggested first
year goals, a proposed budget, and appropriate initial representation from the COP and CDM
for the newly formed CMC, and that this Temporary Committee be granted a budget of $4,000.

132. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 5. Mr. Green reported the silence of Advisory Committee 5
with respect to the report of the Committee to Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church.

133. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 5:03 p m. after Mr. Fesko led in prayer.

On Sunday evening the Assembly met in the chapel at 7:00 p m. for a worship service led by
the session of Faith Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Elmer, New Jersey. Associate Pastor An-
drew Barshinger led the worship and Pastor Richard Ellis preached a sermon on Psalm 131,
entitled “Satisfied in God.” The offering, which had been designated for Worldwide Outreach,
amounted to $2,678.00.

Monday Morning, June 13, 2016

134. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 8:30 a m. The Assembly sang “Praise to
the Lord, the Almighty.” Mr. Cassidy led in prayer.

135. INTRODUCTION OF FRATERNAL DELEGATE. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev.
Jerrold H. Lewis, fraternal delegate of Free Reformed Churches of North America. By general
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consent he was seated as a corresponding member.

136. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Kevin M. Backus, fraternal
delegate of the Bible Presbyterian Church. Mr. Backus addressed the Assembly.

137. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommendations of the Committee to
Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church was adopted (without dissent) in the following
amended form:
1. That the 83rd General Assembly approve the establishment and mandate of a Committee
on Ministerial Care, and propose to the 84th General Assembly the following changes to the
Standing Rules (SR):

* Change SR X.2.a.: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care

» Replace SR X.2 f. with the following:

o X.2 f The Committee on Ministerial Care shall consist of nine ordained members

(minister, ruling elder or deacon), each class consisting of at least one minister and one ruling
elder. The purpose of the Committee on Ministerial Care is to provide general financial advice
and ministries of encouragement and support to ministers of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church (OPC). The mandate of the CMC shall include:

* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Pension Fund.

* Providing or recommending counsel and assistance in financial risk
management (Health, Life, Disability, Counseling, and such other types of insurance as may
be advisable).

* Providing or recommending counsel and assistance in financial planning,
including retirement planning and investment portfolio management.

* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Obadiah Fund;
and providing for the diaconal needs of all of OPC ministers.

* Informing presbyteries and local sessions of tools available for the care of
their ministers.

» Consulting with North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council
churches and other churches of like faith and practice regarding their experience and best
practices in the care of their ministers.

* Providing resources to improve the terms of calls.

* Maintaining denominational salary scale guidelines.

* Maintaining a voluntary and confidential database of OPC ministerial
compensation.

* Providing advice to the General Assembly regarding our Book of Church
Order and retirement related matters.

* Providing financial instruction and counsel in educational venues, e.g., the
Ministerial Training Institute of the OPC.

» Considering other means of strengthening the care of ministers, e.g.,
ministerial mentoring, counseling, retreats, and sabbaticals.

» Change SR XII.1: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care

* Change SR XII.3.a: and on Penstens Ministerial Care
2. That 83rd General Assembly continue the temporary Committee to Study the Care for
the Ministers of the Church, and report back to the 84th General Assembly with suggested first
year goals, a proposed budget, and appropriate initial representation from the COP and CDM
for the newly formed CMC, and that this Temporary Committee be granted a budget of $4,000.

Mr. Green prayed for the work of the Committee.
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138. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 9:56 a m. and reconvened
at 10:15 a m. The Assembly sang “Around the Throne of God in Heaven.” Mr. Graves led in
prayer.

139. FRATERNAL ADDRESS. Mr. Sawyer introduced the Rev. Jerrold H. Lewis, fraternal
delegate of Free Reformed Churches of North America. Mr. Lewis addressed the Assembly.

140. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented an audio visual
vignette featuring one of the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of its
80th anniversary. The vignette featured Betty Andrews.

141. HISTORICAL VIGNETTE. The Committee for the Historian presented a final audio
visual vignette featuring the women in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in celebration of
its 80th anniversary. The vignette was titled “Women of the OPC and the 83rd General As-
sembly.”

142. COMMITTEE TO VISIT THE PRESBYTERY OF THE NORTHWEST. Mr. Dale
Van Dyke introduced the Committee. Mr. Oharek presented the report of the Committee to
Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest (see pp. 324-328).

143. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 3 (Visit the Northwest). Mr. Bond presented the report of
Advisory Committee 3 with respect to the Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest
as follows:

Advisory Committee 3 met with Messrs. Oharek and Hollister, as representing the Committee
to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest, and with the Rev. Randall A. Bergquist, moderator
of the Presbytery of the Northwest, and the Rev. John Mahaffy, a member of the Presbytery
of the Northwest. Advisory Committee 3 reviewed both the written report provided by the
Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest and a more detailed report which that
committee provided to the Presbytery of the Northwest in April of 2016.

Advisory Committee 3 gives thanks to the Visitation Committee for its sacrificial labors, time
commitments, and fervent prayers to assist the Presbytery of the Northwest. We pray that the
Lord would continue to bless this committee’s labors.

Moreover, Advisory Committee 3 commends the Presbytery of the Northwest on their adoption
of the following resolution, which reads:

“We the PNW confess that we have failed to address the sins committed by communication,
public and private, in our midst. We therefore repent of our failure to deal with these sins and
commit to watchfulness in following our church order, to restore and to protect the unity of the
body of Christ from here on. May the grace of our Lord grant us healing and reconciliation!”

Recommendation:

That, in response to Communication 6, the General Assembly grant the request of the Presbytery
of the Northwest to continue the Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest, for one
more year, on a standby basis, to provide counsel as may be requested, by the Presbytery,
sessions, or individuals, with the understanding that any travel to the Northwest would be
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undertaken by the request of the Presbytery, with the Presbytery assuming the costs thereof;
and set a budget of $500 for operational expenses related to the committee.

144. QUESTIONS. Members of the Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest and
of Advisory Committee 3 responded to questions from commissioners.

145. ORDER OF THE DAY AMENDED. On motion the order of the day was amended to
allow 20 minutes after the lunch break to continue or conclude the matter of the report of the
Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest.

146. DEVOTIONS. Mr. K. Montgomery read Psalm 133, delivered a message entitled “Uni-
ty,” and led in prayer. The Assembly sang “O God, to Us Show Mercy.”

147. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 12:03 p m. after Mr. K. Montgomery led in prayer.
Monday Afternoon, June 13,2016

148. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 1:15 p m. and sang “Blow Ye the Trumpet,
Blow!” Mr. Cottenden led in prayer.

149. FRATERNAL GREETINGS. Mr. Sawyer read to the Assembly Communication 11,
containing greetings from L’Eglise Réformée du Québec.

150. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. The Assistant Clerk presented the minutes of the Friday
afternoon and Saturday sessions, §90—115. They were approved as corrected.

151. ACTION ON ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommen-
dation of Advisory Committee 3 was adopted in the following amended form: The Assembly
is thankful to the Lord for the work of the Special Committee and commends the Presbytery of
the Northwest for the statement adopted on April 22, 2016, and in response to Communication
6, the Assembly grants the request of the Presbytery to continue the Committee to Visit the
Presbytery of the Northwest for one more year, on a standby basis, to provide counsel as may
be requested, by the Presbytery, sessions, or individuals, with the understanding that any travel
to the Northwest would be undertaken by the request of the Presbytery, with the Presbytery
assuming the costs thereof; and set a budget of $500 for operational expenses related to the
Special Committee. Additionally, the Assembly encourages the Presbytery of the Northwest to
continue to receive the wisdom and counsel of the Special Committee and to continue to make
every effort to be reconciled for the good of the church and the glory of God.

The Assembly noted that the motion was adopted without dissent. Mr. Bond led in prayer for
the work of the Committee on Home Missions, and for the Presbytery of the Northwest and
for the Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest.

152. COMMITTEE TO STUDY REPUBLICATION. Mr. Troxel presented the report of
the Committee to Study Republication, including several revisions (pp. 332-455), and the
following recommendations:

1. That the General Assembly recommend that presbyteries examine a candidate’s
understanding of the covenant of works and the Mosaic covenant, and his ability to



36 Eighty-third General Assembly

communicate the exegetical, historical, and confessional considerations involved.

2. That the General Assembly commend to presbyteries the specific topics for the
examination of candidates enumerated at the close of our report.

3. That the General Assembly distribute this report to the presbyteries and their candidates
and credentials committees for study, and make the report available to interested parties who
wish to study it.

153. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 8 (Republication). Mr. Matossian reported the silence of
Advisory Committee 8 with respect to the report of the Committee to Study Republication.

154. QUESTIONS. The Committee to Study Republication responded to questions from
commissioners. On motion the time for questions was extended for an additional 15 minutes,
and then for an additional 12 minutes until the order of the day.

155. RECESS AND RECONVENE. The Assembly recessed at 3:17 p m. and reconvened at
3:37 p m. The Assembly sang “My God, How Wonderful Thou Art,” and Mr. L. Smith led in
prayer.

156. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommendations of the Committee to
Study Republication were adopted.

157. RECESS. The Assembly recessed at 5:17 p m. after Mr. Troxel led in prayer.
Monday Evening, June 13, 2016

158. RECONVENE. The Assembly reconvened at 6:45 p.m. The Assembly sang “Jerusalem
the Golden.” Mr. Pluister led in prayer.

159. PRESBYTERIAL RECORDS. Mr. Marquis presented the following report of the Tem-
porary Committee to Review Presbyterial Records as follows:

The Temporary Committee to Review Presbyterial Records makes the following two
observations, which are consonant with the Assembly’s CDM statements regarding ministers’
health insurance:

1. There is an inconsistency between the Instruments of the General Assembly of
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Section A. RULES OF KEEPING PRESBYTERIAL
MINUTES, rule 12.c. which requires presbyteries to specify hospital or medical coverage for
all called by that body, and our BCO FOG XXII.6. or XXII.9 which does not require that such
provision be specified.

2. As a consequence of this difference listed above, the Temporary Committee to Review
Presbyterial Records is compelled to communicate to the Stated Clerk of General Assembly
that the Committee has taken exception to the minutes of several presbyteries merely because
those presbyteries have followed the BCO rather than the Instruments of the General Assembly
of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Section A. RULES OF KEEPING PRESBYTERIAL
MINUTES.

The Temporary Committee to Review Presbyterial Records also made the following
recommendations that were adopted:

1. That the responses to exceptions taken at the 2015 General Assembly be deemed
acceptable for the following Presbyteries: Michigan and Ontario, Midwest, Northern California
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and Nevada, Philadelphia, and Southeast.
2. That the minutes of the following presbyteries be approved without notation or exception:
Dakotas, Northwest, and Philadelphia.
3. That the minutes of the following presbyteries be approved with the notations listed
by the Committee and no exceptions: Central Pennsylvania, Connecticut and Southern New
York, Michigan & Ontario, Midwest, New York & New England, Northern California and
Nevada, Ohio, South, Southern California, Southwest.
4. That the minutes of the following Presbyteries be approved with notations and the
specified exceptions:

Central United States: 4 exceptions:

a. 15-7,47: Time of adjournment not recorded (SR#3).

b. 15-16, 128: Time of adjournment not recorded (SR#3).

c. 15-3,26-28: Call approved without noting terms of medical insurance.

d.  15-12&13, 93-94: Call approved without noting terms of medical insurance.

Mid-Atlantic: 1 exception:

a. 220, CALL: No reference to medical coverage provided.

New Jersey: 1 exception:

a. 26,27, 3: Minutes of Special Meeting, March 15, 2015, not approved in subsequent
meetings. See Instruments A.11.

Southeast: 1 exception:

a. 229, 1: Call for special meeting not recorded in the minutes.

Mr. Marquis led in prayer for the presbyteries and their stated clerks.

160. STANDING COMMITTEE RECORDS. Mr. Gorrell presented the report of the Tem-
porary Committee to Review Standing Committee Records with the following recommenda-
tions that were adopted.

1. That the following minutes be approved without exception and without notations:
Committee on Christian Education

The Trustees of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

2. That the following minutes be approved without exception and a single notation:
Committee on Appeals and Complaints

Committee on Coordination

3. That the following minutes be approved without exception and with notations:
Committee on Arrangements

Committee on Chaplains and Military Personnel

Committee on Diaconal Ministries

Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations

Committee on Foreign Missions

Committee for the Historian

Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension

Committee on Pensions

4. That the responses to exceptions taken by the 82nd General Assembly to minutes of the
committees on Arrangements, Diaconal Ministries, and Home Missions and Church Extension
be deemed satisfactory.

Mr. Gorrell led in prayer for the work of the Standing Committees of the Orthodox Presbyte-
rian Church.
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161. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 8 (Republication). Mr. Matossian reported on a proposed
motion which had been considered by Advisory Committee 8 and in its opinion was out of
order because it attempts to legislate a particular interpretation of a portion of our Confession
and give that interpretation constitutional status without going through the necessary process
of amending the Confession (Form of Government XXXII).

Mr. Matossian led in prayer concerning the work of the Committee to Study Republication.

162. COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER CANADIAN MATTERS. Mr. Coppes presented the
report of the Committee to Consider Canadian Matters (see pp. 329-331), including the fol-
lowing recommendations:

The Committee believes that it has not yet completed its work and wishes to consult with oth-
ers whose expertise would bring greater clarity, particularly a professional with Canadian tax
code expertise. Accordingly, the Committee humbly requests the General Assembly to extend
its life for a further year, with a budget of up to $3,000 for its work.

163. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 4 (Canadian Matters). Mr. Hausler reported the silence
of Advisory Committee 4 with respect to the Committee to Consider Canadian Matters.

164. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATION. The recommendation of the Committee to Con-
sider Canadian Matters was adopted. Mr. Hausler prayed for the work of the Committee.

165. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 1 (Communication 2). Mr. B. Snodgrass reported for Ad-
visory Committee 1 with respect to Communication 2 as follows:

The Advisory Committee reviewed the report accompanying Communication 2 and inter-
viewed the Rev. Ken B. Montgomery, Stated Clerk of the Presbytery of Ohio and the Rev.
Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk of the General Assembly. Also interviewed were the represen-
tatives of the Committee on Foreign Missions: Messrs. Mark T. Bube, Douglas B. Clawson,
Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., and John D. Van Meerbeke.

Concerning Communication 2 the Advisory Committee recommends: That the General As-
sembly acknowledge the receipt of the report from the Presbytery of Ohio concerning the
work in Japan that accompanied Communication 2 and not include it in the Minutes.
Grounds:

1. The report concerns the work of the Japan Mission which is now the work of the Presby-
tery of Ohio and no longer the work of the General Assembly.

2. Copies of the report are on file with the Stated Clerk of the Assembly and may be secured
from the Stated Clerk of the Presbytery of Ohio by anyone interested in having a copy.

The recommendation was adopted.

166. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2 (Communication 9). Mr. Harris reported for Advisory
Committee 2 that Committee member Zachary Keele spoke on behalf of the Presbytery of
Southern California. The committee voted unanimously to recommend that the General As-
sembly advise the Presbytery of Southern California that it has no objection to their proceeding
with the reception of the Rev. Joel Ellis, in accordance with the Form of Government XXIII:3.

167. ADVICE TO PRESBYTERY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. The recommendation
of Advisory Committee 2 was adopted.
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168. ARRANGEMENTS. Mr. Tress presented the report of the Committee on General As-
sembly Arrangements (pp. 72—75), including the following recommendations:
1. That the Assembly approve the following rules for travel compensation:

a. Those traveling by public conveyance be reimbursed the cost of their airfare as
reported to the nearest dollar, with the exception that the cap is $400.00 for those in the East
and $550 for those in the West.

b. Those traveling by private conveyance as drivers be reimbursed to the nearest dollar
at the rate of $0.40 per mile for the first 500 miles and $0.20 per mile for the next 1000
miles and thereafter $0.05 per mile, plus $0.10 per mile for each person who is eligible to
receive travel compensation, plus tolls and parking fees, with the exception that the driver
and passengers not receive a combined amount greater than the combined costs of economy
airfares for the driver and his passengers.

c. Those traveling by private conveyance as passengers be reimbursed at the rate of
$0.10 per mile.

2. That David Winslow be excused from all sessions after dinner on Monday without loss of
travel compensation, to attend the URCNA Synod for Psalter Hymnal matters (Standing Rule
XII.5.a.).

3. That Stephen Tracey be excused from all sessions after Monday afternoon without loss
of travel compensation to attend the URCNA Synod as a fraternal delegate (Standing Rule
XII.5.a.).

4. That David Noe, Jeffery Shamess, Tony Blair, Ken Vander Molen, and Lynne Hunter be
excused at 11:00 a m. on Tuesday without loss of travel compensation due to their airline flight
time changing (Standing Rule XII.5.a.).

5. That Roy Miller be excused from the sessions of the Assembly on Saturday and following
without loss of travel compensation due to an unforeseen medical emergency (Standing Rule
XII.5.a).

6. That Alan Strange be excused from the sessions of the Assembly after Saturday without
loss of travel compensation to attend the URCNA Synod for Psalter Hymnal matters (Standing
Rule XII.5.a).

7. That Danny Olinger be excused from the sessions of the Assembly after the morning
break on Monday without loss of travel compensation to attend the URCNA Synod for Psalter
Hymnal matters (Standing Rule XII.5.a).

8. That the 84th (2017) General Assembly be held on the campus of Trinity Christian
College in Palos Heights, Illinois, beginning on Wednesday evening, May 31, 2017, at 7:00
p m., with a terminus no later than noon Tuesday, June 6, 2017.

9.  That the 85th (2018) General Assembly be held on the campus of Wheaton College in
Wheaton, Illinois, beginning Monday, June 11, 2018, at 7:00 p m., with a terminus no later
than 9:00 p m. Friday, June 15, 2018.

10. That the General Assembly authorize the Committee on Arrangements to appoint a
session or sessions to supervise the worship service(s) during the 84th General Assembly.

11. That the General Assembly request the churches to contribute to the General Assembly
Travel Fund for 2017 at the rate of $12.00 per communicant member.

12. That the General Assembly remind presbyteries and committees to notify the Stated
Clerk of names, addresses, telephone numbers, and email addresses of commissioners to the
84th General Assembly by March 1, 2017 (Standing Rule X.2.h.3), and that the Committee
on Arrangements will apply the Standing Rules in terms of travel compensation due related to
attendance at all GA sessions. If'you know or even suspect that you will be unable to be present
for the whole assembly, please do not seek to be a commissioner to that assembly. Excuses
are to be used for unforeseen emergencies. Also, when making air travel arrangements, you
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must arrive and depart within the announced time frame, or discuss your travel arrangements
with the designated Committee on Arrangements member before booking your travel. If you
do not follow these rules and you request an excuse, we will recommend a loss of travel
compensation so that you will receive not more than half the amount to which you would
otherwise be entitled (SR XII,5.a).

The financial report follows:

Eighty-third General Assembly

2014 2015 2016
81st G.A. 82nd G.A. 83rd G.A.
Kuyper Dordt Sandy Cove

Balance Carried Forward $213,022.19 $240,307.56 $257,359.33
Income:

Contributions[1/1-5/31] $63,250.44 $47,720.37 $52,242.34
Other/Interest $153.12 $169.98 $208.21
Total Available to the GA $276,425.75 $288,197.91 $309,809.88
G.A. Expenses $113,456.69 $114,470.05 $170,500.00
-Travel $53,243.20 $57,031.80 $51,650.00
-Meals $22,873.37 $28,245.46 $73,000.00
-Lodging $40,274.23 $32,145.00 $71,955.00
-Other $9,101.78 $5,705.24 $4,895.00
-Less Registrations -$12,035.89 -$8,657.45 -$31,000.00
Remaining after GA $162,969.06 $173,727.86 $139,309.88
Contributions [6/1-12/31] $73,368.10 $82,116.92

Registrations $3,709.67 $1,296.10

Other/Interest $260.73 $218.45

Balance - 12/31 $240,307.56 $257,359.33

169. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 9. Mr. K. LeMahieu reported the silence of Advisory Com-

mittee 9 with respect to the report of the Committee on Arrangements.

170. ACTION ON RECOMMENDATIONS. The recommendations of the Committee on

Arrangements were adopted.
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171. ELECTION. The floor was opened for nominations for the Committee on Arrangements
for the class of 2019. Mr. Tarullo was nominated. There being no other nominations, he was
declared elected. The floor was opened for nominations for an alternate for the Committee on
Arrangements. Mr. Jesse Montgomery (Garland, TX) was nominated. In the Absence of other
nominations he was declared elected. Mr. K. LeMabhieu led in prayer for the work of the Com-
mittee on Arrangements.

172. GAOF. Mr. Tress, speaking on behalf of the Trustees and Advisory Committee 9, presented
the following recommendations for the General Assembly Operating Fund and the related request
for contributions from the churches (see §28). The recommendation of the Trustees was adopted
that the Assembly request the churches of the denomination to contribute $20 per communicant
member to the General Assembly Operation Fund in 2017 and approve the proposed GAOF.

2017 GAOF Budget

As proposed to and adjusted at the 83rd OPC General Assembly

GAOF request per
comm.

Beginning Balance

Receipts

Contributions
Directory Ads
Sale of Minutes

Sale of Ministerial
Register

Interest
Misc.
Total Receipts

Expenses

Honoraria
Assistant Clerk
Statistician
Historian

Total Honoraria

2015
Actual

$20

125,191.50

239,277.94

1,586.00

417.04
40.00
241,320.98

2,400.00
3,400.00
2,490.00
8,290.00

2015
Budget

$20

125,787.50

235,000.00
4,700.00
2,500.00

100.00

242,300.00

2,400.00
3,400.00
2,500.00
8,300.00

2016
Budget

$20

152,118.78

245,000.00

1,500.00

1,000.00
200.00

247,700.00

2,500.00
3,400.00
2,400.00
8,300.00

2017
Requests

$20

142,107.78

240,000.00

1,500.00

400.00

241,900.00

2,500.00
3,400.00
2,400.00
8,300.00

2017
Proposed

$20

142,107.78

240,000.00

1,500.00

400.00

241,900.00

2,500.00
3,400.00
2,400.00
8,300.00

As
Adjusted

at GA

$20

142,107.78

240,000.00

1,500.00

400.00

241,900.00

2,500.00
3,400.00
2,400.00
8,300.00
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Staff

Stated Clerk Salary
& Housing

SS/Hosp/Pension
etc. !

Secretary
Total Staff

Office

Rent

Directory
Ministerial Register
Equip/Post/Supplies
Miscellaneous

Total Office

Insurance

General Assembly

Minutes print /
Distrib.

Agenda print/Distrib.

Committee on
Arrangements

Total GA

Assessments
NAPARC
ICRC
PRCCMP

Total Assessments

Committee
Expenses

Appeals and
Complaints

Chaplains

Eighty-third General Assembly

2015
Actual

51,790.10

11,937.58
63,727.68

9,999.96
7,106.02
128.04
4,435.98
332.00
22,002.00

8,960.00

13,767.64
998.07

7,383.75
22,149.46

700.00
11,400.00
3,305.67
15,405.67

1,099.50
4,001.48

2015
Budget

46,000.00

3,520.00
18,000.00
67,520.00

12,000.00
10,000.00
200.00
5,000.00
200.00
27,400.00

9,000.00

14,000.00
2,000.00

11,000.00
27,000.00

500.00
2,300.00
7,500.00

10,300.00

2,000.00
5,000.00

2016
Budget

44,380.00

6,625.00
18,000.00
69,005.00

12,000.00
8,000.00
1,500.00
8,000.00

200.00

29,700.00

9,300.00

14,000.00
2,000.00

11,000.00
27,000.00

700.00
3,306.00
12,800.00
16,806.00

2,000.00
5,000.00

2017
Requests

45,715.00

6,825.00
18,000.00
70,540.00

12,000.00
8,000.00
8,000.00

200.00

28,200.00

9,300.00

14,000.00
2,000.00

11,000.00
27,000.00

1,000.00
3,306.00
14,000.00
18,306.00

2,000.00
5,000.00

2017
Proposed

45,715.00

6,825.00
18,000.00
70,540.00

12,000.00
8,000.00
8,000.00

200.00

28,200.00

9,300.00

14,000.00
2,000.00

11,000.00
27,000.00

1,000.00
3,306.00
14,000.00
18,306.00

2,000.00
5,000.00

As
Adjusted

at GA

45,715.00

6,825.00
18,000.00
70,540.00

12,000.00
8,000.00
8,000.00

200.00

28,200.00

11,000.00

14,000.00
2,000.00

11,000.00
27,000.00

1,000.00
3,306.00
14,000.00
18,306.00

2,000.00
5,000.00



Committee for
Historian

CEIR
Trustees of The OPC

Ministerial Care
Study Committee

PNW Visitation
Committee

Committee to Study
Republication

Committee on the
OPC in Canada

Total Committee

Total Expenses

Receipts minus
Expenses

Ending Balance

NOTES

2015
Actual

21,273.99
29,547.61

3,118.65

7,715.56

7,102.10

73,858.89

214,393.70

26,927.28

152,118.78

! Included in previous line for 2015

Minutes
2015 2016
Budget Budget
23,000.00 26,500.00
37,400.00 40,600.00
500.00 500.00
3,000.00 4,000.00
4,000.00 10,000.00
6,000.00 6,000.00
- 3,000.00
80,900.00 97,600.00
230,420.00 257,711.00
11,880.00 (10,011.00)
137,667.50  142,107.78

2017
Requests

25,400.00
40,964.00
500.00

4,000.00

3,000.00
80,864.00

242,510.00

(610.00)

141,497.78

2017
Proposed

25,400.00
40,964.00
500.00

4,000.00

3,000.00
80,864.00

242,510.00

(610.00)

141,497.78

43

As
Adjusted

at GA

25,400.00
40,964.00
500.00

4,000.00

500.00

3,000.00
81,364.00

244,710.00

(2,810.00)

139,297.78

173. RESOLUTION OF THANKS. Mr. K. LeMahieu presented the following resolution of
thanks, which was adopted:

“You will be enriched in every way to be generous in every way, which through us will
produce thanksgiving to God. For the ministry of this service is not only supplying the
needs of the saints but is also overflowing in many thanksgivings to God.” 2 Corinthians

9:11-12

We, the commissioners to the 83rd General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church, express abundant thanks to the Father of every good and perfect gift, for his
perfect provision for our every need, making it possible for us to conduct the business of
the Assembly efficiently and comfortably.

We give thanks for the staff of Sandy Cove Ministries and their gracious hospitality
and efficiency. We especially acknowledge the following personnel and their staft:

Katherine Martin — Event Coordinator Supervisor
Clarence Johnson — Executive Chef
Sean Ponte — Dining Room Manager
Dan Schewe — Event Ministry Manager
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Rebecca Head — Guest Relations Manager

Katie Jones — Housekeeping Manager

Craig Sabo — Information Systems Manager

We express our gratitude to Ed Tress, Bob Tarullo, David Mahaffy, Alan Montgom-
ery, John Muether, and Ross Graham, the Committee on Arrangements, without whose
hard work the General Assembly would not be possible. We are also grateful for the hard
work of the Assembly Registrar, Linda Jones.

We give thanks for the opening worship and communion service conducted by the
session of Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Wilmington, DE, and to the Rev.
Archibald Allison, Moderator of the 82nd General Assembly, for reminding the Assem-
bly from I Corinthians 1 that the wisdom of this world fails, while Christ is the power of
God unto salvation. We give thanks for the Sunday evening worship service conducted
by the session of Faith Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Elmer, NJ, and Pastor Richard
Ellis for so ably showing us, from Psalm 131, our Heavenly Father who is wholly faithful
and good.

We are immensely grateful to our God for providing Moderator Paul Tavares, who
guided the Assembly with gracious patience, humor, and humility through a long and
sometimes complex docket. We are equally thankful for Mr. Archibald Allison for his
calm and effective leadership through a difficult portion of that docket. Additionally, the
Assembly is grateful for the wise and gentle advice of parliamentarian, Mr. Mark Bube.

The Assembly thanks our Stated Clerk, the Rev. Ross Graham, for his careful and
thoughtful preparation of the docket and selection of advisory committees, helping the
body to be organized and to complete its work efficiently. We are also grateful to our As-
sistant Clerk, John Mahaffey and his Clerk Observer, Rob Van Kooten, for their careful
and accurate preservation of the Assembly’s business. We are appreciative for our pho-
tographers, Tricia and Rachel Stevenson, and their work in preserving a pictorial record
of this Assembly.

We give thanks:

For our musicians, Gail Mininger, Alan Montgomery, Michael Poach, and Da-
vid VanDrunen, who used their musical gifts to lead the Assembly in singing praises to
our God.

For our pages, Rachel, Bethany, Jacob and Joshua Stevenson, and Tina, Emma,
and Maddie Nakhla, who served the Lord by doing whatever was asked of them with
enthusiasm and irresistible smiles.

For Thomas Roof and Ben Ward who managed our sound system, making it
possible for the Assembly to conduct its work effectively.

For the congregations of Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Wilm-
ington, DE; Faith Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Elmer, NJ; Faith Orthodox Presby-
terian Church in Fawn Grove, PA; Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Middletown,
DE; and Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Pennsville, NJ, who warmly welcomed
commissioners to join them on Sunday for worship of our Savior. It was a small taste of
the “not yet.”

Finally, we give thanks to the Rev. Danny Olinger and those who assisted him for
reminding us of the important role our faithful mothers, wives, and daughters perform in
supporting and building up that part of Christ’s church known as the Orthodox Presbyte-
rian Church.

And so, in doxology, we say, “For from him and through him and to him are all
things. To him be glory forever. Amen.” (Rom 11:36)
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174. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. The Assistant Clerk presented the Minutes of the Saturday
afternoon through Monday sessions, §116—176, which were approved as corrected.

175. MINUTES AS A WHOLE APPROVED. By general consent the Minutes as a whole
were approved.

176. DISSOLUTION AND NEXT ASSEMBLY. By general consent the Assembly was dis-
solved. The Assembly sang “The Church’s One Foundation.” The Moderator led in prayer.
Mr. Tavares made the following declaration: “By virtue of the authority delegated to me by
the church, let this general assembly be dissolved, and I do hereby dissolve it, and require
another general assembly, chosen in the same manner, to meet at Trinity Christian College in
Palos Heights, Illinois, beginning on Wednesday evening, May 31, 2017.” At the Moderator’s
request Mr. Allison pronounced the Apostolic Benediction. The Assembly sang the Doxology.
The 83rd General Assembly was dissolved at 9:06 p.m., June 13, 2016.
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OVERTURES

Overture 1

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Office of the Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania
Alan W. Montgomery, Stated Clerk

September 21, 2015

Re: Overture to the 83rd General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Dear Rev. Graham,

Greetings from your brothers in the Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania. At a stated meeting
of our presbytery held on September 19, 2015, the presbytery respectfully makes the follow-
ing request:

The Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania (PCPA) overtures the 83rd (2016) General Assembly
of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church to direct its Christian Education Committee to consider
the preparation of a “Modern English Study Version” of the Westminster Shorter Catechism
that would modernize the language of the catechism without changing its meaning.

Grounds

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church has already published a “Modern English Study
Version” of the Westminster Confession of Faith (available online at http://opc.org/doc-
uments/MESV.html), the value of which has been demonstrated by its recent inclusion in
a published commentary on the Confession by a respected confessional scholar.

“Both the Scriptures and the subordinate standards based on them deserve to be made
accessible to the ordinary Christian in his own language.” (Preface to the OPC’s Mod-
ern English Study Version of the Westminster Confession of Faith)

What is true of the Confession of Faith is also true of the Shorter Catechism: “for many
people today, the seventeen-century language of the Confession of Faith is unfamiliar
and difficult.” (ibid)

In addition to these difficulties faced by modern native English speakers, the difficul-
ties for those for whom English is a second language (ESL) are even more substantial.
A Modern English Study Version of the Shorter Catechism would be an invaluable tool
in discipling Christians from ESL backgrounds.

Existing modern English editions of the Shorter Catechism are under copyright and thus
unavailable to congregations of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church for free usage.
Preparation of a Modern English Study Version of any one of the church’s subordinate
standards is properly the prerogative of the church herself.

May our Lord bless your labors in His kingdom and may He be pleased to continue to bless
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

In His service,
Alan W. Montgomery
Stated Clerk
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COMMUNICATIONS
Communication 1

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Presbytery of the Southwest

Feb. 24,2016
Dear Mr. Graham,

Greetings in the Name of our Wonderful Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, whom to know is
eternal life,

I am writing to pass on to you an action of the Presbytery of the Southwest, at its Jan. 15-16,
2016 meeting, for the 83rd (2016) General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

On Jan. 16, 2016 the Presbytery took the following action, as quoted from its Jan. 15-16, 2016
minutes, paragraph 41, page 16-4:

MODERN ENGLISH STUDY VERSION OF THE WESTMINSTER SHORTER
CATECHISM. On motion presbytery took the following action:

The Presbytery of the Southwest (PSW) joins with the Presbytery of Central Pennsyl-
vania in making overture to the 83rd (2016) General Assembly of the Orthodox Pres-
byterian Church to direct its Christian Education Committee to consider the preparation
of a “Modern English Study Version” of the Westminster Shorter Catechism that would
modernize the language of the catechism without changing its meaning.

Blessings in Christ,

The Reverend Joseph A. Keller
Retired Stated Clerk of the Presbytery of the Southwest
Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Communication 2

Presbytery of Ohio
Office of Stated Clerk
Redeemer OPC

22 S. Fairfield Rd.
Dayton OH, 45440

March 15, 2016
Dear Mr. Graham,
I am writing on behalf of the Presbytery of Ohio, which during its stated meeting of

March 11, 2016 adopted the following: On Motion the OPC Japan Mission 2015 Year-End
Report shall be sent by the Stated Clerk of the Presbytery to the Stated Clerk of the General
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Assembly as an official communication.
Please find the OPCIM report attached. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely in Christ,

Ken Montgomery
Stated Clerk, Presbytery of Ohio (OPC)

Communication 3

By action of the 83rd General Assembly, this communication from the session of Grace OPC
in Sewickley, PA, dated April 27, 2016, will not be printed.

Communication 4

Evangelical Presbyterian Church
Moderator: Mr. Mervyn Langtry
Clerk of Presbytery: Mr. Harold Gibson

28 April 2016
Dear Brother Graham,

Thank you for your kind invitation to our Presbytery inviting a delegate to your 83rd General
Assembly, 8—14 June 2016, at Sandy Cove Conference Centre. Unfortunately we are unable
to be represented this year but we do send this letter of greeting from your sister church in
Ireland.

We have just published the history of our church, ‘by honour and dishonour’ written by Mr.
Ernest Brown, our Church Historian, and I quote the following from p.371: “EPC and OPC
have enjoyed cordial relationships since OPC’s founding in 1936. Dr. J. Gresham Machen, its
founding Leader, had significant background influence in the founding of EPC’.

Just last weekend, (23 April) Dr. Carl Trueman was guest preacher at our annual Presbytery
Family Day and so we seek to maintain the links established so long ago.

We are truly thankful for your fellowship in the Gospel in these difficult and ungodly days but
we stand together knowing that ‘our God whom we serve is able to deliver us’. Daniel 3:17.

May you know the Lord’s rich blessing upon your forthcoming General Assembly and upon
the work and witness of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in the days and years to come.

Yours Sincerely,

Harold Gibson

Clerk of Presbytery

Evangelical Presbyterian Church,

2 Barronstown Court, DROMORE,



Appendix 51

Co. Down BT25 1FB,
N. Ireland
whgibson@btinternet.com

Communication 5

Presbytery of Northern California and Nevada
Donald G. Jamieson, Stated Clerk
May 5,2016

Ross and Alan,

The Presbytery of Northern California and Nevada has taken action concerning an Overture
from the Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania as noted below from our unapproved minutes
of April 23,2016.

83. Response to Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania. On motion, in response to
Communication 1603-01 from the Central Pennsylvania Presbytery, Presbytery
determined to support their overture to the 83rd General Assembly concerning
a proposed updated study version of the language of the Westminster Shorter
Catechism, if the following conditions are agreed to:

1. That it be clearly understood and agreed to that this is not a replacement for the
Westminster Shorter Catechism in its original language.

2. Thatifitis promulgated that it is done so with a clear introductory statement that
this is not a replacement for the original Westminster Shorter Catechism.

3. That it be understood that subscription to this updated study version will not be
required by our ordination vow.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Donald G. Jamieson, Stated Clerk
Presbytery of Northern California and Nevada OPC

Communication 6

The Presbytery of the Northwest of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Office of the State Clerk

May 9, 2016

The 83rd General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
c/o the Rev Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk

Dear Fathers and Brothers:
Greetings in the name of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, the Head of his church.

At its stated meeting on April 22, 2016, the Presbytery of the Northwest voted to make the
following request of the 83rd General Assembly:
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“On motion Presbytery requested the General Assembly to continue the Committee to Visit
the Presbytery of the Northwest for one more year, on a standby basis, to provide counsel as
may be requested, by the Presbytery, sessions, or individuals, with the understanding that any
travel to the Northwest would be undertaken by the request of Presbytery, with the Presbytery
assuming the costs thereof.”

Thank you for considering this request.

Respectfully yours in Christ,
Donald M. Poundstone

Communication 7

Free Church of Scotland (Continuing)
Ecumenical Relations Committee

13 May 2016

Stated Clerk
Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Thank you most sincerely for the invitation to send a representative to the forthcoming 83rd
General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

We regret that on this occasion we are unable to send a representative—although we have tried
hard to find a suitable representative, none of our North American ministers is available at that
time. This is a matter of considerable regret to us; our North American ministers will attempt

to make a special effort on a future occasion to make it possible for one of them to attend.

We send our prayerful good wishes to the 83rd General Assembly and assure the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church of our deep appreciation of their help over the past sixteen years.

Warm Christian regards,
John MacLeod
Principal Clerk of Assembly

Communication 8

The Reformed Church in Japan
Office of the Stated Clerk

May 15,2016

The Rev. Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk
The General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Dear Brothers in the Lord Jesus Christ,

We praise the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, the Head of His Church.
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We express our heartfelt appreciation for your continuing support, both physically and spiritually,
especially through the work of Japan Mission at the “Nozomi (Hope) center,” on behalf of the
victims in Tohoku since the Great East Japan Earthquake in 2011. We are also grateful that the
construction team, who recently visited here to work at the center, providentially came down to
Kumamoto soon after the great earthquake last month, in order to check and take preventative
measures to combat the damage of our Kumamoto chapel.

We deeply regret, on the other hand, that the close and long-standing ecclesial relationship
between us, is apparently collapsing so easily because of our different views about only one
issue, regarding women in office. The official letter from your general assembly to ours last year
was unfortunately, sad to say, one-sided and (in our view) oppressive. The letter did not give due
consideration to the situation of the missions country, i.e. Japan. It was almost unbelievable for
us that this came from our dear sister church. Our assembly was shocked and filled with deep
sorrow about it.

This letter is written on behalf of the Reformed Church in Japan to explain, once again, our
view on the issue, insisting that we should not impair our relationship because of it.

I would like to say, first and foremost, that the Reformed Church in Japan is a church which
has firmly confessed, for more than 70 years, and still confesses, that the Bible is the Word of
God and that the Westminster Standards are the most excellent confession of faith, as a system
of biblical doctrines. I know that some, or many, of your assembly delegates might have had
doubts about this. But God knows the truth in this regard.

However, despite this conviction about the Bible and the confession, we have to recognize that
due to their historical nature they do not suppose or anticipate all the situations which our 21st
century world is facing. In other words, we have to interpret them and apply their everlasting
truths into the present context. This is self-evident and inevitable for us to deal with. Hence,
we have spent more than 20 years in praying, as well as carefully studying the Scriptures and
our traditions. We have accumulated discussions with various study reports, many of which,
unfortunately, may not have been translated and made available to you. This might have caused
that our decision making process was not correctly understood.

After many years of discernment, our assembly came to the following conclusions: 1) the issue
of women in office is never an issue equal to such central dogmas as the Holy Trinity, Christ’s
dual natures, or salvation by grace alone, according to which the Church of Christ stands or
falls; 2) this issue is a rather complex one, about which there is not even any clear agreement
— concerning the biblical interpretation of related texts — among evangelical scholars; it is
currently ‘an open question’ with pro’s and con’s; 3) therefore, we should make our decision
very carefully and comprehensively, particularly taking into consideration what is the most
constructive way forward for our church in Japan, missiologically and eschatologically.

One of the most important concerns for us, among others, is the unity of the church, because
the issue at stake is neither a central doctrine, nor easily resolved in biblical interpretation.
We have repeatedly explained the nature and difficulty of this issue, studied cases in other
Reformed and Presbyterian churches as well as evangelical churches in Japan, and researched
if our unity can be retained, whatever decision is made. It is therefore a great disappointment
for us, that even just one congregation, Yamagata chapel, which has been led for a long time
by one of the OPCJM missionaries, has seceded from our denomination.
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The letter from your assembly shows that they are unfortunately not sensitive enough to the
culture, society, and history in which Japanese churches are located. But conceivably, for those
living in a traditionally Christian - albeit secularized - American society, it would be difficult
to grasp how great the social, cultural, and religious contextual differences are between the
21st century Japanese society, and the 17th century England, within which the Westminster
confession was created. We always think about applying the biblical messages and our
ecclesial traditions into our context, existing of a 99% non-christian society, in the midst of a
spiritual battle and multiple missional tasks around us. This issue is never about relativizing
the truth, but rather a matter of its application.

There is another thing which I would like you to know. It was foreign missions that have
taught young Japanese churches about the greatness and significance of missional works by
women, just as those in the ancient church, who vibrantly evangelized in numerous ways on
mission fields in pagan countries. Hence, most of Japanese churches have little feeling of
discomfort and resistance against women’s ministry, in spite of the male-centered Japanese
society. As a matter of fact, many conservative and evangelical denominations in Japan admit
female evangelists and pastors. Even the RCJ has some pastors and elders who were baptized
by them. Again, this is not an issue of theological tendency, liberal or conservative, but the
outcome of mission-centered ministries.

Our decision in 2014 was also mission-oriented. Considering what would be an effective
strategy for evangelism and church formation in such a Japanese society as stated above in
coming ages, we came to understand that it is appropriate not to reject those called by the Lord
for missional work, including

their qualified talents, just because they are women. This decision was not made in order to
incite the feminist movement or the gospel of ‘political correctness,” but the Gospel of the
Kingdom of Christ who calls all the people to be his disciples. Again, this is one way, not the
only way, of applying biblical doctrines to our society.

We, RCJ, deeply appreciate our mission cooperative relationship with the OPC for almost
60 years, and respect your firm convictions about the Word of God, which includes the
issue of women in office. Yet we hope you understand that in a missions context like Japan,
with different social and cultural circumstances, there might be different discernments or
applications about the same issue.

On that point, the guideline for OPCJM, which was made in February this year and makes
room for having practical cooperative relationships with us in the mission field, is much
appreciated.

Finally, I would like to mention one document, “the Cape Town Commitment,” approved in
2010 by many representatives of the evangelical churches from all over the world, as you may
already know. From the document, I quote the part related to our discussions as follows:

PART II — FOR THE WORLD WE SERVE: The Cape Town Call to Action
IT F. Partnering in the body of Christ for unity in mission
3. Men and women in partnership
A) We uphold Lausanne’s historic position: ‘We affirm that the gifts of the Spirit
are distributed to all God’s people, women and men, and that their partnership
in evangelization must be welcomed for the common good.” We acknowledge
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the enormous and sacrificial contribution that women have made to world mis-

sion, ministering to both men and women, from biblical times to the present.

We recognize that there are different views sincerely held by those who seek

to be faithful and obedient to Scripture. Some interpret apostolic teaching to

imply that women should not teach or preach, or that they may do so but not
in sole authority over men. Others interpret the spiritual equality of women,
the exercise of the edifying gift of prophecy by women in the New Testament
church, and their hosting of churches in their homes, as implying that the spiri-
tual gifts of leading and teaching may be received and exercised in ministry by
both women and men. We call upon those on different sides of the argument to:

1. Accept one another without condemnation in relation to matters of dis-
pute, for while we may disagree, we have no grounds for division, de-
structive speaking, or ungodly hostility towards one another;

2. Study Scripture carefully together, with due regard for the context and
culture of the original authors and contemporary readers;

3. Recognize that where there is genuine pain we must show compassion;
where there is injustice and lack of integrity we must stand against them;
and where there is resistance to the manifest work of the Holy Spirit in any
sister or brother we must repent;

4. Commit ourselves to a pattern of ministry, male and female, that reflects
the servanthood of Jesus Christ, not worldly striving for power and status.

We encourage churches to acknowledge godly women who teach and model

what is good, as Paul commanded, and to open wider doors of opportunity for

women in education, service, and leadership, particularly in contexts where the
gospel challenges unjust cultural traditions. We long that women should not be
hindered from exercising God’s gifts or following God’s call on their lives.

I do not know whether the OPC has ever evaluated this above-mentioned document. But this
document represents the views of the world evangelical movement, including the Japanese
evangelical movement. We, as the RCJ, have not yet evaluated it on a denominational level.
As far as the issue of women in office is concerned, however, we share the same views of this

document.

We pray that the ecclesial relationship between the OPC and the RCJ continues in a healthy
way, based on the type of mutual understanding as described in the document above, espe-
cially here in the mission field, as well as on a denominational level.

Your servant in Christ,

The Rev. Hirotsugu Mochida
Stated Clerk of The General Assembly of the Reformed Church in Japan

Communication 9

Presbytery of Southern California of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

May 12,2016

Re: Request for Advice from the 83rd General Assembly
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Dear Rev. Ross Graham,

Greetings in the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. May His grace and peace be yours in perfect
abundance.

I am writing you to bring a request from the Presbytery of Southern California to the 83rd
General Assembly. At the 2nd Stated Meeting of Presbytery, May 6, 2016, the body, having
examined Pastor Joel Ellis, pastor of Reformed Bible Church, Apache Junction, AZ, regarding
his reception into the Orthodox Presbyterian Church and upon his passing his theology exam,
approved the following motion:

That Presbytery report and ask the advice of the 83rd General Assembly about granting
an educational exception to Mr. Ellis for ordination concerning his lack of a three-year
theological degree (FOG XXIII, 3), and appoints the Rev. Zach Keele to represent the
Presbytery to the GA.

I understand the lateness of this request would not be a hindrance for consideration of the
advice our body is properly seeking.

I have attached the resume for Mr. Ellis, for the purpose of passing this information to the
proper committee. Pastor Keele will be ready to meet with them and explain our actions and
desire.

Gratefully yours,

William J. Gorrell,
Stated Clerk

Communication 10

Christian Reformed Churches in the Netherlands
Foreign Relations Committee

June 4, 2016
Dear brother Graham,

In the first place I wish to thank you for your invitation to attend your General Assembly in
June of this year. As I have indicated earlier, this year we will not be able to send a delegate.
Last year I had the privilege to attend your General Assembly. How fast a year goes!

Instead of visiting you, we do send you our greetings via this e-mail. May the Lord bless your
gathering and grant you wisdom and strength in dealing with all matters at hand. May the
Lord enable your churches to keep the faith once delivered to the saints. That is not an easy
task especially in our days. The powers of darkness attack the church of Jesus Christ from the
inside and outside. Still Christ’s promise stands that the gates of hell shall not prevail against
his church, Matt. 16:18. Christ also promised his church on earth that he will be with her
always to the end of the age, Matt. 28:20. May this be also your comfort and strength.

We look forward to receiving a delegate from your churches again at our General Synod in the
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fall of this year, the Lord willing.
May God’s grace and Spirit rest upon you and the churches you are serving.
Receive our heartfelt greetings.

In Christ,

On behalf of the Foreign Relations Committee

Of the Christian Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (CGKN)
Rev. J.W. Wullschleger, secretary

Communication 11

Eglise réformée de Québec
Interchurch Committee

June 6, 2016

Fraternal Greetings to the 82nd General Assembly
of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Dear fathers and brothers in Christ,

With thanksgiving to our heavenly Father, we address you as your sister Church serving the
French-speaking people of God in the province of Quebec.

As you have come to know through our regular fraternal addresses as well as the Quebec
Project of the CFM, the Eglise réformée du Québec (ERQ) is small Reformed-Presbyterian
denomination of five congregations serving the French-speaking people of God in the
province of Quebec, Canada. We report this a total membership of 364 communicate and non-
communicant members. While on the one hand, we are a small body of believers, we also note
with thanksgiving to our Lord that we have experienced steady growth during the past four
years of nearly 2.5% each year. On the North American Church scene, 2.5 % annual growth
is very significant.

More important than numbers, we praise our Lord for having raised up the ERQ as a vibrant
Reformed witness in the province of Quebec. Our existence, our perseverance in the faith, our
faithful Christ-centered preaching, our reception of new converts, and our growth in spiritual
maturity, as well as our growing influence upon the protestant-evangelical witness in Quebec,
all testify to our vibrant faith.

Since our last fraternal address in 2105, there have been a number of developments in the ERQ
of which we would like to inform you and ask for your prayers:

i.  For several years the ERQ synod has been wrestling with questions related to the
doctrine of creation. At our most recent synod meeting in February 2016, three

motions were adopted.

a.  We adopted an affirmation summarizing the biblical and confessional teaching
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on creation. (The text was adapted from the affirmation adopted by the URCNA
synod in 2001.)

b. We adopted a recommended series of questions for the examination of pastoral
candidates and pastors transferring into the ERQ in which the examinee must
refute the theory of evolution, as well as articulate the hermeneutical and
theological rational of his position. (This examination procedure was taken
over directly from the recommendation adopted by the 71st General Assembly
of the OPC.)

c.  The ERQ synod also adopted the motion reminding the consistories to follow
the church order with respect to the discipline of office bearers in case of
heretical teachings.

We rejoice that the Head of the Church continues to raise up men of God to serve his
people in Quebec. In January 2015, David Castonguay was ordained to the ministry
of the Word and sacraments in order to serve the St-Jean congregation in Montreal,
with a view to eventually becoming an army chaplain. Brother Castonguay is the first
pastor of Quebec origin to be ordained in the ERQ in more than twenty-five years.
Pastor Jean Zoellner accepted a call to serve as dean of Farel, Reformed Theological
Seminary. Pastor Karis Mpindi, born in the Democratic Republic of Congo and raised
in the United States, was received to serve the St-Jean congregation in Montreal.
Three elders were ordained. One congregation of the ERQ remains vacant. Recently,
on Saturday May 14th, eight office bearers and sixteen un-ordained men spent the
day learning about the call to serve the Church as pastors or elders. We pray that
several of these men will eventually be called to serve the Churches in Quebec.

The ERQ continues to develop fraternal relations beyond Quebec. We maintain
ecclesiastical fellowship not only with the OPC, but also with the Canadian
Reformed Churches (CanRC), the Presbyterian Church in American (PCA), and the
United Reformed Churches in North America (URCNA). In November 2105, the
ERQ hosted the delegates of the thirteen member churches of NAPARC. We thank
our Lord for the growing mutual awareness of our collective Reformed witness
throughout North America.

As we conclude this fraternal address, we would like to express our appreciation for the
work of the CEIR, for the brotherly exchanges during our annual face-to-face meetings, and
for the fraternal addresses written and sent by it administrator, Jack Sawyer. We also note
with thanksgiving the growing contact between members of our respective churches. We
occasionally receive visitors from your church members, and each year we receive STM teams
and individuals who lead our English for Kids and English for Teens outreach ministries in
Quebec City and St-Georges.

As you conclude the work of the General Assembly, and as you return to shepherding your
local congregations, please be assured that we do pray for you and your faithful witness. May
our gracious Lord fill us with joy as we preach the Gospel of truth and life.

With brotherly affection,

Ben Westerveld
Pastor
For the Interchurch Committee of the ERQ
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Communication 12

Presbyterian Church of Brazil
Commission on Inter-Eccelsiasical Relations

Sao Paulo, June 5, 2016
Dear Brothers of the OPC, Grace and Peace!

On the 8th of the current month of June, you, dearly beloved fathers and brothers, are beginning
your 83rd General Assembly, at the Sandy Cove Conference Center, North East, Maryland. It
was our intention to be present at this annual Assembly, and plans were very concrete, until our
representatives developed some impediments, and we had to cancel the already advanced travel
arrangements. We are sorrowful because we are missing precious moments of fellowship, joint
learning, and mutual growth, but we know that “Many are the plans in a person’s heart, but it is
the LORD’s purpose that prevails” (Prov. 19:21 — NIV).

At this time, we would like to bring to you a word of greetings and brotherly support on behalf of
the Commission on Inter-Ecclesiastical Relations of the Presbyterian Church of Brazil (CRIE/
IPB — Igreja Presbiteriana do Brasil). We have very much cherished and rejoiced, in the Lord,
on your response to the decision of our 2014 General Assembly, taken by your 82nd General
Assembly, to move forward in our relationship consolidating the establishment of full fraternal
relations (level 3) between the OPC and IPB. Please be assured of our desire to proceed engaged
in cooperation through our different agencies for the cause of the Glorious Gospel of Jesus
Christ, and as a testimony for the Reformed Faith, in this dark World.

We continue to be blessed by the ministry of the OPC. Not only we have received some of your
pastors and leaders that have taught modules in our Seminaries, spoken in our conferences and
preached in our churches, but we also have some of our pastors that are doing graduate work in
institutions connected to the OPC, and staffed by your officers. What a blessing to know that they
are receiving the best guidance and theological education, being prepared with sound doctrine, in
full harmony with our Confession of Faith. May the Lord strengthen you, maintain and enlarge
your vision of The Kingdom, and help us all to abound in brotherly love.

We trust we can be together in the 84th General Assembly, D.V., and we look forward to hear
about the major decisions and deliberations that will be taken in the coming days. We are praying
for you, and please remember the vast nation of Brazil, and our missionaries around the world,
in your intercession before the Throne of Grace.

Renewing our fellowship and Christian bonds, we are,
Your fellow servants,

Rev. Dr. Davi Charles Gomes
President

Presbyter Solano Portela
Executive Secretary
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APPEALS
Appeal 1
Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church
1419 Beaver Road
Sewickley, PA 15143
graceopc@email.com
412-741-3430
R. Daniel Knox, Pastor Brett E. Mahlen, Associate Pastor
142 Glenwood Drive 998 Spruce Street
Ambridge, PA 15003 Ambridge, PA 15003-1631
724-251-9092 215-715-2803

To the Rev. Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk of the General Assembly of the Orthodox Presby-
terian Church:

And now, this second day of March, 2016 A.D., comes the session of Grace OPC in Sewickley,
PA and appeals from the decision of the presbytery of Ohio of October 16, 2015 on the appeal
of the enclosed complaint against the session of Immanuel OPC in Coraopolis, PA, dated Au-
gust 10, 2015, against the delinquency of the IOPC session, in order to bring that complaint to
the General Assembly for adjudication.

Session of Grace OPC, Appellant
Date: 3/2/16
Reasons for the appeal:

The Session of Grace OPC complained against the Session of Immanuel OPC for its failure to
transfer the M. children to Grace OPC along with their father, Mr. M., at his request. The com-
plaint was found out of order by the Session of IOPC on the basis of the three-month time limi-
tation of BD IX.2. On appeal, The Presbytery of Ohio found it out of order on the same basis.

It seems almost inevitable that the complex sequence of events leading up to this point will
obscure the fundamental point at issue. Nevertheless we plead with the Assembly to focus on
it. The point at issue is simply this: does the Assembly agree with the GOPC Session’s convic-
tion that a father who is a member in good standing in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church is
the principal covenant head of his family and thus has the right to have his noncommunicant
children on the membership roll in the congregation of which he is a member? Neither the
Session of IOPC, the Presbytery of Ohio, nor the General Assembly in 2014 has addressed
this question. The Session of Grace OPC believes that this question must be addressed, lest
injustice be done to Mr. M. and an unrighteous precedent be set for future cases.

While the Session of Grace OPC continues to believe that the three-month time limitation in
BD IX,2 is of secondary importance in this case, we also believe that both the Session of IOPC
and the Presbytery of Ohio have misapplied it. In the complaint itself we present two argu-
ments on this point. (1) Our primary argument is that the complaint is against a delinquency of
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the Session of IOPC, and that this delinquency is an ongoing error, because there is no statute
of limitations on complying with a Biblical requirement. (2) Our secondary argument is that
the three-month period effectively began after the Assembly’s final adjudication of the IOPC
Session’s complaint and the execution of the amends by the GOPC session.

We recognized from the beginning that the secondary argument was weaker, and both the
Session of IOPC and the Presbytery of Ohio have seized on its weakness to make it appear
ridiculous — with apparent success up to this point. While we would still not concede that the
argument is invalid, it labors under the difficulty of allowing the debate to focus on secondary
matters. Therefore we would direct the Assembly’s attention once more to the primary argu-
ment.

In finding the complaint out of order the Session of IOPC believes that it has satisfactorily
disposed of the argument that their failure to transfer the M. children is an ongoing error. They
reject the claim that they can be characterized as delinquent, because they acted. Upon reflec-
tion, we find this reasoning to be fallacious. Merely taking some action does not absolve the
session of delinquency. According to the American Heritage Dictionary (1971), the adjective
delinquent means: “failing to do what is required by law or obligation.” We have consistently
maintained that the Bible requires the Session of IOPC to transfer the M. children along with
their father. The Session of IOPC has failed to do this. Therefore the Session is delinquent
and remains delinquent to this day. Therefore the three-month period of BD IX,2 begins anew
every morning.

That is to say, the question of whether or not there has been a delinquency cannot be settled
apart from answering the question of what was “required by law or obligation.” Which brings
us back to our fundamental plea: the matter at issue is this: does the Assembly agree with the
GOPC Session’s conviction that a father who is a member in good standing in the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church is the principal covenant head of his family and thus has the right to have
his noncommunicant children on the membership roll in the congregation of which he is a
member? Mr. M. awaits the answer of his church to this question. He waits for his church to
do justice for him.

Complaint

Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church
1419 Beaver Road

Sewickley, PA 15143
graceopc@email.com 412-741-3430

August 10, 2015

To Jonathan Stark, Clerk of Session of Immanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church of the Ortho-
dox Presbyterian Church:

And now, this tenth day of August, A.D. 2015, comes the Session of Grace Orthodox Presby-
terian Church (Sewickley, PA) and complains against the delinquency of the Session of Im-
manuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church (Coraopolis, PA) in connection with the Immanuel ses-
sion’s failure to honor Mr. M.’s request that his children be transferred from Immanuel OPC to
Grace OPC. Mr. M., as covenant head of his family has the right to have his children under the
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jurisdiction of and in the congregation in which he is a member. This delinquency has resulted
in “lessening [the] authority” (WLC 130) of this family’s lawful governor to fulfill his duties
as their father (Eph 6:4; cf. Tit 1:6; 1 Tim 3:4), in violation of the fifth commandment.

In bringing this complaint we affirm that we believe that the session of Immanuel OPC has
been delinquent and that this delinquency is serious; that we have tried to understand the ses-
sion’s point of view: that we have seriously examined, in prayer before the Lord, our willing-
ness to be in subjection to our brothers in Christ; and that we have made a serious effort to
correct the delinquency short of entering a complaint. In this regard, we want to thank the Im-
manuel Session for receiving our delegation on August 4, 2015 and speaking candidly. One of
the comments made by a member of the Immanuel Session was that the GA’s decision on their
complaint had already settled the matter. However, the observation that was communicated
to us (see Appendix I) stated that the complaint decided only the narrow issue of exclusive
jurisdiction and not which congregation should ultimately have exclusive jurisdiction. The
observation also mentioned that the Session of Grace OPC had “other constitutional means”
available to it. We believe that this complaint falls within the meaning of “other constitutional
means.”

In support of this complaint we set forth the following grounds:

1)  Mr. M. has repeatedly asked for his children to be transferred from Immanuel to
Grace (on the following dates Mr. M. has done so: 2/19/13, 3/4/13, 4/6/13, 5/31/13,
2/2/15; see Appendices A, B, C, D, E) and the Session of Immanuel OPC has repeat-
edly failed to do so.

2) Mr. M. is a member in good standing of the OPC and is also the covenant head of his
family. As such he should have his covenant children with him in membership with
all the rights and responsibilities thereof.

3) The Session of Immanuel OPC does not seem to recognize Mr. M.’s membership
in good standing in the OPC and in Christ’s universal Church, but rather seems to
operate on an assumption of guilt for Mr. M.. The tone and content of the transfer
letter of Mr. M. from Immanuel OPC to Grace OPC (Appendix F) implies this. In
summary, the letter (a) says that there were charges against Mr. M., (b) says that nev-
ertheless there is to be no trial, and (c) lists what the charges would have been. We
communicated our objections to the letter of transfer on July 22, 2013 (Appendix
G). In particular, we objected to the restating of the charges against Mr. M. (of which
we were already aware) and the implications of praying for “protection for you and
the congregation as he is now among you,” a prayer which we believe is inconsistent
with considering a man to be a member in good standing.

The gratuitously (BoD I1.B.3.a) referenced charges were (by Immanuel’s determina-
tion) neither adjudicated nor forwarded to us for adjudication. Therefore, we must
accord to a member in good standing, Mr. M., all the rights, privileges, and respon-
sibilities of a member (1 Cor 13:7), including the right, as covenant head of his
family, to have his children transferred with him to the church of which he is to be a
member.

4) The Bible, God’s holy Word and our “only rule of faith and obedience” (WLC 3),
clearly and unequivocally teaches the headship of husband and father (see Appendix
H) in the family (Eph 6:4; see also Calvin on Eph 5:22-24 and on 1 Cor 11:3), mak-
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ing the husband and father the highest human governor of a family (cf. WLC 118;
Joshua 24:15).

5) We agree with your desire to protect a wife and mother, but this does not nullify
Mr. M.’s covenantal headship, which should be the principle determining where Mr.
M.’s non-communicant children should be members.

6) We believe that your delinquency in failing to transfer Mr. M.’s children effectively
nullifies Mr. M.’s God-given covenantal headship, causing a usurpation of his au-
thority, and instead makes Mrs. M. the effective head and, in effect, makes Mr. M. to
submit to her. We believe that this is the implication of the ground on which the Ses-
sion of Immanuel OPC declined to transfer the children: “Mrs. M.... has objected
to [the children’s] being transferred out of Immanuel without her consent. It is her
desire that they continue as members where they always have been and continue to
be.” (See letter of transfer, Appendix F)

7) The Immanuel OPC session’s delinquency has by default made Mrs. M. the head
of her husband, something which is contrary to the word of God (1 Cor. 11:3; Eph.
5:23).

8)  Although there are many situations in which a father may defer to his wife’s judg-
ment and allow her to make major choices concerning children (e.g. I Sam. 1:23),
Mr. M. has not deferred to Mrs. M. in this case. Therefore the Immanuel session
should not defer to Mrs. M. against the expressed request of Mr. M.

We therefore request the following amend: That the Session of Immanuel OPC send a letter of
transfer to Grace OPC of Mr. M.’s non-communicant children (names) as soon as practicable..

It may be argued that this complaint is out of order because it has not been filed within the
three-month period specified in BD IX.2. In response we offer the following arguments:

(a) In some cases a delinquency stands as an ongoing error, because the obligation to act has
no statute of limitations. We believe that the Session of Immanuel OPC not only was but
still is delinquent in not transferring the children, even to this day. (b) If argument (a) fails,
we note that BD IX.2 waives the three-month limitation if “it is shown that [the complaint]
could not have been presented within that time.” We were unable to bring a complaint in this
matter, because we had attempted to resolve it without complaining by receiving the children
along with Mr. M.. The Session of Immanuel OPC complained against our action, and their
complaint was sustained on appeal by the General Assembly. The Assembly ordered that we
rescind our action of receiving the children. We spent many hours of discussion and debate,
over a number of months, on whether we could in good conscience according to the Word
of God comply with these amends. Eventually we did comply on May 12, 2015. We believe
it was not possible for us to complain until we had removed the names of the children from
our roll. Taking May 12, 2015 as the terminus a quo, the three-month period specified by BD
IX.2 expires on August 12, 2015. (c) In any event, we believe that to find this complaint out of
order on the grounds that it violates the statute of limitations would be to allow a substantive
injustice, contrary to the Word of God, to stand.

, James S. Gidley, Clerk of Session
on behalf of the Session of Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Complainant
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Appendix A: M. Notice of Intention to Seek Membership Elsewhere 2/19/13

Session of Immanuel OPC,

This communication is to inform you of my intention to pursue membership in another area
Reformed church. The general reasons for this are ongoing and manifold, which I have com-
municated to the session and members of it in different contexts over several years. However,
in the last several weeks I have been compelled to come to terms that it is time for me and my
family to find another body to join.

[The remainder of this letter has been deleted in response to the request of IOPC.]
Sincerely, Mr. M.
Appendix B: M. Transfer Request Notice 3/4/13

Monday, Mar 4 at 9:23 AM
From:

To: jthnstark@aol.comCec: garcia.l@opc.org, jhthomas@pointpark.edu
Subject: Attendance

Jonathan,

I wanted to take a minute to let you know I’ve been worshipping at Grace in Sewickley the
last 3 weeks. I have been attending morning and evening worship as well as morning instruc-
tion. The kids have had the same schedule when they have been with me. The Grace session
has a meeting scheduled for Friday March 22, and I have asked to meet with them to discuss
transfering.

Sincerely, Mr. M.

Appendix C: M. Transfer Request 4/6/13

April 6,2013
Session of Immanuel OPC,

This request is to transfer my membership to Grace OPC. The address is 1419 Beaver Road
Sewickley, PA 15143. In addition to mine, I request that you transfer the following non-com-
municant members:

[names omitted]

Sincerely, Mr. M.

Appendix D: M. Transfer Request 5/31/13
Friday, May 31 at 3:27 PM

From:
To: jthnstark@aol.com Cc: magarcia338@gmail.com, duff.1@opc.org
Subject: Re: transfer request

Jonathan,
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I’1l focus my comments to the two specific questions you outlined rather than respond to other
parts of the communication:

1) The only communication from the session related to Mrs. M.’s membership was sent to me
on December 26, 2012 stating Mrs. M. had communicated to the session on Nov 15,2012 she
would be transferring her membership from Immanuel. I sent a communication to Mrs. M.
on January 24th of this year, asking about her intentions for membership and the possibility
of worshipping for the sake of the children at First Reformed, where she had been attending,
or another mutually agreeable church. I did not receive a reply. On February 18, I notified
the session of my intention to transfer membership from Immanuel. On March 4, I updated
the session regarding my attendance with the children at Grace OPC Sewickley. On April 4,
I communicated my intention to Mrs. M. to request a transfer to Grace church for me and the
children. I prepared the transfer request for the session of Immanuel for the April meeting.
On April 15, Jessica notified me she returned to Immanuel, is “considering maintaining [her]
membership there now” and doesn’t “support me transferring the kids out of Immanuel.”
Given this background along with other considerations, I have not withdrawn my request for
transfer.

2) The civil custody discussion is ongoing and all indications are it will carry on for a while.
While I remain open to reconciling the relationship and household, there is no indication that
is a possibility in the foreseeable future. Being that the civil and church courts are distinct,
my request for transfer of membership is not predicated on the civil process, though I am also
pursuing matters related to the children in areas where the state has jurisdiction.

Sincerely, Mr. M.

Appendix E: M. Transfer Request 2/2/15

February 2, 2015
Session of Immanuel,

Noting my lawful request of April 6, 2013 and adding the following background:

1) Council of GA and the special committee of the Presbytery of Ohio to pursue constitutional
means for transferring the membership of the children to Grace OPC Sewickley

2) Immanuel’s steps in pursuit of leaving the OPC for independency starting June 8, 2013.

3) Mr. Garcia’s update at the most recent Fall stated meeting of the Presbytery of Ohio that
Immanuel’s relationship to the Orthodox Presbyterian Church remains tenuous.

Please process my renewed request to transfer the membership of my children to Grace OPC
Sewickley. The address is 1419 Beaver Road Sewickley, PA 15143.

In view with this request are the children as named:
[names omitted]

Sincerely,
Mr. M. [note: the original was signed by Mr. M.]
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Appendix F Letter of Transfer from the Session of Immanuel OPC

June 5, 2013
Dear Session of Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church,

Mr. M. has requested that we transfer his membership from Immanuel OPC to Grace OPC.
With this communication we grant his request and entrust him to your care.

Ordinarily we delight in the opportunity to commend a brother or sister in Christ to the new
congregation they decide to join. We regret that while we have determined to grant Mr. M.’s
request for a transfer, we do so with great concern for his spiritual welfare and for the congre-
gation that will be his new church home. We believe we have a duty to you as our brethren in

Christ’s Church to communicate something of our concern for him rather than merely to grant
his transfer and leave you without knowledge of that concern.'

As you know, the Session of Immanuel OPC was for several years intensely involved in the
counsel and pastoral care of Mr. M., and that this labor focused special concern upon his treat-
ment of his wife and the resultant deterioration of their marriage and her health and welfare.
Ultimately, after many difficulties, the Session did bring five charges against Mr. M. These
charges are:?

1. Breaking of the sixth commandment in his acting in sinful and destructive anger towards
his wife, resulting in neglect of the due preservation of his marriage and her life, and doing so
repeatedly, over time, and despite many pleas and warnings (Gen. 3:16; Prov. 12:18; 15:18;
25:28; 29:22; 30:33; Matt. 5:21-24; Gal. 5:19-21; Eph. 4:29-32; Col. 3:8; WSC 67-69; WLC
134-36; WLC 150-51).

2. Breaking of the ninth commandment in concealing the truth, speaking to the prejudice of
truth and justice, hiding sins when called to a free confession, and doing so repeatedly, over
time, and despite many pleas and warnings (Lev. 19:16; Prov. 6:16-19; Eph. 4:25; James 3:14;
WSC 76-78; WLC 143-45; WLC 150-51).

3. Breaking of the seventh commandment in indulging in pornography and intemperate, un-
chaste behavior unto the disrepair of his marriage relationship, and doing so repeatedly, over
time, and despite many pleas and warnings (Ex. 20:14; Deut. 5:18; Matt. 5:28; Eph. 5:3-4,
25-33; 1 Thess. 4:3, 5; WSC 70-72; WLC ; 137-39; WLC 150-51).

4. Breaking of the fifth commandment in failing to protect and provide for his wife, an “inferi-
or,” things necessary for her soul and body, thus dishonoring himself and lessening his author-
ity as husband and head by his behavior, and doing so repeatedly, over time, and despite many
pleas and warnings (Gen. 12:10-20; 26:6—11; Ex. 21:10-11; Jer. 34:8-22; Ezek. 16:8-13;
Eph. 5:25-33; Col. 3:19; 1 Pet. 3:7; WSC 63-66; WLC 122-30; WLC 150-51).

1 The underlining, here and later in the letter, is not in the original but rather is that of the Grace
session.

2 Note the Immanuel session’s use of the present tense “are” rather than “were,” they speak in the
present tense about charges that were not in place at that time because the trial was “discontinued,”
as they say later.
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5. Breaking of the seventh commandment in an aggravated neglect and harshness in abusive
mistreatment of his wife rising to the level of “willful desertion,” inasmuch as this neglect
and mistreatment has occurred repeatedly, over time, and despite many pleas and warnings,
ultimately driving his wife away from him to preserve her life (Ex. 21:10-11; Ezek. 16:8-13;
23; Jer. 3:1-10; Jer. 34:8-22; Hos. 2:2—-13; Mal. 2:13-17; Eph. 5:25-33; Col. 3:19; 1 Pet. 3:7;
1 Cor. 7:15; WCF XXIV:2, 6; WSC 67-69; WLC 122-30; WLC 134-36; WLC 143-45; WLC
150-51).

The charges themselves are only partially indicative of the subject matter of the trial as the
Session envisioned it. For each of the charges, a significant amount of the anticipated evidence
was testimonial in nature, not only from Mrs. M. but also from members of the Session who
were also witnesses. As one would expect, Mrs. M. was the chief and most important witness.
In the Lord’s providence, however, unforeseen developments within the Session impacted our
relationship to Mrs. M. and, for a range of reasons, ultimately rendered it impossible for Mrs.
M. to continue with the trial. While her notification to us of this fact was both predictable and
warranted, her conclusion was decisive in its consequences for the trial. At the earliest op-
portunity, the Session thus determined unanimously to (a) discontinue the trial and (b) clearly

record in its Minutes that its discontinuation was not at all reflective of any change in the Ses-
sion’s assessment of the charges, specifications, etc., but due exclusively to the fact that Mrs.

M., the chief witness, was no longer able to participate in it.

To date, then, Mr. M. has not been tried for the offenses listed above, and it is our position
that he should not be tried for them unless and until Mrs. M. is able to serve as a witness.
We believe it may be helpful to you to explain why we have concluded this way. It certainly
is possible for us to deny Mr. M.’s transfer request and continue the trial without Mrs. M.’s
involvement, but in our judgment this is neither prudent nor practicable. As a Session, in the
exercise of discipline and the humble use of the keys of the Kingdom, we are not focused
reaching a verdict for its own sake so much as focused on acting justly. Of course we would
aim, in all cases, for a verdict that expresses and is itself an act of righteous judgment, so that
one is involved in the other. But in this case, we see only the possibility of a verdict, not of
justice. We could try Mr. M. and reach a verdict, but without the participation of the chief wit-
ness and the role of her testimony, we do not believe this would satisfy the demands of justice
for either Mr. M. or Mrs. M.. We believe the reputation of Christ and of his Church would be
further compromised by such a trial, and we are jealous to guard the reputation of Christ and of
his Church. Thus, it is only because of this important distinction between (a) simply reaching
a verdict and (b) carrying out justice through a truly just process and a truly just verdict that
we have decided to grant his transfer request, to entrust his life and welfare to the One who
judges justly on the last Day, and not to compromise justice in order to continue Mr. M.’s trial.

We believe it is important for you to know, too, that we have discouraged Mr. M., in writ-
ing, from seeking a transfer of his membership. There have been several communications
exchanged related to his transfer request. In these, we have also expressed our concerns to
him about his handling of matters concerning the Pastor, the Session, the congregation, and
his family, not only over the course of his time under our care but also in recent months.
We strongly encouraged him to communicate directly with the members and officers against
whom he has raised a wide range of serious accusations, but he did not heed our recommenda-
tions. Thus while we are hereby granting his request for a transfer, his decision to transfer does
not come with our recommendation. However, it does come with our continuing and most ear-
nest prayers for his repentance and spiritual welfare in an environment where he is apparently
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open to the ministry of both Pastor and Session in a way he has not been at Immanuel. We pray
for him, and we pray for wisdom, discernment, and protection for you and the congregation
as he is now among you.

In his request for transfer, Mr. M. also requested the transfer of his non-communicant children.
However, their mother, Mrs. M., is a worshipping member in good standing at Immanuel OPC
and has objected to their being transferred out of Immanuel without her consent. It is her de-
sire that they continue as members where they always have been and continue to be. We have
confirmed with Mr. M. that he renewed his transfer request for the children with knowledge of
Mrs. M.’s objections and despite those objections. Under these circumstances, and especially
since the children have been and remain members of Immanuel OPC, as a Session we have
determined we are not in a position to grant a transfer for the children at this time. Thus, this
letter pertains to Mr. M.’s request for himself alone.

For our purposes we now consider him a member of your congregation, at his request. Please
notify us of the date of his reception at Grace OPC. Thank you.

In Christ,
Jonathan Stark
Clerk of Session

Appendix G: Response of the Session of Grace OPC to the Letter of Transfer

July 22,2013
Dear Session of Immanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church,

Greetings in the Name of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, who was delivered to death for our
offenses and raised for our justification!

At our meeting of July 12, 2013, the Session of Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church voted
to receive Mr. M. as a communicant member by letter of transfer, along with his children.
Despite your decision not to include the M. children in your letter of transfer, we have deter-
mined to receive them as covenant children with their covenant head (1 Cor. 11:3). We can
conceive of situations in which a father would forfeit his covenant headship, such as being
excommunicated. However, we have received Mr. M. as a member in good standing, not under
any censure, and not having any charge proved against him.

We must say that we are perplexed when you say in your letter of transfer, dated June 5, 2013,
“For our purposes we now consider him a member of your congregation.” According to the
Book of Discipline, “He shall be considered subject to the jurisdiction of the session which
dismissed him until the time when he actually is received by the body to which he has been
dismissed” (BD I1.B.3.a.). Mr. M. became a member of Grace OPC on July 12, not June 5.
Why would you not consider him a member of Immanuel OPC until you had a word from us
confirming his membership here?

We are concerned about your communication of the charges against Mr. M. in your letter of
transfer. In a way your statements on this matter are unobjectionable, since they relate facts
regarding your trial proceeding. In another sense, however, we believe that your actions and
communication of them to us have the effect of casting a cloud over Mr. M.’s reputation that
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cannot be dispersed. We are concerned that your explanation of discontinuing the trial focused
exclusively on justice, saying nothing of calling the offender to repentance and aiming ulti-
mately at his restoration. You say that you suspended the trial in order to prevent injustice.
Does not the suspension of the trial also prevent repentance and restoration?

You say that your suspension of the trial “was not at all reflective of any change in the Ses-
sion’s assessment of the charges, specifications, etc.” Technically, all this means is that you
still believe the charges to be properly formed and in order. However, given the overall context
of your communication to us and your ongoing attitude towards Mr. M., we read a deeper in-
tention here: you believe that Mr. M. is guilty as charged and wish to communicate this to us.
Why else would you pray for “protection” for us? Was Mr. M. a member in good standing of
Immanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church or a dangerous man from whom we need protection?

We believe that when you send us a letter of transfer, you are acting as judges. You may as
prosecutors believe that a defendant is guilty as charged, but as judges you have no opinion
on the matter until a proper trial has been concluded. In your letter you speak the words of
the prosecutor while wearing the robes of the judge. Does such communication satisfy the
demands of justice?

We remain your brothers in Christ, and we pray for your peace and prosperity.

Yours in Christ,
James S. Gidley
Clerk of Session

Appendix H: The Bible’s Clear Teaching of Headship for the Believing Father

In Summary: The scriptures, our only rule of faith and practice, clearly teach that a
believing husband and father is the covenant head of his family. He has a unique, God
ordained, right and responsibility for the instruction and discipline of his children in the
faith of Jesus Christ.

God has established the authority of parents over their children (“Children, be obedient to your
parents in all things, for this is well-pleasing to the Lord,” Col. 3:20; cf. Eph. 6:1, Prov. 6:20
& 23:22); and the husband over his wife (As the church is subject to Christ, so also the wives
ought to be to their husbands in everything Eph. 5:24; cf. 5:22; 1 Pet. 3:1). This authority is
irrevocable by men, be they sessions or civil magistrates. In view of this, we believe that ex-
cluding Mr. M.’s covenant children from membership in the congregation of which their father
is a member, against his will (which the Immanuel session does by their inaction), is contrary
to Mr. M.’s God-given authority and thus contrary to Scripture, our only rule of faith and
practice. It would be unrighteous before God who binds the church to respect Mr. M.’s God-
given authority over both his children and his wife, who has yet to show legitimate grounds
for divorce in the courts of the church and hence still has a duty to obey him (1 Pet. 3:1, etc.).

In scripture, fathers have a unique role in the instruction of covenant youth. Psalm 78:3-5,
Psalm 44:1, Deut. 32:7, Deut. 6:4-9, and even Proverbs 23:22. These passages and others like
them speak to the primacy of the father in transmitting the covenant from generation to genera-
tion. They require that the father take the lead in the religious instruction of covenant youth
and create a strong presumption of “like father like son.” In fact the presumption is so strong
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that I Corinthians 7:14 instructs us contrary to natural expectation - you would logically expect
that the child would follow the unbelief of the unbelieving father. Hence failure to enroll the
children where the believing father is a member turns the covenant matriarchal. Any arrange-
ment other than membership in the father’s church is unnatural and obscures and compromises
the meaning of the Scriptures above.

When a wife refuses to submit to her husband, as evidenced by physical separation and filing
for divorce from him in civil court, the children are disadvantaged along with the husband.
The husband is stripped of his marital rights and privileges while the children are cast into a
circumstance of uncertainty. The children are bound/blessed by baptismal vows taken by their
parents to instruct [them] in the principles of our holy religion as revealed in the scriptures of
the old and new testaments, and as summarized in the Confession of Faith and Catechisms of
this Church; and ... set an example of piety and godliness before [them], and to endeavor by
all means of God’s appointment to bring him up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. Is
separation and divorce one of the principles of our holy religion as revealed in the scriptures
of the old and new testaments, and as summarized in the Confession of Faith and Catechisms
of this Church? Is separation and divorce an example of piety and godliness? Is separation and
divorce the means of God’s appointment to bring [the children] up in the nurture and admoni-
tion of the Lord?

Clearly, we should all be bewildered and unnerved by the breaking of these covenant vows by
their parent(s). The session believes that the principles of our holy religion, as revealed in the
scriptures of the old and new testaments, and as summarized in the Confession of Faith and
Catechisms of this Church include Mr. M.’s God-given authority over both his children and
his wife. Further, this Church does not serve the children well by denying them membership
with their father in favor of a matriarchal covenant. The Session argues to the contrary, that
to deny this membership in fact violates the principles of our holy religion as revealed in the
scriptures of the old and new testaments, and as summarized in the Confession of Faith and
Catechisms of this Church.

This ground is based on the testimony of Mr. M., the father of these children. The session
believes his profession of faith in the true God to be faithful and true.

Appendix I: Observation re the Disposition of the Complaint appealed to the 2014 Gen-
eral Assembly (Minutes of the 81st [2014] General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyte-
rian Church, §161. pp. 39-40)

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 10 (Appeal 2). Mr. Sallade presented the following report of
Advisory Committee 10 concerning the matters referred to it as follows:

That the General Assembly request the Stated Clerk of the Assembly, in connection with
his notification of the Presbytery of Ohio and the Sessions of Grace OPC, Sewickley,
PA, and Immanuel OPC, Moon Township, PA, regarding the disposition of the complaint
on appeal, to convey the following observation of Advisory Committee 10: “The action
against which complaint was made created a situation in which two sessions of the Ortho-
dox Presbyterian Church would have a claim of ‘exclusive original jurisdiction’ over the
same individuals, a circumstance not allowed by our Form of Government (FG XII.2).
The argument by the session of Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church that such action
was justified by the exigent and abnormal circumstances of this case was not persuasive
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to the Assembly, given the availability of other constitutional means to address the situ-
ation. This action of the Assembly does not address all aspects of this case nor all the
actions of both sessions, but only the narrow constitutional issue before it.
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON GENERAL ASSEMBLY ARRANGEMENTS
I.  PURPOSE

The Committee on General Assembly Arrangements shall consist of four elected mem-
bers in three classes of two, one and one respectfully. In addition, The Stated Clerk shall be
a fifth member, ex officio. If three elected committee members are not present during the As-
sembly; the Assembly will assign temporary members. The Committee shall (1) report to the
General Assembly the funds that are available for the travel expenses of the commissioners to
that Assembly, (2) recommend to each Assembly a date and place for the General Assembly,
(3) be responsible for arrangements before and during the meetings of the General Assembly
that will enable the work of the Assembly, in order to facilitate the exercise of this responsibil-
ity. Presbyteries and committees authorized to send commissioners or corresponding members
are requested to elect such persons and to communicate their selection, including name, ad-
dress, and telephone number, to the Committee and the Stated Clerk by March 1 and (4) it shall
recommend to the Assembly the granting of excuses and the method of reimbursement of the
commissioners’ expenses. [Standing Rule X.2.h]

II. ACCOMPLISHMENTS

This year has been a good year for the committee. With the help of everyone on the Com-
mittee, including the Stated Clerk, we feel comfortable that we are on target with our plans to
enable the work of the Assembly.

Since the last Assembly, the Committee has worked to assure that the arrangements are
in place for the 83rd General Assembly at Sandy Cove Conference Center in North East,
Maryland. The chairman and vice-chairman of the Committee along with the Stated Clerk
of the General Assembly and our Registrar visited Sandy Cove in October, 2015 and have
established a good working relationship with their conference staff. Since the last General As-
sembly, the Committee on Arrangements has contracted with Mrs. Linda Jones to serve as the
Registrar for the 83rd General Assembly. We are thankful for her excellent work on behalf of
our committee and the General Assembly.

Even though we have had a good working relationship with the meeting planning staff at
Sandy Cove, we have found that their contracting, pricing, and the cost of day visitors to be
less than ideal for an OPC General Assembly. The overall cost to bring family members is very
expensive — some commissioners expressed disappointment that they could not afford to bring
family members. In light of the foregoing, the committee will not be recommending Sandy
Cove as a meeting site for future general assemblies unless these conditions can be mitigated.
We will begin to look for another site in the mid-Atlantic/northeast part of the country.

During the report of the Committee on Arrangements at the 82nd General Assembly, a
suggestion was made to consider a Monday — Friday GA and a subsequent letter to this Com-
mittee also requested that we consider reviewing the feasibility of a Monday — Friday GA.
In August, 2015, the Committee on Arrangements established a subcommittee to study the
feasibility of a Monday through Friday General Assembly. The report of our subcommittee is
shown below.

The Committee will give a full financial report at the Assembly regarding funds that are
available for the travel expenses of the commissioners to this year’s Assembly. We expect that
the funds necessary to cover this year’s anticipated costs will be readily available.

The Committee has contacted the following sites for future General Assemblies. No con-
tracts have been signed but the OPC General Assembly has been penciled on to their calendars.
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2017 — May 31-June 6 Trinity Christian College, Palos Heights, Illinois

2018 — June 4—-12* Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois

2019 — June 5-11 Currently considering the University of Texas at Dallas

*This range of dates leaves open the possibility of a Monday—Friday or a Wednesday—
Tuesday General Assembly. The 81st General Assembly responded to the invitation of the
URCNA to hold concurrent and contiguous assemblies by suggesting a 2018 date for such a
gathering. No conversations with the URCNA can be held until after their 2016 synod where
they will establish a committee to arrange their 2018 synod. A recommendation regarding
these dates is part of this report.

1. 2017 BUDGET FOR THE COMMITTEE

The Committee requests that the Assembly allocate $11,000 for the work of the Commit-
tee in 2017.

IV.. REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE TO REVIEW A MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY GA

A special subcommittee for the consideration of a Monday—Friday General Assembly
(Graham, Muether, and Tress) was established by the Committee on General Assembly Ar-
rangements at its August 27, 2015 teleconference meeting.

The subcommittee reviewed the following matters related to the feasibility of a Monday—
Friday General Assembly (hereafter M—F GA):

1.  OPC GA scheduling patterns in the past. (Summarizing briefly: early General
Assemblies varied considerably in their convening and adjourning dates and times. From 1945
to 1960, the General Assembly met over a weekend, except in 1957. From 1961 to 1973, the
General Assembly convened on a Monday or Tuesday and adjourned on a Friday or Saturday.
Every Assembly since 1974 has met over a weekend, with the exception of a Monday-to-
Saturday GA in 1990. It is likely that discounted airfares requiring a “Saturday night say”
factored in the establishment of this practice. That fare structure has largely disappeared with
the competition from low-rate carriers.)

2. The amount of meeting hours necessary to conduct GA business. (We anticipate the
same total meetings hours — 33.5 hours — in a M—F GA.)

3. The differences in airfare rates on particular days of the week. (It appears that the
higher rates for flying on Mondays and Saturdays, typically between $30 and $50, would be
compensated by the Assembly having one less overnight stay.)

In January 2016 the subcommittee conducted a brief online survey of commissioners
to the past three General Assemblies. The survey did not provide clear direction to us, but
individual comments identified some advantages and disadvantages. Summarizing the survey
results:

1. 279 invitations were distributed and 163 responses were received (58.4% response
rate).

2. Slightly more than half the respondents (53%) strongly or mildly agreed that a M—F
GA would be “more convenient” for them; 29% strongly or mildly disagreed, and 18% had no
opinion.

3. When asked to express their personal preference 39.6% opted for a Wed-Tues GA,
39.0% chose a M—F GA, and 21.3% had no preference.

4.  There was slightly greater preference for a M—F GA among ruling elders 40% to
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32% (N=47).
5. There was little deviation from these percentages based on respondents’ geographical
location.

The subcommittee determined:

1. That a M-F GA would seem viable only if the General Assembly met at a mid-
western venue close to a major airport. (Given these restrictions the subcommittee does not
foresee the pattern of conducting a M—F GA every year; at most it might alternate with an
Assembly meeting over a weekend.)

2. That a M-F GA would seem viable only if the Assembly committed itself to begin
its business by 7:00 pm Monday evening and to complete its business by 9:00 pm Friday
evening, with participants returned to their homes on Saturday.

3. That the earliest opportunity for a M—F GA would be 85th General Assembly (2018)
at Wheaton College. Wheaton has reserved our booking in a way that gives us flexibility for
either a M—F GA or a Wednesday—through—Tuesday GA. (One further note: the viability of a
M-F GA in 2018 is dependent on the scheduling of concurrent assemblies with the URCNA,
the planning for which will not begin before the 2016 meeting of the URCNA Synod.)

The full committee reviewed the report of the subcommittee at our meeting of March
10, 2016. We agreed with the subcommittee findings. Our recommendation is reflected in the
Recommendation section of this report.

V.  RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee on Arrangements recommends the following to the 83rd General Assem-
bly (2016):

a.  That the 84th (2017) General Assembly be held on the campus of Trinity Christian
College in Palos Heights, Illinois, beginning on Wednesday evening, May 31, 2017 at 7:00
p m., with a terminus no later than noon Tuesday, June 6, 2017.

b.  That the 85th (2018) General Assembly be held on the campus of Wheaton College
in Wheaton, Illinois, beginning Monday, June 4, 2018 at 7:00 p m., with a terminus no later
than 9:00 p m. Friday, June 8, 2018.

The Committee expects to make additional recommendations at the Assembly regarding
rules for travel compensation and recommendations for the granting of excuses.

VI. ELECTION
The members of the Committee are as follows:

Class of 2016 Robert E. Tarullo — Vice-chairman
Class of 2017 David T. Mahaffy

Edward K. Tress — Chairman
Class 0f 2018 Alan W. Montgomery
Alternate John R. Muether
Ex officio Ross W. Graham — Secretary
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The term of Mr. Tarullo expires at this Assembly. He is available for nomination.

An amendment to Standing Rule X.2 h, regularizing the Committee’s practice of request-
ing the Assembly to elect an alternate fifth member was proposed by the 82nd General Assem-
bly. The Committee on Arrangements supports this amendment without comment.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

With this Assembly the Stated Clerk will have completed the second year of his three-
year term. He has worked under arrangements and oversight provided by the Trustees of
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church which call for him to work a twenty-four hour average
work-week with a part-time staff of an administrative assistant, a print editor, and a web and
document updater. The workload is manageable, the staff is invaluable, and the job seems to
be getting done.

II. GENERAL ASSEMBLY DETAILS

A. The Agenda

The Agenda for the 83rd General Assembly, containing some 350 pages of
documentation, was printed and mailed to commissioners during the second full week of May.
Among items of interest to note, it contains one overture, one judicial appeal, a progress report
from the Committee to Consider Canadian Matters that was erected by the 82nd General
Assembly, and final reports from the Committee to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest, the
Committee to Study Republication, and the Committee to Study the Care for Ministers of the
Church, all erected by the 81st General Assembly. The Docket calls for 33 hours of business
spread over six days of meetings, one half-hour less than last year, but still probably sufficient
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to cover all of the items before the Assembly.

Commissioners were given the option of receiving the Agenda in digital form in
addition to or instead of hard copy when they registered. One of the concerns about the digital
transmission of this document has been the issue of the compromise of security for some
of our missionaries if information about their work found its way into the wrong hands via
the internet. To address this concern, the Agenda was again placed in a secure, encrypted
and password protected site on OPC.ORG, with the password provided to commissioners,
corresponding members, and fraternal delegates.

B. Docket and Time Schedule

This year the Assembly continues, at the request of the moderator, to follow an older
practice of starting with a worship and communion service at the beginning of the Assembly
on Wednesday, June 8, at 7:30 p m. at the Chapel at the Sandy Cove Conference Center
under the auspices of Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Wilmington, Delaware.
Following the communion service in the Sandy Cove Chapel building, commissioners will
proceed to their seats in the Chesapeake Auditorium for the convening of the Assembly, with
a plan to work through the docket up to item 12 on that opening evening.

The advisory committees will each be assigned separate meeting rooms throughout
the Chesapeake Lodge and Conference Center and adjoining buildings, and will start work
right away on Thursday morning. It is anticipated that the advisory committees will have
sufficiently completed their work to allow the moderator to call the Assembly back into
session by mid-afternoon on Thursday, and to proceed with business. There will be no session
of the Assembly on Saturday evening to allow commissioners to prepare for the Lord’s Day.

On the Lord’s Day morning, commissioners are invited to sign up to attend worship
in specific area churches within an hour’s drive of Sandy Cove, and to enjoy a meal together
with their selected host congregation (no noon meal will be available at the Conference
Center) before returning to Sandy Cove later in the afternoon. An evening meal will be served
at Sandy Cove at 5:15 p m. prior to a 7:00 p m. evening worship service for commissioners,
fraternal delegates, and attending family members conducted by the session of Faith Orthodox
Presbyterian Church of Elmer, New Jersey.

The Assembly resumes its work on Monday morning, and adjournment is to be not
later than noon Tuesday, June 14.

III. AMENDMENTS TO THE BOOK OF CHURCH ORDER

No amendments to any section of the Book of Church Order were proposed to the
presbyteries for ratification by the 82nd General Assembly.

IV. AMENDMENTS TO THE STANDING RULES AND INSTRUMENTS

A. Upon recommendation of the Stated Clerk, the 82nd General Assembly proposed to
the 83rd General Assembly an amendment to Chapter V of the Standing Rules, by addition of
a new section 6.

B. Upon recommendation of Advisory Committee 9 (on Arrangements) the 82nd
General Assembly also proposed to the 83rd General Assembly an amendment to Standing
Rule X.2.h concerning the composition of the Committee on Arrangements.
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V. WORK OF THE STATED CLERK

A. Overview

The Stated Clerk feels comfortable in his role and is pleased with his work
responsibilities and those of his staff. The Trustees of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
have built flexibility and mobility into his schedule and have provided both the tools and the
encouragement for him to conduct his labors at home and while traveling as well as from an
office in the Administration Building in Willow Grove.

The Clerk is responsible ultimately to the General Assembly for his work, but the
Trustees are charged by the Standing Rules with the task of reviewing his performance. The
Clerk has submitted written reports on his labors to the Trustees and has met with the Trustees
and with the members of their administration subcommittee several times during the year.

B. Staff

The staff that has been provided to the Stated Clerk by arrangement with the Trustees
has been of invaluable assistance to him in his work, and he cannot conceive of accomplishing
the tasks assigned without the labors of the competent people who surround him.

Mrs. Charlene Tipton serves as administrative assistant to the Stated Clerk. To her
are delegated the maintaining of all the lists and data that flow through the Stated Clerk’s
office. She maintains and updates the OPC Directory. She formats the Agenda documents
for printing and the minutes for publication. She also handles the physical distribution of
these publications for the Clerk. In addition, she assists the Clerk with the management of the
General Assembly Operation Fund.

Mrs. Linda Foh updates the online church directory on OPC.ORG and maintains
and updates information for the “Ministerial Register of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.”

Dr. James W. Scott, Managing Editor of New Horizons, serves the Stated Clerk as
print editor for the publication of the Minutes, the OPC Directory, and the Book of Church
Order, and assists with various printing and editing projects.

C. Publications
Much of the work of the Stated Clerk between general assemblies involves the
publication of materials for or about the Church. Here is a brief review of those publications.

1. The electronically published minutes of the 82nd (2015) General Assembly

In 2015 the Clerk continued the practice he began in 2014 of electronically
publishing the Journal of the 82nd (2015) General Assembly as a separate set of minutes, and
distributing it as an email attachment to all sessions and ministers (as well as to all 82nd GA
commissioners), within two weeks of the close of the Assembly. Care was taken to ensure
that the electronic distribution of these minutes did not compromise the safety of our foreign
missionaries. The Clerk believes that getting the actions of the highest court of the church into
the hands of the sessions and presbyteries quickly is the clearest means of communicating the
actions of the Assembly.

2. The Minutes of the 82nd General Assembly and the 2015 Yearbook of the OPC
came together nicely with the assistance of administrative assistant Charlene Tipton and print
editor Jim Scott, and with the gracious volunteer indexing of the volume provided by Historian
John Muether. Though all goals and deadlines were met, there was a slight delay in the printing
of the volume which was finally distributed during the fourth week in September.

The 62nd (1995) General Assembly set the policy that the Minutes are to be
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sent to all ministers and sessions of the denomination with a request to contribute $15 per copy
to cover the cost of printing. That policy was reaffirmed by the 80th (2013) General Assembly.

3. The 2015 reprinting of the Confession of Faith and Catechisms

In late 2015 the supply of copies of The Confession of Faith and Catechisms
was almost depleted and the Committee on Christian Education issued a 2015 reprinting of
the volume. At that time the Clerk worked with the CCE staff to ensure the correction of the
last cited verse of proof text [g.] of Confession of Faith 25:3 found on page 126 to read: “Isa.
59:21. As for me, this is my covenant with them, saith the LORD; My spirit that is upon thee,
and my words which I have put in thy mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the
mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s seed, saith the LORD, from henceforth
and for ever.” With this change a long-repeated misciting of verse 12 instead of verse 21 of
Isaiah 59 and a corresponding wrong verse quotation have been corrected.

4. The 2016 OPC Directory
The 2016 OPC Directory was again printed without the inclusion of advertising
in order to qualify the booklet for distribution by USPS media rate. This change had two
effects. First, it dramatically reduced the cost of distributing the Directory. Second, it made
space in the present 6-inch by 9-inch booklet format to add information about eighty more
churches.

5. The 2016 Ministerial and Congregational Registers

The “Ministerial Register of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church” is a volume
that contains biographical information about every minister who has served in the OPC since
its founding in 1936. The data for this volume is being ably kept up-to-date by Mrs. Linda Foh.
The “Congregational Register of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church” is a less-well-known
volume that contains historical information about every congregation that has been part of
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church since its founding in 1936. This historical collection is
being maintained by OPC Historian John Muether. Under the authorization and direction of
the Stated Clerk, these two collections have been reviewed and prepared for printing and 4
Ministerial and Congregational Register of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church 1936-2016 and
will be available for purchase beginning at the 83rd (2016) General Assembly in conjunction
with the commemoration of the eightieth anniversary of the founding of the Church.

D. Finances

1. The Clerk sent out notices to all the churches in August 2015 concerning
the amount requested from each church for the General Assembly Operation Fund (GAOF)
and summarizing what was being requested for all General Assembly causes for 2016. This
information is also posted on OPC.ORG. The GAOF received $239,278 in contributions in
2015, exceeding the budgeted amount of $235,000. (See the Report of the Trustees, page 303.)

2. The Clerk authorized vouchers in 2015 for expenses charged to the GAOF.

3. Under the provisions of Standing Rule I11.3.j.(4), and XI.2.e., the Clerk has met
with a representative of the Trustees of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church and has prepared,
together with them, a proposed budget for the GAOF for 2017. This proposed budget was
approved by the Trustees and is found in their report on page 303.
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4. The Committee on Coordination receipts the income for the GAOF and issues
payments, which the Clerk authorizes, from the Fund. The Committee on Coordination also
ensures that the GAOF is audited each year.

E. Other Duties of the Stated Clerk

1. His work with the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations
Under the provisions of Standing Rule X.2.g, the Stated Clerk is an ex officio
member of the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations (CEIR) without vote.
During the past year the Clerk attended two stated meetings of the CEIR, corresponded with
each church with which the OPC is in an ecclesiastical relationship, informing them of actions
and decisions of the past General Assembly, and later inviting each to send a fraternal delegate
to the next General Assembly, and has maintained close contact with the CEIR administrator.

2. His work with the Committee on General Assembly Arrangements
Under the provisions of Standing Rule X.2 h, the Stated Clerk is an ex officio
member of the Committee on General Assembly Arrangements (COA). During the past year
the Clerk has served as the secretary of the COA, has participated on visiting teams to three
future or potential General Assembly locations, has attended seven COA meetings, and has
maintained close contact with the chairman of the COA.

F.  Looking to the Future

1. The electronic publication of the Minutes/Yearbook

For several years there has been a desire within the Church to give recipients
of the annual Minutes/Yearbook the option of receiving it in bound volume or in electronic
format. The Clerk has been in conversation about this matter with the Trustees, the Committee
for the Historian, the Committee on Foreign Missions, the Committee on Christian Education,
and with those who have technical expertise on this matter both within and outside the Church.
He has learned the complexity of the issues surrounding this matter, and progress toward
achieving this objective has been frustrating and slow. But he believes that a plan will be in
place by the summer of 2016 for the distribution of the Minutes of the 83rd General Assembly
and the 2016 Yearbook of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in a secure electronic format to
those who request it.

2. A Clerk-observer

Each year since the 66th (1999) General Assembly the recording of the minutes
has been done by the diligent and gifted Assistant Clerk, the Rev. John W. Mahafty. While
thankful for the invaluable service rendered by Mr. Mahaffy (who has agreed to serve the 83rd
General Assembly as Assistant Clerk), the Stated Clerk is concerned that his Assistant Clerk
has no back-up. He recalls earlier times in the 1980s and 1990s when Mr. Mahafty, along with
the Rev. Glenn D. Jerrell and the Rev. Stephen L. Phillips, all served ably in this position when
they were young men in their thirties and forties. After discussing the matter with the Trustees,
it has been decided that an additional chair would be in place at the Clerks’ table at the 82nd
and following assemblies for a Clerk-observer who would be appointed by the Stated Clerk to
learn from Mr. Mahaffy the role and responsibilities of the Assistant Clerk.
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VI. RECOMMENDATION

That the Assembly instruct the Stated Clerk to request each recipient of the hard copy
Minutes/Yearbook to consider a voluntary contribution to offset the cost of production and
distribution, with the suggested amount to be set annually by the Stated Clerk in consultation
with the Trustees.

VII. CONCLUSION

It is a privilege to serve this Church I love as Stated Clerk of the General Assembly. It is
my hope that the work I do, however administrative, reflects my love for the Lord Jesus Christ.
I am humbled by the trust that has been placed in me by the General Assembly, and I ask for
your prayers that in this work I do for the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, I may always be
found serving you on behalf of my Savior.

Respectfully submitted,

Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk
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THE REPORT OF THE TRUSTEES OF
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
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2. Tax exempt status and EIN have no relationship to state tax exempt status
3. Congregations must not use the EIN of the OPC for payroll purposes
III. EIN/TIN NUMBERS FOR CONGREGATIONS
IV. COMMITTEE EXPENSES THAT EXCEED BUDGET
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VIII. PROPOSED BUDGET
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I.  MEETING

The Trustees of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church met for the regular annual meeting
on March 24, 2016. The elected officers of the Trustees are: Stephen L. Phillips, President;
Richard N. Ellis, Vice President; Samuel H. Bacon, Secretary; Edward K, Tress, Treasurer.

II. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

A. The Employer Identification Number (EIN) of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
is only to be used by the Trustees for matters related to the denomination and the tax-exempt
status of the corporation.

B. It should be remembered that:

1. The Orthodox Presbyterian Church and its member churches are certified by
the Internal Revenue Service as exempt from filing Federal income tax returns under Section
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. The Internal Revenue Service assigned The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church an EIN for this purpose. Donors may deduct, on their US federal income
tax returns, contributions to the denomination and/or member churches under Section 170 of
the Internal Revenue Code. This certification of exempt status is also useful to any member
church in obtaining permission to mail through the U. S. Postal Service at special third-
class rates. A certificate of a church’s membership in the denomination and/or a copy of the
IRS certification letter may be obtained from the Secretary of the Trustees of The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church.

2. The tax-exempt status detailed above has no relationship with exemption from
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state sales taxes. Each state that has a sales tax has its own rules for making tax-exempt
purchases for the church’s use. For these details contact the Department of Revenue of the
state in which the church is located.

3. Under no circumstances may any congregation or agency of The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church use the EIN of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church as its EIN or
Tax Identification Number (TIN) in its dealings with the Internal Revenue Service with
regard to payrolls, social security taxes, withheld Federal income taxes, etc. This reference
number is exclusively for the Trustees of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church for the purposes
stated in Sections “A” and “B-1” above. If advice to the contrary is received, please do nothing
before contacting the Secretary of the Trustees.

II. EIN/TIN NUMBERS FOR CONGREGATIONS

To receive an EIN for a congregation go to the IRS web site at www.irs.gov. The Trustees
urge each congregation and mission work of the denomination to apply for an EIN.

IV. COMMITTEE EXPENSES THAT EXCEED BUDGET

The committees of the General Assembly are reminded that the Instruments of the General
Assembly, Section H.2, require that committees expecting to exceed their annual budgets must
seek prior authorization from the Stated Clerk. If they expect to exceed their annual budgets by
more than ten (10) percent they must seek prior authorization from both the Stated Clerk and
the Trustees of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

V.  TRUSTEES’ REPRESENTATIVE TO THE 83RD GENERAL ASSEMBLY

The Rev. Stephen L. Phillips was delegated to present the Report of the Trustees to the
83rd General Assembly, with Messrs. David E. Haney and Edward K. Tress as alternates.

VI. ELECTIONS
A. The present Trustees are:

1. Class of 2018: Samuel H. Bacon and David E. Haney
2. Class of 2017: Stephen L. Phillips and Stephen L. Chong
3. Class of 2016: Richard N. Ellis and Edward K. Tress

B. The term of the following trustees expires at this assembly:

1. Class of 2016: Richard N. Ellis (minister) and Edward K. Tress (elder)
2. One minister and one ruling elder or deacon are to be elected to the class of
2019.

The Trustees wish to inform the Assembly that Richard N. Ellis (minister) and
Edward K. Tress (elder) are eligible to be re-elected and have indicated their willingness to
serve for the Class of 2019.
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VII. CONCERNING THE STATED CLERK

A. The Trustees recommend that Standing Rule III.B.1. be suspended and that the Stat-
ed Clerk be elected for a two (2) year term beginning June 2017.
Grounds: The plans of the present Stated Clerk and of the Trustees call for this rec-
ommendation.
B. The Trustees nominate the Rev. Ross W. Graham to service as Stated Clerk for the
term indicated above.

VIII. PROPOSED BUDGET

The Trustees in accordance with the Standing Rules XI:2.e. (“propose to the General
Assembly a budget for the General Assembly Operation Fund, and suggest a per capita
contribution for payment of the assembly expenses”) recommend the budget appended to
this report for the General Assembly Operation Fund for 2017 and request the churches of the
denomination to contribute $20 per communicant member to the General Assembly Operation
Fund in 2017.

IX. ESTIMATED EXPENSE

The Trustees estimate their costs for 2017 to be $9,800 (Insurance $9,300 and Trustees
expenses of $500).

Respectfully submitted,

Stephen L. Phillips
President
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REPORT OF THE STATISTICIAN

This report provides a summary of statistics for the Orthodox Presbyterian Church for the
year 2015. The Yearbook contains a tabulated summary of statistics for the whole church, the
regional churches, and local congregations, the statistical reports of the presbyteries, and a
recapitulation of membership totals since 1938.

I.  SUMMARY

During 2015 the OPC experienced modest growth in several areas of statistical measure-
ment. Local churches increased in number by five to 278, and unorganized mission works
decreased by three to 47, bringing the total number of congregations and mission works to
325 at the end of the year. Total membership reached 31,200 at the end of 2015. This is a
new record high for total membership, but represented an increase of only 76 members (0.24
percent) for the year. Morning worship attendance, however, increased by 550 persons (2.28
percent) to 24,650 as measured in November. Sunday school attendance slipped to 12,220,
having decreased by 118 persons (-0.96 percent).

Total offerings of $56.9 million represented an increase of 4.92 percent from 2014. This
was accompanied by a 4.37 percent increase in average giving per communicant member,
from $2,377 to $2,481. Of the total giving, general offerings increased 4.64 percent, while
benevolence giving remained flat (-0.06 percent). Meanwhile, offerings for capital improve-
ments increased 21.35 percent over 2014.

The church welcomed 18 new ministers last year: 12 men newly ordained to the gospel
ministry and six received from other churches, while losing 17 ministers for various reasons.
This brings the total number of ministers to 535.

This report is based on reports received from each presbytery and from local churches
and mission works comprising 95 percent of the total church membership.

II. CHURCHES AND MISSION WORKS

Local churches at the end of 2015 numbered 278, which represents an increase of five
congregations from 2014. This came about as seven mission works were organized as new and
separate churches and two congregations were received, while two churches were dissolved
and two churches withdrew from the OPC. The number of unorganized mission works
declined by three to 47, as eight new mission works were started or received, while seven
were organized as new and separate churches, and four were terminated. These changes are
listed below with their respective regional churches.

Church Additions (9) Regional Church
Organized as new and separate churches from mission works
Providence, Tulsa, OK Central U.S.
Reformation, Floral Park, NY CT & So. NY
Emmanuel, Castle Rock, CO Dakotas
Hillsdale OPC, Hillsdale, M1 MI & Ontario
Igreja Presbiteriana Brasileira em Melrose, Melrose, MA NY & New England
Redding Reformed Fellowship, Redding, CA Northern CA & NV
South Austin, Austin, TX Southwest
Received into the OPC

Covenant Family Church, Troy, MO Midwest
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Covenant Pres., Buford, GA Southeast
Church Reductions (4)

Dissolved
Mill Creek, Grand Rapids, MI MI & Ontario
Westminster, Windber, PA Ohio

Withdrew from the OPC
Hope, Mercer Island, WA Northwest
Emmanuel Chapel, Philadelphia, PA Philadelphia
Mission Work Additions (8)

Started or received into the OPC as mission works
Bethel, Bismarck, ND Dakotas
New City Fellowship, Grand Rapids, MI MI & Ontario
Covenant Life, Shawano, WI Midwest
Reformada, Arroyo, PR New Jersey
Coeur d’Alene Reformed, Coeur d’Alene, ID Northwest
Living Water, Springfield, OH Ohio
Harvest, Winston-Salem, NC Southeast
Yuma OPC, Yuma, AZ Southern CA
Mission Work Reductions (11)

Organized as new and separate churches
Providence, Tulsa, OK Central U.S.
Reformation, Floral Park, NY CT & So. NY
Emmanuel, Castle Rock, CO Dakotas
Hillsdale OPC, Hillsdale, MI MI & Ontario
Igreja Presbiteriana Brasileira em Melrose, Melrose, MA NY & New England
Redding Reformed Fellowship, Redding, CA Northern CA & NV
South Austin, Austin, TX Southwest

Terminated as a mission work
Grace, Fargo, ND Dakotas

Christ Presbyterian, Elkton, MD Mid-Atlantic
Gereja Protestant Indonesian Jemaat Immanuel, Philadelphia, PA  Philadelphia
Big Bear Valley, Big Bear Lake, CA Southern CA

III. MEMBERSHIP AND ATTENDANCE

The total membership of 31,200 persons at year’s end consisted of 535 ministers, 22,917
communicant members, and 7,748 baptized children (non-communicants). This represents an
increase of 76 persons (0.24 percent) from 2014’s adjusted total of 31,124 members. This
membership increase is comprised of a gain of one in the number of ministers, a net gain
of 119 communicant members, and a net reduction of 44 baptized children. Communicant
membership change included 574 professions of faith and 765 reaffirmations of faith; offset
by losses from deaths (176), net transfers (361), and discipline & erasures (683). The reduc-
tion of 44 non-communicant members (baptized children) came as the result of additions by
573 baptisms and 483 children received with parents, and of reductions by professions of faith
(276), death (6), children dismissed with parents (614), and erasures (204). Overall, these
membership changes by category compare closely to the average annual changes recorded
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over the past five years.

Attendance at morning worship in November averaged 24,650, which is 79.0 percent of
total membership. This is an increase of 550 persons (2.28 percent) from a year earlier, which
had seen a small decline. Sunday school attendance in November averaged 12,220, which is
39.2 percent of total membership. This is 118 persons (-0.96 percent) less than reported in
2014. Both morning worship and Sunday school attendance have remained largely unchanged
over the past ten years.

OP congregations, naturally, vary greatly in size, ranging from tens to hundreds of mem-
bers. The “average” OP church (not including unorganized mission works) has 106 members
(communicants and non-communicants) and a weekly attendance of 84 at morning worship.
The median size (half smaller, half larger), however, is 83 members and 68 attending worship,
indicating that most (almost two-thirds) of the churches are smaller than the average. About
ten percent of OP churches exceed 196 members and 151 attendees.

IV. CONTRIBUTIONS

Total giving in 2015 grew by 4.92 percent over the previous year to $56,853,894, con-
sistent with the increase in church membership and average giving per communicant member,
which reached $2,481.

The $56.8 million contributed to support all aspects of the ministry of the OPC in 2015
is divided into three categories for the statistical report. General offerings for local church
expenses grew by 4.64 percent to $45,840,236, or 80.63 percent of giving. Benevolence of-
ferings (for missions, outreach, and diaconal ministry) decreased slightly (-0.06 percent) to
$7,383,495, representing 12.99 percent of total contributions. Offerings designated or used for
capital improvements totaled $3,630,163, or 6.39 percent of total giving.

Finally, bequests received by local churches in 2015 totaled $283,400. This amount does
not include bequests that may have been received by presbyteries and denominational agen-
cies.

V. ORDAINED OFFICERS

There were 535 ministers in the OPC at the end of 2015, representing a net increase of
one in the number of ministers on the rolls of OPC presbyteries. Twelve men were ordained
as ministers, and six ministers were received into the OPC from other churches. Seventeen
ministers were removed from the rolls of presbyteries for reasons summarized below. Dates
and details of ministerial changes are reported in the Statistical Reports of the Presbyteries in
the Yearbook.

Ministers Added to the Roll (18) Presbytery
Ordained

Andrew R. Barshinger New Jersey
Shane M. Bennett Central PA
Michael J. Chapa Dakotas
Matthew D. Cole New Jersey
Timothy Ferguson New Jersey
Jeremy J. Logan Ohio
Joshua L. McKamy Central PA
Matthew H. Patton Ohio

M. Justin Rosser Southeast
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Mark D. Soud South

David L. Thibault Southern CA

Nathan A. Tomlinson NY & New England
Received into the OPC

Michael J. Kearney Midwest

Jude J. Reardon Northwest

Marcus J. Serven Midwest

Todd E. Smith New Jersey

Christopher B. Strevel, Sr. Southeast

Zecharias Abraham Weldeyesus Southeast

Ministers Removed from the Roll (17)
Dismissed from the OPC

Tim R. Beauchamp NY & New England

Bryan P. Crotts Southeast

Howard Currie New Jersey

Claude D. DePrine 111 New Jersey

Gabriel N. E. Fluhrer Southeast

Graham C. Harbman Northern CA & NV

Mark J. Larson New Jersey

Jesse A. J. Pirschel Southern CA

Christopher Sandoval Midwest

Jack K. Unangst, Jr. NY & New England
Deceased

Paul H. Anderson NY & New England

Roger Gibbons Midwest

Andrew E. Wikholm Southern CA
Deposed

Patrick D. Durkee Central U.S.
Erased

James T. Dennison, Jr. Northwest

Gerald C. Dodds Ohio

Sabry Tanios CT & SoNY

In addition to these changes, nine ministers transferred between OPC presbyteries in
2015.

Minister From To

David M. Cornette New Jersey Midwest
David R. Holmlund NY & New England Philadelphia
Stephen L. Roberts Mid-Atlantic Midwest
Jason M. Roddy MI & Ontario Southeast

G. Mark Sumpter Northwest Southwest
Thomas E. Tyson Central PA Mid-Atlantic

Jeffrey C. Waddington New Jersey Philadelphia
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Todd V. Wagenmaker Midwest Southwest
Douglas A. Watson Philadelphia Southeast

The number of ruling elders in the church decreased by one to 1094; of these, 843 (77
percent) are currently serving on sessions. The total number of deacons increased by 13 to 879,
with 686 (78 percent) actively serving. In all, with ministers included, there are 2,508 ordained
officers in the church.

VI. CONCLUSION

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church in 2015 continued the slow but steady growth
characteristic of the past ten years. Sessions added 2,213 new communicant members to their
rolls, but also removed 2,094 members. Similarly, non-communicant gains were 1,056, but
removals totaled 1,100 (of whom 276 were by profession of faith). Although there continue to
be many changes in membership occurring at the local level, overall there is a great degree of
stability and some growth in the total numbers, as the Lord guides and preserves his church.

Respectfully submitted,
Luke E. Brown
Statistician
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension exists to help the presbyteries
and congregations of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church start new Presbyterian and Reformed
congregations throughout the United States, Canada, and the Caribbean. This simple statement
of purpose gives clear direction to both the Committee and its staff about how biblical
ecclesiology works itself out in the OPC.

The sessions, congregations, and presbyteries of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church have
developed a godly passion for the establishment of new churches. They have come to expect
that their Church will plant a number of new mission works each year; that new men will be
needed to fill the ranks of those who serve as pastors in her growing number of congregations;
and that significant dollars will be expended in the divine direction of her expansion. These
attitudes are now a part of what describes her denominational consciousness. The Committee
on Home Missions and Church Extension rejoices over these expectant attitudes in the OPC
and is thankful for the privilege of working with the whole church in the building of the
kingdom.

During 2015, the Committee completed the search for a new associate general secretary,
with a call extended to Al Tricarico and approved by his presbytery in December. We are
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excited to see Rev. Tricarico apply his experience as an evangelist, minister, and missionary as
he supports church planters and their families.

Four new church plants celebrated the arrival of their organizing pastors and the start of
denominational aid in 2015. Two other organizing pastors were called to serve church plants
already in the middle of their denominational support. In addition, two presbyteries called
men to serve as regional home missionaries, so that nine presbyteries employed regional home
missionaries by the end of the year.

Some of our church plants faced significant struggles in 2015, as well. Two works lost
their organizing pastors toward the end of the year, and both presbyteries determined to
terminate weekly worship services. According to our church planting manual, the work of
church planting is “a spiritual assault on the gates of hell.” We do well to remember that
truth, in order to provide context and encouragement when the work is hard; to remind us to
engage in this important work with persistent prayer to the Lord; and to challenge us to pursue
evangelism with godly zeal. Planting new churches provides an opportunity to proclaim the
gospel to the nations.

In a year when only four new mission works began denominational support, we are
reminded that our desire is to see eight to ten mission works begin support every year. Yet, in
the past seven years, that goal has only been reached twice. Join us in praying for more new
works in the coming years.

Already, the Lord is answering those prayers in 2016 with many opportunities for church
planting. The Committee is prepared to support at least eleven new mission works and one
new regional home missionary this year. Three of those works already have church planters
attached and are ready to begin their service, while several others are in the middle of active
searches for an organizing pastor. One presbytery has already approved and called a man to
serve as their regional home missionary. Church planting momentum is on the rise, and the
Lord has provided many opportunities. Pray for those opportunities to increase, and pray for
the Lord’s protection in the many existing and developing works throughout the OPC.

The Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension submits to the 83rd General
Assembly the report that follows, in praise to God who has abundantly cared for us. We ask
you to lift up your prayers as you read it, and understand it to be a statement of our faith that
God will continue to bless the work of church planting in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
and that He will send laborers into the plentiful harvest for their work of enlarging His church
and accomplishing what He has laid out for us to do.

II.  FIELD SUPPORT IN 2015

A. Fields Supported
The following thirty-eight mission works were provided with financial assistance
from the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension during 2015 (listed by

presbytery):

Central Pennsylvania: Chambersburg, Pennsylvania (Joshua L. McKamy)
State College, Pennsylvania (Jeremiah W. Montgomery)
Williamsport, Pennsylvania (Andrew T. Adcock)
Central United States: Tulsa, Oklahoma (Jim G. Stevenson)
Connecticut & So. New York: Long Island, New York (Benjamin W. Miller)
Queens, New York (Jonathan W. Shishko)
Dakotas: Fargo, North Dakota (Greg P. Hoadley)
Lander, Wyoming (Phillip B. Strong)
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Michigan & Ontario:

Mid-Atlantic:
Midwest:
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Grand Rapids, Michigan (Mika D. Edmondson)
Hillsdale, Michigan (Everett A. Henes)
Gaithersburg, Maryland (Ron L. Beabout)
Andover, Minnesota (James T. Hoekstra)

Chicago, Illinois (John H. Ro)

Crystal Lake, Illinois (Brandon T. Wilkins)
Davenport, Iowa (Kenneth R. Golden)

Eau Claire, Wisconsin (Kim M. Kuhfuss)

St. Louis, Missouri (Todd V. Wagenmaker, Paul A. Mourreale)
Ponce, Puerto Rico (Carlos M. Cruz)

West Lebanon, New Hampshire (Timothy G. Herndon)
Morgan Hill, California (Tony L. Garbarino)
Cincinnati, Ohio (Christopher A. Malamisuro)

Mount Vernon, Ohio (Sacha Walicord, Jeremy Logan)
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (Thomas G. Albaugh)
Springfield, Ohio (Bradley M. Peppo)

Birmingham, Alabama (Mark D. Soud)

Key West, Florida (William V. Welzien)

Naples, Florida (Eric R. Hausler)

Gastonia, North Carolina (Joseph H. Fowler)

Neon, Kentucky (M. Jay Bennett)

Royston, Georgia (Michael L. Myers)

Anaheim Hills, California (Christopher D. Hartshorn)
Capistrano Beach, California (Jonathan B. Moersch)
Carson, California (Joshua P. Lyon)

Cottonwood, Arizona (Brian D. Chang)

Tucson, Arizona (Christopher J. Chelpka)

Austin, Texas (James J. Cassidy)

Houston, Texas (Robert S. Arendale)

San Antonio, Texas (Andrew T. Moody)

New Jersey:

New York & New England:
N. Calif. & Nevada:

Ohio:

South:

Southeast:

Southern Calif.

Southwest

B. New Fields
Four new mission works began receiving financial assistance from the Committee
on Home Missions and Church Extension during 2016 in the following locations: Austin,
Texas; Birmingham, Alabama; Chambersburg, Pennsylvania; and Springfield, Ohio.
Jeremy Logan began his duties at Knox OPC in Mount Vernon, Ohio, in March 2015,
resuming work that was already begun there. Paul Mourreale began his duties at Gateway
OPC in Saint Louis, Missouri, in July 2015, resuming work that was already begun there.

C. Field Support Policy
The Committee reminds the Church that the following financial support policies are
being followed:

1. Aid for new mission works

a. The Committee will provide financial assistance for a mission work up to
50% of its total budget and only if the presbytery and/or the mission work cannot fully support
the labors of a full-time evangelist for that work. This support will be for no more than four
years on a quarterly declining scale after the first year, contingent upon the renewed yearly
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recommendation of the presbytery and with the understanding that the Committee will be
consulted in the selection of the church planter.

b. Before receiving initial support, the presbytery will complete and submit
to the Committee the Church Planting Assessment and Action Plan, which will provide: an
historical sketch of the mission work, guidelines and provisions for oversight and evaluation,
and a plan for developing it into a self-governing and self-supporting congregation, including
adequate provision in its budget for the labors of the evangelist on a full-time basis. [Note:
In 2014, the Committee approved a document of questions — called the Church Planting
Assessment and Action Plan — to which a new work will submit answers before the approval
of financial support from CHMCE. This new document made specific and tangible the review
process when considering new works. While the document of questions is new, this review
process reflects the language of our Operating Manual. Completion of this review process
is now a prerequisite to receiving financial support from CHMCE. This process was fully
implemented for new works in 2015.]

c.  Before receiving continued support for the second, third, or fourth years,
the presbytery will submit by November 15 a request for such renewal, together with a written
review of the original Church Planting Assessment and Action Plan for the mission work,
including an indication that provision has been made in its budget for the continued labors of
the evangelist on a full-time basis and for benevolent giving to presbytery and denominational
causes. [Note: As in the previous paragraph, the Committee approved the specifics of this
review process for continued support in 2014. Each work requesting continued support is
required to review the Assessment and Action Plan that was submitted before initial funding
and provide supplements or updates concerning how the work has developed. Once again,
while the actual process and document of questions is new, this review process reflects the
language of our Operating Manual. Completion of this review process is now a prerequisite
to receiving renewed financial support from CHMCE. This process was implemented in
2015.]

d. The Committee approved the implementation of this ongoing assessment
process — a process that was described in our Operating Manual but never fully implemented
— because the Committee recognizes our responsibility to wisely steward the giving of our
congregations to Worldwide Outreach. We hope this process will help to stabilize new works
as they grow by God’s grace into healthy, established congregations. We eagerly desire to
participate with the whole Church in planting more congregations that bring ever-increasing
glory to our Lord and Savior.

e. The Committee remains firm in its desire to work in partnership with the
presbyteries in establishing churches that are Reformed in doctrine and Presbyterian in polity.
Emphasis is also placed on the importance of every mission work identifying itself with the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church and including support of denominational budgets in the early
ordering of its finances.

f.  Monthly reports are presented by church planters via email to the
Committee as well as to the home missions committee of their presbytery. These include
financial matters as well as attendance figures and a record of outreach calls being made.
The Committee anticipates every work will strive to make at least thirty outreach contacts
per month. Items for praise and petition are also gleaned from these reports, with some being
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passed on through Home Missions Today and the Prayer Calendar in New Horizons.

2. Support for non-aid-receiving mission works

Financial support is not the only kind of aid provided for the development
of mission works. The coordination of prayer support makes the whole church aware of the
needs of its mission works and encourages church planters and young congregations. Such
prayer support will be coordinated by the Committee according to the following policy: The
Committee will provide the same prayer support normally rendered to aid-receiving mission
works to non-aid-receiving mission works upon request of the presbytery with the following
stipulations:

a.  Non-aid-receiving mission works will make a commitment to report
monthly on the challenges and blessings of the ministry for use in prayer support.

b. Services and assistance provided by the Committee will include prayer
listings in New Horizons and Home Missions Today and postings on www.chmce.org and
CHMCE’s Facebook page, OPC Home Missions, in addition to those services which the
Committee makes available to all congregations of the OPC.

c.  Such requests from a presbytery will be on a yearly basis with renewal up
to four years.

D. Support Concluded

During 2015, nine churches and one regional home missionary concluded their
support relationship with the Committee as follows:

Aid in the amount of $60,900 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of the
Midwest to Christ Covenant Presbyterian Church in Crystal Lake, Illinois, for the support of
Brandon T. Wilkins from July 2011 through June 2015.

Aid in the amount of $60,900 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of the
Midwest to Sovereign Grace OPC in Davenport, lowa, for the support of Kenneth R. Golden
from March 2011 through February 2015.

Aid in the amount of $75,200 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of the
Dakotas to Grace OPC in Fargo, North Dakota, for the support of Terry F. Thole from June
2010 through May 2012, and for the support of Greg P. Hoadley from May 2014 through
September 2015.

Aid in the amount of $60,900 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of the
Southeast to Reformation OPC in Gastonia, North Carolina, for the support of Joseph H.
Fowler, Jr. from November 2011 through October 2015.

Aid in the amount of $87,500 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of
Michigan and Ontario to Hillsdale OPC in Hillsdale, Michigan, for the support of Everett A.
Henes from June 2008 through December 2015.

Aid in the amount of $60,900 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of
Central Pennsylvania to Resurrection OPC in State College, Pennsylvania, for the support of
Jeremiah W. Montgomery from October 2011 through September 2015.

Aid in the amount of $90,180 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of
Connecticut and Southern New York to Trinity OPC in Syosset, New York, for the support of
Benjamin W. Miller from July 2011 through June 2015.

Aid in the amount of $73,080 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of Central
Pennsylvania to Omega OPC in Williamsport, Pennsylvania, for the support of Andrew T.
Adcock from July 2011 through June 2015.
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Aid in the amount of $60,900 was provided at the request of the Presbytery of
Southern California to Covenant OPC in Tucson, Arizona, for the support of Christopher J.
Chelpka from April 2011 through March 2015.

III. REGIONAL HOME MISSIONARIES

God has raised up a gifted group of men to serve as regional home missionaries and has
used their labors to establish many new Orthodox Presbyterian churches. These men serve
as church planting representatives of their presbyteries and as liaisons with CHMCE. They
perform a wide variety of church planting tasks for their presbyteries and for the denomination.
They follow up contacts and meet with groups and individuals interested in establishing new
mission works. They conduct public meetings and lead Bibles studies in efforts to form core
groups that will comprise the worshipping nuclei of new mission works. They often lead or
coordinate the conduct of a mission work’s first months of worship and service. They provide
wisdom and counsel to organizing pastors and supervising sessions. And they assist presbytery
home missions committees with their expanding administrative responsibilities in an enlarged
OPC in the process of finding, calling, and caring for the evangelists who become new church
planters. During 2015, the regional churches of the OPC were served by one part-time and
eight full-time regional home missionaries supported by the Committee.

The Rev. DeLacy A. Andrews, Jr., continued his full-time ministry as a regional home
missionary for the Presbytery of the Southeast during 2015. He provided guidance in the
continued development of mission works previously established in Royston, Georgia;
Gastonia, North Carolina; and Neon, Kentucky; and, at the request of the Presbytery of the
South, in Collierville, Tennessee. He continued to work with Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic
regional home missionary Stephen Doe in the development of the mission work in Virginia
Beach, Virginia. He is currently providing assistance in the development of a work in Winston-
Salem, North Carolina. In particular, he is helping both the Virginia Beach and Winston-Salem
works in the hoped for calling of organizing pastors this year. He assisted the presbytery in
the reception of a new church in Buford, Georgia. The presbytery is also thinking strategically
about new works in places like Richmond, Virginia; Charlotte, North Carolina; and Atlanta,
Georgia.

The Rev. James L. Bosgraf continued his full-time ministry as a regional home
missionary for the Presbytery of the Midwest during 2015. He has assisted the exploratory
work in Shawano, Wisconsin. He provided guidance in the continued development of mission
works previously established in St. Louis, Missouri; Chicago, Illinois; Crystal Lake, Illinois;
Davenport, Iowa; Pella, Iowa; Rockford, Illinois; Eau Claire, Wisconsin; and Andover,
Minnesota. He also provides assistance for works being considered in Thorpe, Wisconsin;
Oshkosh, Wisconsin; and West Plains, Missouri.

The Rev. David A. Crum continued his full-time ministry as a regional home missionary
for the Presbytery of Southern California during 2015. He travelled twice a month to assist in
the development of a new work in Yuma, Arizona, and continued to support the revitalization
of Grace OPC in Carson, California. He also provided support for Bible studies in Pasadena,
California, and Corona, California. He assisted the presbytery in the reception of a new church
in Apache Junction, Arizona. He also provided guidance in the continued development of
mission works previously established in Cottonwood, Arizona; Tucson, Arizona; Capistrano
Beach, California; Pearl City, Hawaii; Big Bear Lake, California; and Anaheim Hills,
California.

The Rev. Stephen D. Doe continued his full-time ministry as a regional home missionary
for the Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic in 2015. He assisted with the continued development
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of Trinity Reformed Church in Gaithersburg, Maryland. He worked in conjunction with
Presbytery of the Southeast RHM Lacy Andrews, assisting in the development of a new
mission work in Virginia Beach, Virginia. He also assisted the presbytery in exploring a
number of potential areas for church plants throughout greater DC and northern Virginia.

The Rev. David R. Holmlund began his full-time ministry as a regional home missionary
for the Presbytery of Philadelphia in December 2015. He comes with experience as the
organizing pastor of Pilgrim Presbyterian in Dover, New Hampshire, and as the former
chairman of the home missions committee of the Presbytery of New York and New England.
He began his labors by visiting churches throughout the presbytery to present and preach. He is
working with the presbytery missions committee to plan for new church planting opportunities
in Delaware and eastern Pennsylvania.

The Rev. Glenn D. Jerrell continued his full-time ministry as a regional home missionary
for the Presbytery of Michigan and Ontario in 2015. He followed up contacts for the beginning
of new churches in northwest Indiana, Michigan, and Ontario. He assisted New City
Fellowship OPC in southeast Grand Rapids, Michigan, a daughter congregation of Harvest
OPC in Wyoming, Michigan. And he also provided guidance in the continued development
of mission works previously established in Beamsville, Ontario, and Hillsdale, Michigan.
He continued to support a developing work in Lake County in Northwest Indiana until his
retirement in March 2016.

The Rev. Lawrence B. Oldaker continued his full-time ministry as a regional home
missionary for the Presbytery of Ohio during 2015. He assisted in the development of the
mission work in Huron, Ohio. He followed up contacts for the beginning of new churches in
several locations in Ohio, Kentucky, and Western Pennsylvania. He provided guidance in the
continued development of mission works previously established in Cincinnati, Ohio; Mount
Vernon, Ohio; Huntington, West Virginia; and Wilkinsburg (Pittsburgh), Pennsylvania. He
also assisted with the establishing of a new work in Springfield, Ohio.

The Rev. G. Mark Sumpter began his full-time ministry as a regional home missionary
for the Presbytery of the Southwest in September 2015. He comes with experience as a church
planter and pastor in Alaska, Maryland, and Oregon. He also possesses a passion for the labor
of evangelism. He immediately began to work with groups in Waco, Texas, and Memorial (a
suburb of Houston), Texas, with the prayer that both works will have organizing pastors in
place later this year. He also began working with local pastors to pursue more church planting
opportunities in greater Houston. He provided guidance in the continued development of
mission works previously established in San Antonio, Texas; Austin, Texas; and Jersey Village
(a suburb of Houston), Texas.

Ruling Elder Christian H. Walmer II continued his service as a part-time area home
missions coordinator in the Presbytery of Central Pennsylvania during 2015. During the year
the presbytery increased the number of hours each month that he labors in this calling. He
assisted in the establishing of a new church plant in Chambersburg, Pennsylvania. He started
demographic work and strategic planning for several metropolitan areas within the presbytery.
And he also provided guidance in the continued development of mission works previously
established in Mifflinburg, Pennsylvania; State College, Pennsylvania; and Williamsport,
Pennsylvania.

The Committee gives thanks to God for each of these dedicated and mature men and for
their effective labors as church planters and church planting coordinators for their presbyteries.
We look forward to the addition of a new regional home missionary to support the work of
church planting in the Presbytery of Connecticut and Southern New York in 2016.
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IV.  WORKING WITH THE PRESBYTERIES

The Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension sees its work as that of
assisting the presbyteries in their establishment and care of new churches throughout North
America and the Caribbean. It is the presbyteries that authorize the beginning of new mission
works and oversee their progress and development. It is the presbyteries that approve and call
qualified men to work as church planters. The Committee stands in support of the work that
the presbyteries do. Each year the general secretary and the associate general secretary visit
five to seven presbyteries at the time of their regular stated meetings and spend time with the
home missions committees of those regional church bodies in an effort to assist, encourage,
and coordinate.

The Committee and its staff are always seeking new and better ways to serve the
presbyteries of the OPC. The staff is regularly in contact with presbytery home missions
committee chairmen and regional home missionaries. Information about potential church
planters, procedural suggestions, and financial arrangements is constantly being shared via
visits, phone calls, email, and messaging.

Planting an Orthodox Presbyterian Church (2nd edition) continues to be a useful tool
for equipping new OP church planters for their task. It has also provided a helpful tool for
working with newly developing groups and with the orientation of the overseeing sessions of
new mission works. It is the Committee’s hope that this document will continue to provide
valuable assistance to our presbyteries in an Orthodox Presbyterian Church that God continues
to expand. Planting an Orthodox Presbyterian Church is available as a printed book, in
electronic format on the Committee’s menu on the OPC website, and in epub and mobi formats
for download to electronic readers.

Each fall the Committee sponsors a Regional Church Extension Conference in order
to enable presbytery regional home missionaries and home missions committee chairmen
to confer together with the CHMCE staff in an effort to coordinate, as much as possible,
their ministries and finances. These gatherings have proved beneficial to the whole church.
They have enabled the Committee and its staff to understand more precisely the needs and
challenges faced by the presbyteries and have enabled presbytery home missions committees
to work together with each other as well as with the denominational Committee in their
efforts to start new churches. The 2015 gathering was held November 56 at Lake Sherwood
Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Orlando, Florida.

Since the mid-1990’s, God has regularly and consistently sent groups of people to the
presbyteries of the OPC who are desirous of becoming OP mission works or individuals open
to the challenge of gathering their friends and relatives into such groups. Therefore, OP church
planting practice has largely been working to form such gatherings into the core groups of
new OP congregations. But in the fall of 2003 the first steps were taken for a more intentional
strategy to be laid side-by-side with that responsive strategy. The initial intentionally identified
areas were urban and metropolitan regions. This intentional emphasis continues, as does the
focus on large population centers.

Another aspect of being intentional in our church planting has been encouraging
established congregations to initiate daughter church plants. Of the eleven new works in
2014 and 2015, four of those works fit in this category. We continue to consider strategies
to encourage mother-daughter church plants, including the potential for church planting
internships or creative financial packages.

The advisory committees for the last three General Assemblies encouraged CHMCE to
consider how they might help local congregations with revitalization efforts. The committee is
currently developing a resource list to assist interested presbyteries and congregations, all part
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of a broader plan to develop a resource library on the Committee website.
V.  TRAINING AND PROMOTION

The Committee seeks to provide encouragement and tangible assistance to those who
do the difficult work of church planting in the OPC. In January 2016, the annual Church
Planter Training Conference was held for the “Class of 2015” in the facilities of Grace OPC,
San Antonio, Texas, with eleven OP church planters, prospective church planters, and guests
attending. This conference is an enrichment opportunity for the church planters of new
mission works. They are gathered together in the January following their arrival on the field
for three days of intensive church planter training and discussion with CHMCE staff centered
on the contents of the Committee’s manual Planting an Orthodox Presbyterian Church. The
Worldwide Outreach ministries of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church are also presented to
them by the general secretaries of these ministries, the short-term missions coordinator, and
the director of finance and planned giving.

At last year’s General Assembly, we provided an example of a new technology and
communication component that was added to the training conference. The Committee provided
a video team to assist the church planters in the production of a short (three to four minute)
introductory video for their website. Bringing a team to one location provided a significant
savings, and the Committee also covered two-thirds of the cost of each video. We continued
that project this year, with improvements based on the experience of the previous year. We
plan to provide this same service at upcoming training conferences, while also growing in our
competence in the area of video promotion.

In a similar vein, the Committee provided financial support for a video and communication
component for the 2015 Thank Offering. We planned and produced videos made available to
the whole church for use in Sunday School, announcements, websites, Facebook pages, and
other venues. Hopefully many of you watched and utilized those resources last year. We plan
to assist with more (and better) video promotion for the Thank Offering in coming years.

In its continuing effort to identify men who possess church planting skills, the Committee
sponsored “Readiness for Ministry in the OPC” seminars in two locations during 2015 —
Westminster Seminary California in Escondido and Mid-America Reformed Seminary in
Dyer, Indiana. Men from other reformed seminaries are always invited and welcome. Sixteen
men attended in 2015. We also sponsored six lunch discussions on the campus of Westminster
Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, with between thirty and fifty students regularly in
attendance at each lunch. (We did welcome more than eighty students at one of those lunches.)
These seminars provide invaluable contacts for the Home Missions staff and for the intern
program of the OPC.

In an attempt to provide churches with timely prayer request information about OP
mission works, a bi-weekly prayer bulletin of current items of praise and petition is made
available. Items are gleaned from the monthly reports of the church planters and from personal
interviews with them. Home Missions Today, as this bulletin is called, is available by email
transcript to all OP congregations with email addresses and to individuals who have requested
it, and is also posted on the Committee’s website.

OPC Home Missions and Church Extension is also on Facebook. This is a very timely
way to provide items for prayer and praise. Each item posted is generally viewed by several
hundred people. On one occasion more than one thousand people viewed a story and, we trust,
praised God for his goodness.

In order to provide the whole church with a better understanding of how richly God has
blessed the work of church planting in the OPC and to enlarge the base of prayer support for
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an increasing number of new churches started each year, the Committee maintains its own
website, chmce.org, as part of the opc.org family. The website, which may be easily accessed
by selecting the “Home Missions” menu in opc.org, keeps a constantly updated map of all
mission works and regional home missionaries under denominational support. It provides
additional venues for the distribution of Home Missions Today. It collects and makes available
the New Horizons-generated stories of the mission works and church planters of the OPC. And
it provides an up-to-date full-color Home Missions newsletter that may be accessed at any
time for the latest synopsis of news of church planting in the OPC.

Two pages of copy are regularly provided for each issue of New Horizons to keep the
church informed of God’s working in our home mission fields. Occasional issues carry
expanded coverage.

In December 2015, the Committee approved the formation of a planning and design
sub-committee to oversee the development of a web-based resource library. This is consistent
with the Committee’s desire to utilize various technological resources to serve the whole
church more effectively, but especially to serve and train church plants and church planters
more effectively. The Committee plans to collect audio and video resources in one location,
to provide encouragement and training in areas like preaching, evangelism, making new
contacts, pastoral leadership, and revitalization.

By invitation, the general secretary and the associate general secretary gladly make
presentations of the ministry of OPC Home Missions to congregations and presbyteries
throughout the denomination.

VI FINANCES

Our sovereign God has once again provided abundantly for the work of the Committee
in 2015. Receipts from Worldwide Outreach, the Thank Offering, and designated gifts met
budget goals. We give thanks to the whole church for your support of our labors, which was
exemplified in your generous financial gifts, but also in your continued prayer. Expenses
finished significantly below budget for two reasons. First, only four new works and two new
regional home missionaries began support, which was less than anticipated. Second, the
Committee did not employ or compensate an associate general secretary for the whole year,
despite planning for at least six months of compensation. We don’t anticipate similar cost
savings in 2016.

One ongoing challenge for the Committee is how best to match church planting
expenditures, which typically involve four-year commitments, with income, which can vary
meaningfully from year to year. Often, the initial activity needed to develop a new mission
work begins several years prior to it receiving financial support. Thus, the Committee finds
itself relying on recent giving history and then determining whether to convey encouragement
or restraint to the presbyteries and regional home missionaries, knowing that the resulting
financial commitments will likely obligate the church for years to come. Due to the economic
decline of 2007-2008 and the reduction in giving to Worldwide Outreach that followed, the
start of new works decreased significantly by 2010.

With increases in giving over the past four or five years, the Committee continues to
actively promote the establishment of new mission works. Yet the increased expense of
planting churches and supporting pastors, and the ongoing financial demand of supporting
more regional home missionaries (with two added in 2015 and one added in 2016), present
new challenges. At the request of several presbyteries, the Committee is currently drafting new
support packages with expected increases for 2017. We believe increased support will produce
improved results, though it brings additional financial pressure.
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2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Works started: 12 7 7 7 4
Total works: 46 45 40 40 38

Our reserves provide an important financial buffer, especially during the difficult summer and
fall months when expenses far outweigh income. We believe those reserves are a necessary part
of our fiscal responsibility. Though it was necessary to utilize $137,486 from those reserves in
2014, a one year reprieve on expenses (as mentioned above) allowed the Committee to rebuild
those reserves in 2015.

VII. BUDGET
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Actual Budget Budget Proposed
Budget

Receipts:

Contributions $1,169,366  $1,275,000 $1,275,000 $1,315,000 $1,350,000
Other 1,293 1,923 1,000 1,000 1,000
Transfer (Reserves) 137,486 0 166,110 81,656 112,788
Total $1,308,145 $1,276,923  $1,442,110 $1,397,656 $1,463,788
Disbursements:

Church Planting $797,280 $772,565 $876,600 $806,800 $900,000
Ministry Expenses 70,398 70,638 81,500 96,500 96,500
Promotion 5,406 4,378 12,000 17,000 12,000
Administration 435,061 323,493 469,642 477,356 455,288
Total $1,308,145 $1,171,074 $1,388,114 $1,397,656 $1,463,788

VIII. ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH LOAN FUND

The Committee established a new corporation in 1993 called the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church Loan Fund, Inc. (OPCLF), to replace the Church Extension Fund. Members of the
Board of Directors of the OPCLF are elected by the CHMCE. The Board is comprised of the
following:

Class 0of 2016: Messrs. Gregory S. De Jong, Jonathan W. Shishko

Class 0of 2017: Messrs. Garret A. Hoogerhyde, Sidney O. Smith

Class of 2018: Messrs. Stanford M. Sutton, John M. Mauldin

The following serve as officers of the Board: president, Garret A. Hoogerhyde; vice presi-
dent, John M. Mauldin; secretary, Stanford M. Sutton; treasurer, Sidney O. Smith; assistant
secretary, John S. Shaw; assistant secretary, Kathleen W. Bube; assistant treasurer, David E.
Haney. Messrs. Shaw and Haney are ex officio members of the Board. Mr. David E. Haney
serves as Loan Fund manager. Mrs. Kathleen W. Bube serves part-time as Loan Fund admin-
istrator. Mr. Mark Stumpff serves as part-time staff assistant.



Appendix 101

At the close of 2015, Notes in the OP-
CLF were offered in the following states: Notes Payable, December 31, 2015
Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware,

Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, One-year Notes § 756,743

Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Two-year Notes 418,409
S . . . Three-year Notes 1,807,059

Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana,
. Four-year Notes 630,626

Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, New .

. . Five-year Notes 3,440,682

York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Penn-
sylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten-year Notes —6,030.126
Total Notes = $13,083,645

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington,
Wisconsin and Wyoming. The state of Wyo-
ming was added during the year. In Novem-
ber the permit from the state of California expired and the Loan Fund plans to complete a new
filing in 2016. Although a growing number of states are adopting the Uniform Securities Act
(USA2002), factors including regulations and fees make it difficult to offer Notes in other
states. At the April 21, 2015 meeting of the Board, a suspension on the offering of new invest-
ment Notes (with new funds) was put in place and continues as of the time of writing this
report. The decision was based on the fact that cash-on-hand was high, and the lull in new
loan applications. Close financial monitoring has continued since then as well as review of
the matter at each subsequent Board meeting. While Notes are currently not being offered,
the following fixed rates were in effect as of January 1, 2016, affecting Notes which roll-over:
1-year, 0.25%; 2-year, 0.75%; 3-year, 1.25%; 4-year, 1.75%; 5-year, 2.25%; 10-year, 3.00%.
These rates were effective January 1, 2016, and are subject to change by the Board. At the
close of the year the total of the Notes outstanding was $13,083,645. This is an increase of
$591,878 from the prior year. Additional financial reports on the OPCLF are available upon
request.

Gifts and bequests to the Loan Fund totaled $10,000 in 2015; in line with earlier policy,
these funds were added to the S.A.F.E. funds (Supplemental Assistance Fund Endowment) of
the Loan Fund.

During the year the Board approved the following new loans: (1) granted a loan of up
to $284,000 to New Life Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Williamsport, Pennsylvania, for the
purpose of purchasing the property located at 2570 Lycoming Creek Road, Williamsport,
Pennsylvania, to be used as the worship facilities for its daughter church, Omega Orthodox
Presbyterian Church, Williamsport, Pennsylvania; (2) granted a loan of up to $400,000 to
Trinity Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Hatboro, Pennsylvania, for the purpose of building
an extension to and renovating its worship facilities located at 151 W. County Line Road,
Hatboro, Pennsylvania. The loan granted in 2015 to Trinity Orthodox Presbyterian Church,
Hatboro, Pennsylvania, and the loan granted in 2014 to Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian
Church, Whippany, New Jersey, were not fully disbursed in 2015.

On March 15, 2015, a closing was held between the Loan Fund and Christ Presbyterian
Church, Elkton, Maryland, resulting in the receipt by Loan Fund of legal title to all real estate
and real property owned by Christ Presbyterian Church, Elkton, Maryland, as full satisfaction
of the church’s loan balance and accrued interest due the Loan Fund. A concurrent 2-year
Agreement of Lease (containing a purchased option for all of these assets) was executed with
Glasgow Reformed Presbyterian Church (PCA) which provides for the rental of the worship
facility and real property located at 2420 Singerly Road, Elkton, Maryland.

The balances due on loans from the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Loan Fund as of De-
cember 31, 2015, are as follows:
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Austin, Texas — Providence Presbyterian Church $197,877.10
Barre, Vermont — Covenant Orthodox Presbyterian Church 30,969.78
Bedford, Texas — Mid Cities Presbyterian Church 96,116.97
Bedford, Texas — Mid Cities Presbyterian Church (2nd loan; unfunded) 94,979.48
Bellmawr, New Jersey — Immanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church 116,179.92
Bradenton, Florida — Providence Presbyterian Church 235,685.03
Brick, New Jersey — Faith Bible Church 145,000.00
California, Maryland — Grace and Peace Presbyterian Church 26,476.52
Canton, New York — New Life Presbyterian Church 141,524.74
Cary (Raleigh), North Carolina — Shiloh Presbyterian Church 497,209.91
Chattanooga, Tennessee — Cornerstone Orthodox Presbyterian Church 263,891.43
Corvallis, Oregon — Westminster Presbyterian Church 489,434.89
Farmington Hills, Michigan — Oakland Hills Community Church 466,844.28
Fort Worth, Texas — Covenant Presbyterian Church 360,054.76
Fredericksburg, Virginia — Bethel Reformed Presbyterian Church 750,606.72
Garland, Texas — Faith Presbyterian Church 255,186.54
Grayslake, Illinois — Hope Orthodox Presbyterian Church 504,518.64
Greensboro, North Carolina — Providence Presbyterian Church 421,781.88
Hatboro, Pennsylvania — Trinity Orthodox Presbyterian Church 50,000.00
Hillsdale, Michigan — Hillsdale Orthodox Presbyterian Church 156,201.14
Idaho Falls, Idaho — New Geneva Orthodox Presbyterian Church 24,493.57
Joliet, Illinois - New Covenant Community Church 386,411.80
Lansing, Michigan — Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church 66,224.73
Manchester, New Hampshire - Amoskeag Presbyterian Church 95,108.78
Mifflinburg, Pennsylvania — Providence Orthodox Presbyterian Church 86,561.51
New Bern, North Carolina — Covenant Orthodox Presbyterian Church 276,165.92
Pataskala, Ohio — Providence Presbyterian Church 242,633.20
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania — Grace Fellowship Orthodox Presbyterian Church 131,994.06
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania — Grace Church, OPC 17,924.22
Phoenix, Arizona — Calvin Orthodox Presbyterian Church 696,798.01
Pittsburg, California — Delta Oaks Presbyterian Church 356,353.98
Pittsburg, California — Delta Oaks Presbyterian Church (SAFE loan) 100,000.00
Puerto Rico — Iglesia Presbiteriana Reformada en San Juan (1st loan) 164,340.34
Puerto Rico — Iglesia Presbiteriana Reformada en San Juan (2nd loan) 98,506.46
Puerto Rico — Primera Iglesia Presbiteriana Ortodoxa Jesus es le Verdad (1st 208,827.43

loan)
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Puerto Rico — Primera Iglesia Presbiteriana Ortodoxa Jesus es le Verdad (2nd
loan)

Raleigh, North Carolina — Pilgrim Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Reading, Pennsylvania — Covenant Presbyterian Church (1st loan)
Reading, Pennsylvania — Covenant Presbyterian Church (2nd loan)
Rockport, Maine — Lakeview Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Salt Lake City, Utah — Christ Presbyterian Church

San Antonio, Texas — Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church

Southfield, Michigan — Providence Orthodox Presbyterian Church

St. Paul, Minnesota — Mission Orthodox Presbyterian Church

St. Paul, Minnesota — Mission Orthodox Presbyterian Church (SAFE loan)
Taylors, South Carolina — Covenant Community Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Vandalia, Ohio — Covenant Orthodox Presbyterian Church (1st loan)
Vandalia, Ohio — Covenant Orthodox Presbyterian Church (2nd loan)
Walkerton, Indiana — Grace Reformed Church

Wasilla, Alaska — Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church

West Barnstable, Massachusetts — Presbyterian Church of Cape Cod

West Lebanon, New Hampshire — Providence Presbyterian Church
Whippany, New Jersey — Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Williamsport, Pennsylvania — New Life Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Wilmington, Delaware — Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian Church

TOTAL of all loans held by OPCLF as of December 31, 2015
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89,521.53

60,412.98
959,083.77
63,424.93
76.455.13
133,606.87
255,287.05
43,590.48
171,396.27
20,000.00
135,436.70
181,821.96
162,739.63
50,501.87
139,891.72
41,676.35
49,512.33
30,000.00
277,544.22
326.953.08
$11,521,740.61

During 2015 the loans to Apple Valley Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Appleton, Wisconsin;
Christ Presbyterian Church, Elkton, Maryland; River of Life Orthodox Presbyterian Church,
Phillipsburg, New Jersey; Redeemer Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Beavercreek, Ohio; Mat-
thews Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Matthews, North Carolina; and New Hope Orthodox

Presbyterian Church, Bridgeton, New Jersey, were repaid in full.

IX. CONTINGENT FUND

The Contingent Fund was created through special gifts to the Committee and includes re-
ceipts from bequests. These funds have been used to provide loans for the purchase of church
properties, to assist in building needs, and to supplement program funds to finance capital
purchases. The Fund is also used to provide a cash reserve for the General Fund to cover any

deficit in that Fund.

The balances due on all loans from this Fund as of December 31, 2015, are as follows:

Elkins Park, Pennsylvania — the Rev. John S. Shaw

Neon, Kentucky — Covenant Reformed Presbyterian Church

§ 299.932.16
25,930.94
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Pennsville, New Jersey — Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church 13,245.91
Warminster, Pennsylvania — the Rev. Richard R. Gerber 135,218.97
Willow Grove, Pennsylvania — the Rev. Albert J. Tricarico 315.000.00

TOTAL of all loans held by Contingent Fund as of December 31, 2015 $ 789,327.98

During 2015, the loan to Janet L. Gregson, Horsham, Pennsylvania, was paid in full. In
February 2016, the loan to the Rev. Richard R. Gerber, Warminster, Pennsylvania, was paid in
full.

X. AUXILIARY MINISTRIES

A. OPC Ministerial Information Form for Ministers/Licentiates

The General Assembly has assigned to the Committee the responsibility of
administering a file of completed Ministerial Information Forms submitted by licentiates and
ministers of the OPC who desire to have their availability known to the churches without
pastors. Ordained ministers and licentiates from other denominations may also submit
completed forms for consideration by pulpit committees and home missions committees.
Completed forms are kept on file and distributed for six months. At the end of the six-month
period a man may complete and file a new form with the Committee. All churches requesting
this information are sent copies. An updated list of vacant pulpits is also maintained in
conjunction with the stated clerk and is posted on chmce.org.

B. 2016 Salary Scale Guidelines

Salary scale guidelines for assisting churches and presbyteries in arriving at com-
pensation packages for church planters in the initial phase of a mission work have been ad-
opted annually for many years by the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension.
The Salary Scale reflects an earlier day when the Committee called men to church planting
efforts and guaranteed their salary according to the Scale for a certain number of years.

In more recent times the Committee has stressed the fact that these are guidelines to
serve as a starting point in arriving at an adequate salary package for those called to a church
planting situation. The Committee is pleased that the Salary Scale has also been consulted by
established churches in calling a pastor and in some instances evaluating annually the compen-
sation for their pastor as well. While the approach to establishing the initial salary package for
a church planter has changed, the Guidelines have continued to serve as an ongoing means to
help determine beginning salary packages under our present policies for church planting.

In compiling a salary package in any instance (mission work or organized congrega-
tion), the ideal compensation package reflects the following:

1. Base Salary. The calling body should make adequate provision for the pastor
and his family (factors include the size of the family, personal preferences, style of living,
amount of debt, if any - such as car loans, education loans, etc.). The Committee suggests a
base salary of $34,841 for the first year of service following ordination. NOTE: This schedule
reflects an increase of 0% over 2015.

Years of Service Base Salary
Ist $34,841
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2nd $35,711
3rd $36,605
4th $37,521
5th $38,458
6th $39,418
7th $40,383
8th $41,215
9th $42,450
10th $43,511
11th $44,599
12th $45,714
13th $46,859
14th $48,028
15th $49,230

2. Housing considerations. Consideration should be given to housing costs in the
area, the ability of the pastor to rent or purchase adequate housing for his family, and personal
preferences. When a realistic amount has been mutually arrived upon between the pastor and
the congregation, the proper body should record that amount as “Housing Allowance” (in ad-
dition to salary) for tax purposes. This Housing Allowance shall include all utilities and other
house-related items recognized by the IRS as being covered under the Allowance stipulation.

3. Carallowance. A car is an important part of a man’s ministry. Providing for this
cost depends upon several factors: condition of a car when a man is called to the field, type of
car, and family circumstances that might substantiate having more than one car. In carrying out
his ministerial tasks the pastor should be reimbursed at the IRS allowable rate.

4. Hospitalization. The congregation should pay the cost for medical/hospitaliza-
tion premiums for the pastor and his family.

5. Pension. The church should pay 8% of the pastor’s salary (base salary and
housing allowance) as a pension premium, with the strong suggestion that he participate in the
OPC Pension Plan.

6. Social Security. The church should pay one-half of the pastor’s Social Security
premiums. For pastors not in the Social Security program, the church should pay one-half of
the annual investment in an established investment or retirement income plan, this being on
the same basis and in the same amount as though the pastor were in Social Security.

7. Other considerations. The calling body may also consider as part of the sal-
ary package items such as: arrangements to help in house purchase with a down payment if
needed, disability insurance, and assistance in meeting Christian school tuition for children.
The ability to implement any or all of the above suggestions is determined in part by the fol-
lowing:
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a. The congregation’s ability to meet the initial terms of the call with reason-
able projections for annual evaluations, including increases as needed and prudent.

b. In the case of mission works, financial aid from CHMCE, the presbytery,
and other possible outside sources as significant factors in determining the salary package.
CHMCE support is premised on annual presbytery requests with a maximum commitment of
four years.

XI. GENERAL ASSEMBLY MATTERS

The Committee appointed the Rev. John S. Shaw, general secretary; the Rev. John R.
Hilbelink, Committee President; and Mr. Garret A. Hoogerhyde, Committee Treasurer, as their
representatives to the 83rd General Assembly.

XII. ADMINISTRATION
A. Committee Members:
Class of 2016
Ministers: John Currie, Donald M. Poundstone, Gerald S. Taylor
Ruling Elders: Gregory S. De Jong, Garret A. Hoogerhyde
Class of 2017
Ministers: Jeffery A. Landis, Larry G. Mininger, J. Mark Sallade
Ruling Elders: Keith A. LeMahieu, James W. Van Dam
Class of 2018
Ministers: Eric B. Watkins, John R. Hilbelink, Dale A. Van Dyke
Ruling Elders: Jerold W. Barnett, John M. Mauldin
B. Committee Officers:
President, John R. Hilbelink
Vice President, Jeffery A. Landis
Secretary, Gerald S. Taylor
Treasurer, Garret A. Hoogerhyde
C. Executive Committee:
Messrs. Hilbelink (Chairman), Hoogerhyde, Mauldin, Sallade, and Taylor
D. Committee Representative to COC:
Mr. Hoogerhyde

E. Subcommittees:

Church Planting: Messrs. Barnett, Landis, Poundstone, Sallade, Van Dam,
Watkins
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Finance: Messrs. De Jong, Hoogerhyde, Mauldin
Ministry Operations: Messrs. Currie, Hilbelink, LeMahieu, Mininger, Taylor, Van
Dyke

F.  Ministry Staff:

The current ministry staff consists of General Secretary John S. Shaw, who began
his service to the Committee in March 2013, and Albert J. Tricarico, Jr. The Lord blessed
CHMCE’s search for an associate general secretary, and Rev. Albert J. Tricarico, Jr. began his
labors as the associate general secretary for the Committee on February 1, 2016.

The job descriptions call for a close working relationship between the general
secretary and his associate and articulate a basic parity between them in their duties and
responsibilities so as to allow for maximum care for the mission works and maximum presence
in the presbyteries and the churches of the OPC.

G. Office Staff:

Mr. Sean D. Gregg has served well as the Staff Administrator for the Committee
since May 2012. With a background in journalism and communication, Mr. Gregg continues
to enhance the Committee’s ability to keep pace with the ever-changing opportunities for elec-
tronic and print communication.

XIII. ELECTIONS

The terms of the above-named Class of 2016 expire at this assembly.
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All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and make
disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, 1
am with you always, to the end of the age.

The “Great Commission” of the risen Christ in Matthew 20:18-20 cannot be fulfilled
apart from the obligation to teach all that Jesus commanded. The Committee on Christian
Education has been erected to help assist the church in its teaching ministry to the glory of God
and the edification of the saints.

PROFILE OF THE CCE

A.

Structure

The CCE is divided into two subcommittees, the Subcommittee on Ministerial

Training (SMT) and the Subcommittee on Resources for the Churches (SRC). The former,
composed of six members, is elected by the General Assembly; the latter is composed of the
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other members of the CCE. The six members of the Great Commission Publications (GCP)
Board of Trustees representing the OPC are drawn from the entire CCE.

B.

D.

Officers

President—Dr. James S. Gidley
Vice-President—The Rev. Dr. Alan D. Strange
Secretary—The Rev. Archibald A. Allison
Treasurer—Mr. David Winslow, Jr.

Staff

General Secretary—The Rev. Danny E. Olinger

Publications Coordinator and Managing Editor of New Horizons—Dr. James W.
Scott

Office Secretary and Editorial Assistant—Mrs. Douglas (Patricia) Clawson

Website Senior Technical Associate—The Rev. Stephen A. Pribble

Website Technical Assistant—The Rev. Andrew T. Moody

Website Assistant—MTrs. Thomas (Linda) Foh

Technical Consultant—Mr. Andrew Duggan

Editor of Ordained Servant Online and Ordained Servant—The Rev. Dr. Gregory
E. Reynolds

Cover Designer New Horizons—MTr. Christopher Tobias

Proofreader—MTrs. Randall (Sarah) Pederson

General Secretary
The Rev. Danny E. Olinger serves as General Secretary of the CCE and as an ex-

officio member of all subcommittees. Mr. Olinger’s duties as General Secretary include the
following:

General Administration of the work of the CCE

Editor of New Horizons

Director of the Intern Program

Director of MTIOPC

Ex-officio member of the Board of Trustees of GCP

Sharing the work of the CCE with the congregations and presbyteries of the
OPC

Supervising CCE special projects and publications

Supervising CCE conferences and seminars

9. Serving on the psalter-hymnal special committee
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III. RESOURCES AND MINISTRIES

A. New Horizons

Seeking to be faithful to the church’s primary and secondary standards, New Hori-

zons in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church instructs in the teachings of the Scripture and the
Confession and Catechisms of the OPC that Christian faith and practice might be furthered.
It also informs about OPC ministries at home and abroad.

Mr. Olinger serves as editor and Dr. Scott serves as managing editor. Mrs. Ped-
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erson is the proof reader and Mr. Tobias is the cover designer. The Subcommittee on Serial
Publications of the SRC serves as the editorial board.

1. 2015 Issues

January — Everyone Needs a Mark

February — Apologetics at Starbucks

March — The Christian and the Arts

April — The Trinity and Christ’s Resurrection

May — OPC Foreign Missions: Sowing the Seed
June — Christ and Culture

July — CHMCE: How We Plant Churches in the OPC
Aug/Sept — The Eighty-Second General Assembly
October — Jan Hus and the Church

November — Thank Offering 2015: Power Made Perfect in Weakness
December — Crime, Cruelty, and Christmas

2. Circulation
The CCE publishes around fourteen thousand copies of New Horizons eleven
months a year (there is a summer double issue). It is sent free of charge to OPC members
and friends. A PDF of each issue is also available for download in ePub and Mobi formats at
OPC.ORG under “New Horizons.” Clerks of sessions are encouraged annually to send ad-
dress changes to Mrs. Clawson (pat.clawson@opc.org or 215-830-0900). Informing the CCE
of address changes saves the Committee hundreds of dollars in postal returns.

B. Internet Ministries

1. OPC.ORG
The CCE maintains Internet ministries through the OPC.ORG website.
The Subcommittee on Internet Ministries (SIM) of the SRC supervises the work. The staff
includes Mr. Pribble (Senior Technical Associate), Mr. Moody (Website Technical Assistant),
Mrs. Foh (Website Assistant), and Mr. Duggan (Technical Consultant).

2. New Postings
New postings to the website in 2015 and early 2016 include:

Annual statistical report

2015 Thank Offering report

Eighty-second (2015) General Assembly report

MTIOPC updates

2015 OPC Timothy Conference materials

Electronic versions of booklets and tracts:
Christ Proclaims a Better Way PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Why Christians Need Confessions PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Your Sabbath Destination PDF, ePub, and Mobi
What Is the Reformed Faith? PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Helps for Worship PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Are You a Christian? PDF, ePub, and Mobi

mo o o
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3.

updated:

Month

Jan 2015
Feb 2015
Mar 2015
Apr 2015
May 2015
Jun 2015
Jul 2015
Aug 2015
Sep 2015
Oct 2015

Eighty-third General Assembly

Why Join a Church? PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Why Does the OPC Baptize Infants? PDF, ePub, and Mobi
What Is the OPC? PDF, ePub, and Mobi
Welcome to the OPC PDF, ePub, and Mobi
The Work of the Holy Spirit PDF, ePub, and Mobi
God or Mammon? PDF, ePub, and Mobi
g.  New Horizons in PDF, ePub, and Mobi
h. The Book of Church Order, PDF, ePub, and Mobi

General Content

OPC.ORG content that requires regular maintenance by the SIM staff to keep

Feature Article

New Horizons

Ordained Servant

Question and Answers

Book Reviews from New Horizons and Ordained Servant
Daily Devotionals

Home Missions Today

Vacant Pulpits List

Electronic Newsletter

“News”

Updates for Directory (Find a Local Congregation)
Camps & Conferences page

ePub conversions

This Day in OPC History

PEC AT OER SO a0 o

2015 Statistics

a.  Monthly Visits

Unique Number of

visitors Visits Pages Hits Bandwidth

69872 120534 674316 1982860 725.27 GB
66219 110799 446909 1935393 22355.63 GB
74059 124632 463299 2162676 545.69 GB
66946 111580 391797 1920418 522.37 GB
65408 108835 401691 1871342 473.28 GB
63860 112453 413895 2037220 487.11 GB
64203 110293 397069 1843426 366.06 GB
65412 111155 384444 1782525 458.86 GB
65633 107084 375408 1763363 373.51 GB
69658 116874 403060 1841011 525.76 GB
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Nov 2015 65874 113682 364695 1748962 520.89 GB
Dec 2015 67552 116452 388281 1751852 480.84 GB
Total 804696 1364373 5104864 22641048 27835.26 GB

b. Countries

Pages Hits Bandwidth
United States 2,959,639 14,244,676 25,302.17GB
Unknown 1,433,062 5,880,334 1637.98GB
Great Britain 132,050 531,997 109.31GB
Canada 118,961 525,093 132.32GB
China 53,037 84,619 14.17GB
Germany 47,088 119,763 51.76GB
Australia 45,222 195,252 34.40GB
France 20,759 48,167 53.34GB
Poland 20,343 27,688 45.95GB
Kuwait 19,437 57,997 66.41GB
Others 255,266 925,462 387.45GB

c. Pages—URL Viewed

i.  hymn html 346,486
ii. nhhtml 173,906
iii. os html 154,455
iv.  locator.html 151,627
v.  today.html 77,375

vi. devotional html 73,326

C. Ordained Servant

Ordained Servant: A Journal for Church Officers is presently in its twenty-first
year of publication. The General Assembly has entrusted the CCE with this ministry to for
church officers since 1992, when G. 1. Williamson became its first editor. Three issues were
published in 1992; from 1993 to 2004 the journal was published quarterly; and in 2005 two
issues were published. In 2006 Gregory Edward Reynolds, pastor of Amoskeag Presbyterian
Church in Manchester, New Hampshire, became the second editor with a mandate to rede-
sign the journal for regular online publication with an annual print edition. It is presently
published monthly online (except for combined issues June/July and August/September)
(E-ISSN 1931-7115). The Subcommittee on Serial Publications of the Subcommittee on Re-
sources for the Church serves as the editorial board.

Ordained Servant exists to help encourage, inform, and equip church officers for
faithful, effective, and God glorifying ministry in the visible church of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Its primary audience is ministers, elders, and deacons of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church,
as well as interested officers from other Presbyterian and Reformed churches. Through high
quality editorials, articles, and book reviews we endeavor to stimulate clear thinking and the
consistent practice of historic, confessional Presbyterianism. The editor is always happy to
receive comments, suggestions, and submissions.
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1. Online Edition 2015

January — Apologetics

February — Youth Ministry, Take 2

March — Church Membership

April — Catechizing

May — Preach the Word!

June / July — Ecumenicity

August / September — Systematic and Dogmatic Theology
October — The Marrow

November — Jonah’s Baptism

December — Women Theologians

R

The monthly online edition of Ordained Servant, now referred to as Ordained
Servant Online (see below), appears on the home page of OPC.ORG. Archived material
from 1992 to the present can be found on the Ordained Servant webpage in a new, more
accessible format. The SIM has attempted to increase awareness of the periodical through
monthly announcements via the OPC email system, semimonthly newsletter, and periodic
announcements in New Horizons. The newsletter may be received by signing up on the
website under “JOIN OUR EMAIL LIST” on the “Contact” page. RSS feed is also available.
An email announcement is sent to everyone on the OPC alias list when each monthly edition
is available online. Anyone who does not have an OPC alias email address may request to be
placed on an email list maintained by the secretary of the Committee on Christian Education
in order to receive this monthly notice.

Ordained Servant Online is available in PDF, ePub, and mobi editions to be
downloaded at no cost onto a laptop or desktop computer, iPad, Kindle, Nook, Sony Reader,
smart phone, or other device. These editions may be accessed directly from the Ordained
Servant Online box and the Ordained Servant Online page. It should be noted that the PDF
version of Ordained Servant Online differs from that of New Horizons because the latter is
published in a print version first and that is what is formatted in PDF, whereas Ordained
Servant Online is only printed annually and thus the PDF must be specially formatted for the
PDF version.

2. Print Edition

Many of the online editorials, articles, and book reviews are published in an
annual print edition (ISSN: 1525-3503). The first annual print edition of Ordained Servant
(2006) was unveiled at the Seventy-Fourth General Assembly. Indexes are now available on-
line for 2006 through 2014. Again this year we printed 1,500 copies.

Note that we now distinguish between Ordained Servant Online and Ordained
Servant the printed annual. The latter alone will be referred to by volume number with the
year, while the online version will be referred to by month and year, and where appropriate
by URL. Please consult the “How to Cite Ordained Servant” on our webpage at http://www.
opc.org/OS/HowToCite.html.

Copies of the annual edition of Ordained Servant are sent to each ordained
minister, each organized congregation, and each designated mission work of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church, and are paid for by the Committee on Christian Education. Ordained
elders, deacons, and licentiates of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church may receive copies
gratis upon request. Those under care of presbyteries may receive copies gratis through bulk
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mailings to each presbytery. Ordained Servant is also available to anyone in the U.S. and
Canada who wishes to subscribe by remitting $10.00 per year to: Ordained Servant, The
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 607 N. Easton Rd., Bldg. E, Willow Grove, PA 19090-2539.
Checks should be made out to the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, designated for Ordained
Servant in the memo line. Institutional subscribers in the US and Canada please remit $15.00
per year. Overseas individual and institutional subscribers please remit $20.00 per year. All
remittances should be made payable in U.S. funds. Subscriptions, both paid and gratis, may
also be received through our website on the “Publications” page under “Resources” on the
top right of the OPC.ORG home page.

We would like to encourage all officers who would like the annual edition
of the journal to subscribe to the printed annual of Ordained Servant in one of the ways de-
scribed above. Doing so helps determine the size of the print run more accurately. It is also
less expensive to distribute single copies directly from the printer to the subscriber.

D. Literature

1. CCE publications
In production for release in 2016 and 2017 are the booklets Evangelism in the
Local Church (John S. Shaw), The Inspiration of Scripture (James W. Scott), and ABCs of’
Presbyterianism (Larry E. Wilson).

2. Available Titles

Christ Proclaims a Better Way

Reforming our Expectations: The Credentialing Process in the OPC (SMT)

Why Christians Need Confessions (Carl R. Trueman)

Your Sabbath Destination (Roger W. Schmurr)

The Work of the Holy Spirit, English (Richard B. Gaffin, Jr.)

The Work of the Holy Spirit, Spanish (Richard B. Gaffin, Jr.)

The Book of Church Order, 2015.

The Confession of Faith and Catechisms with proof-texts.

Why Does the OPC Baptize Infants? (Larry E. Wilson)

Helps for Worship (William Shishko)

Welcome to the OPC: A Primer on the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (Danny
E. Olinger)

What is the OPC?

What is the Reformed Faith? (Thomas E. Tyson and G.I. Williamson)

Why Join a Church? (Mark R. Brown and Larry E. Wilson)

CONOZCANOS MEJOR La Iglesia Presbiteriana Ortodoxa

The Church of God (Stuart Robinson)

Publications may be ordered by email (CCEsec@opc.org) or phone (215-935-
1023).

3.  Electronic Versions
Electronic versions of the booklets for download are available at no cost on
OPC.ORG on the “Publications” page.
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E. Psalter Hymnal

1. Mandate

The Seventy-Third (2006) General Assembly adopted the following in re-
sponse to Overture 3:

That the Seventy-Third General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church authorize its Committee on Christian Education to seek to develop a Psalter Hymnal
by 2011—which includes musical settings of all 150 Psalms, in their entirety, with as much
accuracy and as little archaic language and confusing syntax as possible—for use in our
congregations; that it authorize the Committee on Christian Education to appoint a special
Psalter Hymnal committee; and that it grant this special committee a budget of up to $5000.

2. Special Committee
The CCE determined to refer the question of developing a psalter-hymnal, as
authorized by the Seventy-Third General Assembly, to its Subcommittee on Resources for
the Churches (SRC). The SRC erected a Special Committee on the Psalter Hymnal (PHSC),
the Rev. Alan D. Strange (chairman), the Rev. Stephen A. Pribble, the Rev. Danny E.
Olinger, and Dr. Darryl G. Hart. At its October 2014 stated meeting, the CCE added Dr. and
Mrs. Timothy (Lou Ann) Shafer to the PHSC.

3. CCE Motion Passed (October 2007)
That the CCE continue to develop a Psalter Hymnal through its special com-
mittee and that the CCE commit $200,000 of its own funds to this project.

Grounds:

a.  The Seventy-Third General Assembly had determined that consideration
of the publication of a Psalter Hymnal was meritorious and committed such to the CCE. At
the Seventy-Fourth General Assembly, the CCE reported that it had determined, among other
things, “That the CCE, through its special committee, continue seeking to develop a Psalter
Hymnal as requested by the General Assembly containing settings of all 150 Psalms and a
selection of the best hymns from the history of the church.” This report was presented to
the GA and no opposition was expressed in the CCE’s disclosure that it had determined to
continue seeking to develop a Psalter Hymnal.

b. The CCE, upon further work and reflection, believes that there is a need
for a Psalter Hymnal and that such will prove useful to the churches. The CCE believes that
producing a book containing psalms for singing that are well-translated and versified with
appropriate tunes, together with excellent hymns (old and new), will enhance the biblical
worship of the church. We do not believe, particularly for our purposes, that such a Psalter
Hymnal currently exists and, therefore, we believe that if the OPC is to have one, she must
produce it. While not scientific, it is the case that an informal survey of the denomination,
previously reported on, has found significant interest in and commitment to such a project.

c. Itis also the conviction of the CCE, given its mandate, that the CCE
should undertake to publish a Psalter Hymnal out of the funds committed to it as a significant
part of its ministry to the whole OPC and even the broader church. The CCE believes that a
Psalter Hymnal can be produced for around $200,000 and is willing to commit funds to that
end.
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4. Proposed Principles

a. Mandated and exemplified in the Bible, singing is integral to corporate
worship and is itself an act of worship. Psalms and hymns are a fundamental means by
which believers respond to divine grace in God’s redeeming work in Christ Jesus and the
proclaimed Word, communicate their praise, affirm their faith, and proclaim spiritual truth.
The songs of the church are a sacrifice of praise. It is essential that God be worshiped in
accordance with his own infallible Word, and that songs used in public and private worship
reflect the whole counsel of his will.

b.  Christian hymnody flows directly from the Word of God and thus
reflects the church’s pattern of belief. The aim of the proposed Psalter Hymnal is to assist the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church and the Presbyterian and Reformed community with material
for congregational singing that is pleasing in the Lord’s sight. Each selection shall conform
to the requirements for the acceptable worship of God as set forth in the Bible and in the
subordinate standards of the church.

We praise God in and through Jesus Christ. When we gather in worship
and sing, we do so as the bride of Christ. and our singing should reflect God’s redemptive
work. Songs that minimize the person and work of Christ should be evaluated more critically
and carefully than those that do not. This is not to say, however, that every song must include
Christ’s name, since the majority of the Psalms do not.

c.  This Psalter Hymnal is rooted in the rich tradition of the Protestant Ref-
ormation. Singing the Psalms with understanding conveys the theology, piety, and ethos of
the Reformation. Because psalmody has been highly accorded among Reformed Protestants
as one of the best means for congregational song, one of the principal objectives in assem-
bling the proposed Psalter-Hymnal is to provide congregations with a complete setting of all
150 Psalms in one text, with as much accuracy and as little archaic language and confusing
syntax as possible.

d.  The proposed Psalter Hymnal also will include a generous collection of
hymns that are theocentric, rich in biblical language and imagery, and suitable for public and
private worship. The hymns shall be chosen with full awareness that “the acceptable way of
worshipping the true God is instituted by God himself, and so limited by his own revealed
will, that he may not be worshiped according to the imaginations and devices of men . . . or
any . . . way not prescribed in the Holy Scripture” (Westminster Confession of Faith, XXI:I).

e. Another important consideration is the nature of the melodies and har-
monies employed as the setting for the Psalms and hymns. Every effort will be maintained to
include tunes that are accessible to believers with various musical abilities. At the same time,
the music selected in this Psalter Hymnal shall be clearly informed by the melodic traditions
that have been at the heart of Anglo-American Presbyterian psalmody and hymnody. This
means that the committee will pay attention particularly to tunes that are appropriate for
congregational singing as opposed to music that is fitting for performance either by soloists
or choirs.

5. United Reformed Church of North America
On November 9, 2010, the PHSC met with the members of the United Re-
formed Church of North America (URCNA) Psalter Hymnal Committee at Lynwood URC
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in Lynwood, Illinois. The URCNA Songbook Committee invited the PHSC to inform it as to
work done so far by the PHSC. At the invitation of the URCNA Psalter Hymnal Committee,
the PHSC presented its work, beginning with the resolution of the Seventy-Third General
Assembly. The URCNA members then reprised the history of their work, going back into the
late 1990s, and involving emphasis shifts with successive URCNA Synods. The two groups
also discussed sharing the fruits of each other’s labors and a potential working arrangement.

6. Actions of the Seventy-Eighth (2011) General Assembly
The Seventy-Eighth (2011) General Assembly passed the following motions:
1) That the General Assembly approve the Psalter-Hymnal Special Committee working
together with the URCNA Psalter-Hymnal Committee with a view to producing a joint OPC/
URC Psalter-Hymnal; 2) That an official invitation from the Assembly be extended to the
URCNA Synod (next meeting in New York in 2012) to work together to produce a Psalter-
Hymnal for use in a wide range of confessional Presbyterian and Reformed Churches.

7.  Presentation of Psalms to the Eightieth (2013) General Assembly

The Psalms, with full text and music, were made available for review at psal-
terhymnal.org by congregations and members of the OPC at the Eightieth (2013) General
Assembly. This information was sent out to the congregations of the OPC through the OPC
alias list, New Horizons, and OPC.ORG. It was also made available to the congregations and
individual members of the URCNA. The OPC and URCNA Psalter Hymnal Committees
received feedback from individuals and churches until December 31, 2013.

Acting upon the feedback of individuals and churches and also further con-
sideration of the “First Reading” Psalms list, the two committees met at Bethel Presbyterian
Church, Wheaton, on March 5-6, 2014, to propose a “Second Reading” to be presented to
the Eighty-first (2014) General Assembly and Synod 2014 for approval. Changes were often
based upon improving English poetry and correcting inflection issues.

The OPC and URCNA Psalter Hymnal Committees agreed to arrange the
Psalter according to Psalm number beginning with the complete text(s) of a psalm, followed by
partial text(s), followed by paraphrased versions. A hymn that is clearly based on a psalm will
be identified as such in the hymn section. The beginning of new lines will not be capitalized
unless a new sentence begins. Regarding the usage of gender specific language in the psalms,
the text of the English Standard Version will be followed. The name ‘Jehovah’ and archaic
language in psalms and hymns considered classics will be unchanged.

8. Approval of Psalms at the Eighty-first (2014) General Assembly
The Eighty-first (2014) General Assembly approved the metical psalms,
psalm paraphrases, and psalm partials that were put forth by the CCE. The 2014 Synod of
the URCNA approved the same metical psalms, psalm paraphrases and psalm partials.

9. OPC/URNCA Agreement

AtaJuly 17, 2015 meeting in Jenison, Michigan, a commission of the CCE
(Olinger, Strange, and Winslow) met with the representatives of the URCNA Psalter Hymnal
Committee and United States and Canadian Board of Trustees. The two sides agreed on a
name for the songbook, Trinity Psalter Hymnal. They also agreed to appoint Mr. Strange and
the Rev. Derrick VanderMeulen as co-editors starting on August 1, 2015.

Further decisions at the meeting included the agreement that copyright per-
missions were to be sought in the name of the Committee on Christian Education of the Or-
thodox Presbyterian Church and the Corporation of the United Reformed Churches — United
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States. The two bodies also agreed to share future revenue from psalter hymnal sales in
proportion to, and according to the ratio, in which expenses are shared for the production of
the volume. The content of the psalter hymnal would be controlled equally by the URCNA
and the Committee on Christian Education throughout the lifetime of the project.

10. Presentation of Hymns to the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly

1. A Debtor to Mercy Alone

2. A Hymn of Glory Let Us Sing

3. A Mighty Fortress Is Our God

4. A Parting Hymn We Sing

5. A Shoot Will Spring from Jesse’s Stump
6. Abide with Me

7. According to Thy Gracious Word

8. Ah, Holy Jesus, How Hast Thou Offended
9. Alas! and Did My Savior Bleed

10. All Authority and Power

11. All Creatures of Our God and King
12. All for Jesus!

13. All Glory Be to God

14. All Glory Be to Thee Most High

15. All Glory, Laud, and Honor

16. All Hail the Power of Jesus’ Name!
17. All Hail the Power of Jesus’ Name!
18. All Mankind Fell in Adam’s Fall

19. All My Heart This Night Rejoices
20. All Praise to Christ

21. All Praise to Thee, My God, This Night
22. All Praise to You, Eternal Lord

23. All Things Bright and Beautiful

24. Alleluia! Alleluia!

25. Almighty God, Your Word Is Cast
26. Am I a Soldier of the Cross

27. Amazing Grace

28. And Can It Be That I Should Gain
29. Angels We Have Heard on High

30. Angels, from the Realms of Glory
31. Another Year Is Dawning

32. Approach, My Soul, the Mercy Seat
33. Arise, My Soul, Arise

34. Arise, O God

35. As with Gladness Men of Old

36. At the Lamb’s High Feast We Sing
37. At the Name of Jesus

38. Baptized into Your Name Most Holy
39. Be Still, My Soul

40. Be Thou My Vision

41. Before the Throne of God Above
42. Before Thee God, Who Knowest All
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43. Behold My Servant

44. Behold the Amazing Gift of Love

45. Behold the Throne of Grace

46. Beneath the Cross of Jesus

47. Blessed Are the Sons of God

48. Blessed Jesus, at Your Word

49. Blessing and Honor and Glory and Power
50. Blest Be the God of Israel

51. Blest Be the Tie That Binds

52. Blow Ye the Trumpet, Blow!

53. Bread of the World in Mercy Broken

54. Break Thou the Bread of Life

55. Breathe on Me, Breath of God

56. By Grace I’'m Saved

57. By Grace, I Am an Heir of Heaven

58. By the Sea of Crystal

59. Can a Little Child like Me

60. Cast Down, O God, the Idols

61. Children of the Heavenly Father

62. Christ for the World We Sing

63. Christ Is Coming

64. Christ Is Made the Sure Foundation

65. Christ Jesus Lay in Death’s Strong Bands
66. Christ Shall Have Dominion

67. Christ the Lord Is Risen Today

68. Christ, above All Glory Seated

69. Christ, of All My Hopes the Ground

70. Christ, Whose Glory Fills the Skies

71. Christian Hearts in Love United

72. Christians, Awake, Salute the Happy Morn
73. Come to the Waters

74. Come unto Me, Ye Weary

75. Come, Ye, Thankful People, Come

76. Come, Christians, Join to Sing

77. Come, My Soul, with Every Care

78. Come, O Come, Thou Quickening Spirit
79. Come, Take by Faith the Body of the Lord
80. Come, Thou Almighty King

81. Come, Thou Fount of Every Blessing

82. Come, Thou Long-Expected Jesus

83. Come, Ye Disconsolate, Where’er Ye Languish
84. Come, Ye Faithful, Raise the Strain

85. Come, Ye Sinners, Poor and Needy

86. Come, Ye Sinners, Poor and Wretched

87. Comfort, Comfort, Ye My People

88. Consider Well

89. Crown Him with Many Crowns

90. Day by Day and with Each Passing Moment
91. Day of Judgment! Day of Wonders!
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Eternal Spirit, God of Truth

Fairest Lord Jesus

Far and Near the Fields Are Teeming
Father, Again in Jesus’ Name We Meet
Father, I Know That All My Life
Father, Long Before Creation

Fight the Good Fight

Fill Thou My Life, O Lord My God
For All the Saints

For the Beauty of the Earth

For Your Gift of God the Spirit
Forgive Our Sins as We Forgive
Forth in Your Name

From Depths of Woe I Raise to Thee
From Heaven High I Come to You
Give Praise to God

Give to Our God Immortal Praise
Glorious Things of Thee Are Spoken
Glory Be to God the Father

Glory Be to Jesus

Go, Labor On

God Be with You Till We Meet Again
God Himself Is with Us

God Moves in a Mysterious Way
God of the Prophets

God Rest You Merry, Gentlemen
God the All-Terrible

God, All Nature Sings Thy Glory
God, in the Gospel of His Son

Good Christian Men, Rejoice
Gracious Savior, Gentle Shepherd
Gracious Spirit, Dwell with Me
Gracious Spirit, Love Divine

Great God, We Sing That Mighty Hand
Great God, What Do I See and Hear
Great Is Thy Faithfulness

Great King of Nations, Hear Our Prayer
Guide Me, O Thou Great Jehovah
Hail the Day That Sees Him Rise
Hail, Thou Once Despised Jesus!
Hallelujah!

Hark! the Herald Angels Sing

Hark! the Voice of Love and Mercy

Hast Thou Not Known, Hast Thou Not Heard

Have Thine Own Way, Lord!

He Leadeth Me: O Blessed Thought!

Here from All Nations

Here, O My Lord, I See Thee Face to Face
Holy Ghost, Dispel Our Sadness

193
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141. Holy God, We Praise Your Name

142. Holy Spirit of Messiah

143. Holy, Holy, Holy!

144. Hope of the World

145. Hosanna, Loud Hosanna

146. How Bright Appears the Morning Star
147. How Deep the Father’s Love for Us
148. How Firm a Foundation

149. How Great the Bright Angelic Host
150. How Great Thou Art (O Lord, My God)
151. How Lovely Shines the Morning Star
152. How Marvelous, How Wise, How Great
153. How Shall They Hear the Word of God
154. How Sweet and Awesome Is the Place
155. How Sweet the Name of Jesus Sounds
156. How Vast the Benefits Divine

157. 1 Asked the Lord That I Might Grow
158. I Belong to Jesus

159. I Greet Thee, Who My Sure Redeemer Art
160. I Have No Other Comfort

161. I Heard the Voice of Jesus Say

162. I Know Whom I Have Believed

163. 1 Lay My Sins on Jesus

164. 1 Love Thy Kingdom, Lord

165. 1 Love to Tell the Story

166. I Need Thee, Precious Jesus

167. I Sing the Almighty Power of God

168. I Sought the Lord and Afterward I Knew
169. I Will Sing of My Redeemer

170. ’'m Not Ashamed to Own My Lord
171. If I Speak a Foreign Tongue

172. If Thou But Suffer God to Guide Thee
173. Immortal, Invisible, God Only Wise
174. In Christ Alone

175. In Christ There Is No East or West

176. In Doubt and Temptation

177. Infant Holy, Infant Lowly

178. It Is Well with My Soul

179. Jerusalem the Golden

180. Jesus Calls Us

181. Jesus Christ Is Risen Today

182. Jesus Lives, and So Shall 1

183. Jesus Loves Me, This I Know

184. Jesus Paid It All

185. Jesus Shall Reign Where’er the Sun
186. Jesus Sinners Doth Receive

187. Jesus, I Am Resting, Resting

188. Jesus, I My Cross Have Taken

189. Jesus, Lord, Redeemer
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Jesus, Lover of My Soul

Jesus, Master, Whose I Am

Jesus, My Great High Priest

Jesus, My Lord, My God, My All
Jesus, Priceless Treasure

Jesus, the Very Thought of Thee

Jesus, Thy Blood and Righteousness
Jesus, Where’er Your People Meet
Jesus, with Thy Church Abide

Jesus! What a Friend for Sinners!

Join All the Glorious Names

Joy to the World!

Just As I Am, without One Plea

Kind and Merciful God, We Have Sinned
Lamb, Precious Lamb

Lead Me, Lord, Lead Me in Thy Righteousness
Lead On, O King Eternal

Let All Mortal Flesh Keep Silence

Let All Things Now Living

Let Children Hear the Mighty Deeds
Let Our Choir New Anthems Raise

Let Thy Blood in Mercy Poured

Let Us Love and Sing and Wonder

Lift High the Cross

Lift Up Your Heads, Ye Mighty Gates!
Live a River Glorious

Lo What a Glorious Sight Appears

Lo, How a Rose E’er Blooming

Lo! He Comes with Clouds Descending
Look, Ye Saints, the Sight Is Glorious
Lord Jesus Christ, Be Present Now
Lord Jesus Christ, Our Lord Most Dear
Lord of the Sabbath, Hear Us Pray
Lord, I Lift My Soul to Thee

Lord, Keep Us Steadfast in Your Word
Lord, My Weak Thought in Vain Would Climb
Lord, Speak to Me That I May Speak
Lord, with Glowing Heart I’d Praise Thee
Lord, You Love a Cheerful Giver

Love Divine, All Loves Excelling
Loved with Everlasting Love

Loving Shepherd of Your Sheep

Man of Sorrows! What a Name

Master, Speak! Thy Servant Heareth
May the Mind of Christ My Savior
Mighty God, While Angels Bless You
More Love to Thee, O Christ

More Than Conquerors

My Child, Do Not Forget God’s Word
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239. My Dear Redeemer and My Lord
240. My Faith Has Found a Resting Place
241. My Faith Looks Up to Thee

242. My God, How Wonderful Thou Art
243. My Hope Is Built on Nothing Less
244. My Jesus, I Love Thee

245. My Sins, My Sins, My Savior!

246. My Song Is Love Unknown

247. My Soul Doth Magnify the Lord
248. Nearer, Still Nearer

249. None Other Lamb

250. Not All the Blood of Beasts

251. Not What My Hands Have Done
252. Nothing but the Blood

253. Now I Make My Good Confession
254. Now May Your Servant, Lord

255. Now Thank We All Our God

256. O Breath of Life, Come Sweeping through Us
257. O Christ, Our Hope, Our Heart’s Desire
258. O Christ, Our King, Creator, Lord
259. O Come, All Ye Faithful

260. O Come, O Come, Emmanuel

261. O Day of Rest and Gladness

262. O Father, You Are Sovereign

263. O For a Thousand Tongues to Sing
264. O Fountain of Unceasing Grace
265. O God beyond All Praising

266. O God, Great Father, Lord, and King
267. O God, My Faithful God

268. O God, Our Help in Ages Past

269. O God, We Praise Thee

270. O Gracious Lord

271. O Jesus Sweet, O Jesus Mild

272. O Jesus, I Have Promised

273. O Jesus, Joy of Loving Hearts

274. O Jesus, We Adore Thee

275. O Light That Knew No Dawn

276. O Little Town of Bethlehem

277. O Lord, How Shall I Meet You

278. O Love of God, How Strong and True
279. O Love That Will Not Let Me Go
280. O Love, How Deep, How Broad
281. O Righteous in the Lord, Rejoice
282. O Sacred Head, Now Wounded

283. O Savior, Precious Savior

284. O Shine upon These, Lord

285. O Sons and Daughters, Let Us Sing!
286. O Spirit, Fill Our Hearts

287. O Splendor of God’s Glory Bright
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O That I Had a Thousand Voices

O the Deep, Deep Love of Jesus!

O the Deep, Unbounded Riches

O Thou Eternal Son of God

O Thou That Hear’st When Sinners Cry
O Word of God Incarnate

O Worship the King

O Zion, Haste, Your Mission High Fulfilling
Of the Father’s Love Begotten

Oh Blest the House

On the Good and Faithful

Once in David’s Royal City

One There Is, above All Others

Open Now Thy Gates of Beauty

Our Children, Lord, in Faith and Prayer
Praise God for Joy of Sabbath Blest
Praise the Savior Now and Ever

Praise to the Lord, the Almighty
Praise, My Soul, the King of Heaven
Praise, My Soul, the King of Heaven
Rejoice, Believer in the Lord

Rejoice, Rejoice Believers

Rejoice, the Lord Is King

Rejoice, Ye Pure in Heart

Revive Thy Work, O Lord

Ride On, Ride On in Majesty!

Rise, My Soul, to Watch and Pray
Rock of Ages, Cleft for Me

Safely through Another Week
Salvation unto Us Has Come

Savior of the Nations, Come

Savior, Again to Thy Dear Name We Raise
Savior, Like a Shepherd Lead Us
Savior, Teach Me, Day by Day

See, the Conqueror Mounts in Triumph
Shepherd of Tender Youth

Shine Thou upon Us, Lord

Shout, for the Blessed Jesus Reigns
Silent Night! Holy Night!

Sing Praise to God Who Reigns Above
Sing to the Lord of Harvest

Sing, Choirs of New Jerusalem
Soldiers of Christ, Arise

Sometimes a Light Surprises

Songs of Thankfulness and Praise
Soul, Adorn Yourself with Gladness
Speak, O Lord

Spirit of God, Descend Upon My Heart
Stand Up, Stand Up for Jesus
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337. Stricken, Smitten and Afflicted

338. Take My Life, and Let It Be

339. “Take Up Your Cross,” the Savior Said
340. Teach Me Thy Way, O Lord

341. That Easter Day with Joy Was Bright
342. The Battle Is the Lord’s

343. The Beatitudes

344. The Church’s One Foundation

345. The Day of Resurrection

346. The Day You Gave Us, Lord, Is Ended
347. The God of Abraham Praise

348. The Head That Once Was Crowned with Thorns
349. The Lord Will Come and Not Be Slow
350. The Lord’s Prayer

351. The People Who in Darkness Walked
352. The Sands of Time Are Sinking

353. The Son of God Goes Forth to War

354. The Strife Is O’er, the Battle Done

355. The Ten Commandments

356. Thee We Adore, Eternal Lord!

357. There Is a Fountain Filled with Blood
358. There Is a Green Hill Far Away

359. Thine Be the Glory

360. This Day at Thy Creating Word

361. This Is My Father’s World

362. Thou Art the Way

363. Thou Who Wast Rich beyond All Splendor
364. Though Troubles Assail Us

365. Throned Upon the Awful Tree

366. Thus Saith the Mercy of the Lord

367. Thy Mercy, Lord, Is What I Need

368. Thy Works, Not Mine, O Christ

369. *Tis Midnight; and on Olive’s Brow
370. *Tis Not That I Did Choose Thee

371. To God Be the Glory

372. To Thy Temple I Repair

373. To Us a Child of Hope Is Born

374. Twas on That Night When Doomed to Know
375. Union with Thee

376. Up from the Grave He Arose

377. Up to the Mountain Went the Lord

378. Wake, Awake, for Night Is Flying

379. We All Believe in One True God

380. We Come, O Christ, to You

381. We Gather Together

382. We Give Thee But Thine Own

383. We Have Not Known Thee as We Ought
384. We Plow the Fields and Scatter

385. We Praise You, O God, Our Redeemer, Creator
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We Rest on Thee

Weary of Earth, and Laden with My Sin
Welcome, Happy Morning!

What a Friend We Have in Jesus
What Child Is This?

What Wondrous Love Is This
Whate’er My God Ordains Is Right
When All Your Mercies, O My God
When His Salvation Bringing

When I Survey the Wondrous Cross
When Morning Gilds the Skies
When the Prophet Moses Raised
When This Passing World Is Done
While Shepherds Watched Their Flocks
Who Are These like Stars Appearing
Who Is He Born in the Stall?

Who Is This, So Weak and Helpless
Who Trusts in God, a Strong Abode
Why Should Cross and Trial Grieve Me?
Wondrous King, All-Glorious
Worship Christ, the Risen King!

Ye Servants of God, Your Master Proclaim
Ye Who His Temple Throng

Your Hand, O God, Has Guided
Your Law, O God, Is Our Delight
Zion, to Thy Saviour Singing

Hear Our Prayer, O Lord

The Lord’s Prayer

The Apostle’s Creed

The Apostle’s Creed

Lord, Dismiss Us with Your Blessing
May the Grace of Christ Our Savior
Doxology

Doxology

Doxology

Gloria Patri

Gloria Patri

Hallelujah! Hallelujah!

Now Blessed Be Jehovah God

Praise Ye the Lord Ye Hosts Above
Twofold Amen

Twofold Amen

Threefold Amen

Acting upon the feedback of individuals and churches and also further consider-

ation of the “First Reading” hymns list, the co-editors working with the music editor and oth-
ers members of the respective committees proposed the above list as a “Second Reading” to
the CCE at its March 15, 2016 meeting. Songs that were removed from the “First Reading”
were the following:
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A Christian Home

Christ Is Our Cornerstone

Let Us Praise God Together

Let Us with Gladsome Mind

O Come, and Mourn with Me Awhile

O Praise the Father

O Quickly Come, Dread Judge of All

Romans Doxology

Who Is on the Lord’s Side?

0. Whole-Hearted Thanksgiving (moved to the psalms listing and included as Psalm

Z O XNAIN WD =

9B)

Songs that were added to the “Second Reading” were the following:
Lamb, Precious Lamb

Lift High the Cross

More than Conquerors

O the Deep, Unbounded Riches

Thy Mercy Lord, is What I Need

SNk WD =

The CCE puts forth the 428 hymns as a package for approval for publication
by the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly. The URCNA Psalter Hymnal Committee will
put forth the same list of hymns to Synod 2016 for approval.

While adopting this hymn proposal means that this is the Assembly’s final ap-
proval, it must be understood certain minor changes might need to be made prior to produc-
tion, such as editorial mistakes or “typos” that need correction. Further, unforeseen copyright
problems may necessitate changes in order to bring the particular song into copyright
compliance, or to remove the song from the collection should the necessary changes or cost
prove to be prohibitive.

11. Final Approval

The CCE recommends approval for publication of the proposed Trinity Psalter
Hymnal with the psalms approved by the Eighty-first (2014) General Assembly and the
hymns approved by the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly, and the inclusion of the Belgic
Confession, Heidelberg Catechism, Canons of Dordt (in the forms used in the URCNA), and
the Confession of Faith and Catechisms of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

The CCE recommends that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly
communicate its actions regarding the proposed Trinity Psalter Hymnal to Synod 2016 of the
United Reformed Churches of North America (meeting in Wyoming, MI, 13—17 June).

F.  Great Commission Publications (GCP)

1. Shared Ministry
GCP is entering its thirty-eighth year as a joint ministry of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church and the Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) in the production of
Christian educational materials.
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2. Executive Director
The Rev. E. Marvin Padgett, a ministerial member of the PCA, serves as the
Executive Director of GCP. Mr. Padgett, who served on the GCP Board of Trustees from
1991-2012, was formerly Vice-President Editorial at P&R Publishing from 2006-2013, and
Vice-President Editorial at Crossway books from 1997-2005. From 1983-1996, Mr. Padgett
owned and managed the Logos Bookstore of Nashville, Tennessee.

3. Administration
Six trustees are elected from the Committee on Christian Education and
Publications (CE&P) of the PCA and six trustees are elected from the CCE of the OPC. The
CCE General Secretary (Mr. Olinger) and the CE&P Coordinator (Mr. Stephen T. Estock)
sit as ex officio members. The GCP trustees from the OPC function as a subcommittee of the
CCE and report to the entire CCE.

The 2015 roster of GCP trustees were the following:

OPC PCA
Mr. John R. Muether The Rev. David Stewart
The Rev. Gregory E. Reynolds Mr. Scott Barber
Mr. Darryl G. Hart Mr. Steve Manley
Mr. Wallace King The Rev. Barksdale Pullen
The Rev. Rodney T. King The Rev. Ed Norton
The Rev. Alan D. Strange Mr. Winston Maddox
The Rev. Danny E. Olinger The Rev. Stephen T. Estock
(ex officio) (ex officio)

Alternates are appointed to serve in case regular members cannot. The Rev.
Archibald A. Allison and Mr. David Winslow, Jr. are the current OPC alternates. The Board
convenes in two stated meetings each year in April or May and October.

4.  Editorial Statement
GCP’s editorial statement, which guides the writing of its material, is as
follows: “Under the conviction that the Word of God is verbally inspired and infallible, we
seek to handle Scripture as a whole and each individual passage with great care—not adding or
deleting, not speculating or embellishing, emphasizing both by content and means of teaching
that these are God’s words and not ours.”

5. Show Me Jesus
GCP produces covenantal, Christ-centered Sunday school materials built upon
a high view of the Bible as God’s complete, unified revelation. This material, under the GCP
adopted label Show Me Jesus, points children to know and trust Jesus, the revealer of the
Father and the Savior of his people.

6. Publications
GCP publishes and makes available numerous Christian education resources

for use in the church, including:

 Trinity Hymnal (Revised 1990 edition)



202 Eighty-third General Assembly

* Bible Doctrine

» Confessing Christ

* Vacation Bible School material

 Catechetical materials featuring Kids’ Quest! Catechism Club, First Cat-
echism, Settle’s Memory Work Notebook

» Westminster Standards (including Williamson’s Westminster Confession of
Faith for Study Classes and Shorter Catechism for Study Classes)

* Christian Education resources for Teachers and Parents

» Baptism and Membership certificates

 Church bulletins (subscription service)

A complete listing of GCP’s educational resources can be found at its website,
GCP.ORG.

7. Communication
As Executive Director, Mr. Padgett is accountable to the Board of Trustees.
He and his staff are responsive to concerns expressed by the parent committees. Comments
from within the OPC concerning content of GCP materials are properly and most helpfully
addressed through sessions or presbyteries directly to the CCE.

G. Ministerial Training Institute of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (MTIOPC)

1. History
The Thirty-Fourth (1967) General Assembly established the Committee on
Ministerial Training (CMT) as a standing committee of the General Assembly. The Forty-
Seventh (1980) General Assembly made the CMT a Subcommittee on Ministerial Training
(SMT) of the CCE. The Sixty-Fifth (1998) General Assembly approved a plan for the SMT to
establish a Ministerial Training Institute.

2. Purpose
The stated purpose of the MTIOPC is to assist in maintaining and enhancing
the quality of ministerial service in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, especially pastoral and
missionary, by helping men to prepare for informed and effective ministry that conforms to
the standard of Holy Scripture. To this end, the Institute seeks to advance a constructive view
of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church and its doctrine, government, discipline, and worship.

3. Oversight
The six-member SMT serves as the board of directors for the Institute. These
men are elected directly by the General Assembly. The MTIOPC offers instruction primarily
by readings, correspondence, and training seminars under the SMT’s supervision.

4. Administration
Mr. Olinger serves as Director of MTIOPC and Mrs. Clawson serves as
Coordinator in working with hosting churches for the intensive training sessions.

5. Program of Instruction
In 2015, the Rev. John Shaw, general secretary for the Committee on Home
Missions and Church Extension, and the Rev. Eric B. Watkins, pastor of Covenant Presbyterian



Appendix 203

Church, Saint Augustine, Florida, were appointed instructors of the newest MTIOPC course
on Evangelism. The Rev. William Shishko retired after sixteen years of faithful service as
instructor of the MTIOPC Pastoral Theology and Homiletics courses. The Rev. Dale A. Van
Dyke, pastor of Harvest Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Wyoming, Michigan, was appointed
as the new co-instructor with the Rev. Douglas Clawson for the Homiletics course. Also
approved was the establishment of a Hebrew Refresher course.

The available MTIOPC courses of instruction are as follows:

Book of Discipline (Stuart R. Jones)

Covenant Nurture (Thomas E. Tyson)
Defending the Faith (William D. Dennison)
Ecclesiology (A. Craig Troxel)

Form of Government (Alan D. Strange)
Evangelism (John Shaw and Eric Watkins)

A Greek Refresher (David C. Noe)

Homiletics (Douglas B. Clawson and Dale A. Van Dyke)
OPC History (John R. Muether)

Reformed Worship (Glen J. Clary)

Westminster Standards (Chad B. Van Dixhoorn)

FTSE@ o Ao o

6. 2015 Intensive Training

A record number of students participated in the 2015 MTIOPC courses. The
spring intensive training session for Ecclesiology, Form of Government, and Reformed
Worship courses was held at Bethel Presbyterian Church, Wheaton, IL. The spring intensive
training session for the Homiletics course was held at the Orthodox Presbyterian Church of
Franklin Square, Franklin Square, NY. The summer intensive training session for A Greek
Refresher and Orthodox Presbyterian Church History was held at the OPC Administrative
Offices, Willow Grove, PA, and co-hosted by Calvary OPC, Glenside, PA, and Trinity OPC,
Hatboro, PA. The Committee would like to extend its thankfulness to members of the Bethel,
Franklin Square, Calvary, and Trinity congregations for their gracious hospitality.

7. Participants in 2015 Courses

Course Under Licentiates ~ Ministers Ruling Others  Total
Care Elders

Ecclesiology 1 2 6 1 1 11

Form of

Government 2 2 4 1 0 9

Reformed Worship 2 2 5 0 0

Homiletics 1 0 5 0 0

A Greek Refresher 2 2 5 2 0 11

OPC History 1 2 1 1 1 6
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8. Numerical History

Year New Students ~ Returning Students Total Students
1999 12 12
2000 27 12 39
2001 12 19 31
2002 13 15 28
2003 17 18 35
2004 22 13 35
2005 25 16 41
2006 19 18 37
2007 11 19 30
2008 09 13 22
2009 17 08 25
2010 13 14 27
2011 04 04 08
2012 18 17 35
2013 16 12 28
2014 14 26 40
2015 22 30 52
Totals 271 254 525

H. Aids for Ministerial Training:

1.  Book Grants

An important component of ministerial training is the development of the
pastor’s personal library, which tends to fall beyond a young minister’s budget. To address
this problem, an anonymous donor made a generous monetary gift to assist recently ordained
ministers of the OPC to obtain books of their choice, especially solid biblical commentaries,
for their libraries.

The CCE has established the following rules governing the disbursement of
these funds:

(1) Requirements:
(a) have been ordained within three years of applying for the program
(b) be engaged in pastoral or missionary ministry of the OPC
(c) have completed at least two MTIOPC courses

(2) To receive a grant, one must provide the following:
(a) name of seminary, or seminaries, attended and date of graduation
(b) dates of ordination and installation into current ministry
(c) name and address of body with which currently he is serving as a
minister
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(d) in the case of application for the three-year option, a letter from the
proper person confirming that the body with which the applicant
serves has committed to at least match the grant for each of the three
years

(3) Grants are credited in one of two ways:
(a) $200 one-time grant
(b) up to $150 per year for up to three years if that amount is at least
matched each year by the minister’s calling body

(4) Applications are to be sent to Mr. Olinger at danny.olinger@opc.org.
I.  The Ministerial Internship Program

Heeding the Apostle’s words in 2 Timothy 2:2, “And the things which you have
heard from me in the presence of many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able
to teach others also,” the CCE oversees OPC ministerial internships, providing financial
assistance and guidance to churches and interns. We thank the congregations, pastors, and
sessions who have committed themselves to the sacrificial service of helping in this critical
training and ministry.

1.  Financial Assistance
The CCE, through the SMT, provides matching funds to congregations for
approved internships. In 2015, the CCE provided matching funds of $1,000 monthly for
approved summer internships and $1,250 monthly for approved yearlong internships.

2. Summer Internships 2015
The CCE assisted in funding fifteen internships during 2015. The summer
internships were the following:

Bethel Presbyterian Church, Wheaton, IL—Aijalon Church

Calvin, OPC, Phoenix, AZ—Jeremy Baker

Covenant Presbyterian Church, Tri-Cities, WA—Dan York

Faith OPC, Garland, TX—Ryan Cavanaugh

Grace Fellowship Church, Philadelphia, PA—Zachary Simmons
Harvest OPC, Wyoming, MI—Wayne Veenstra

New Covenant Community Church, Joliet, [IL—Joel Fregia

New Life OPC, Williamsport, PA—Bulut Yasar

Oakland Hills Community Church, Farmington Hills, MI—Bryan Dage
Providence OPC, Mifflinburg, PA—Mark Stumpff

Providence OPC, Temecula, CA—Andy Smith

Providence Presbyterian Church, Greensboro, NC—Michael Spangler
Redeemer OPC, Beavercreek, OH—Daniel Doleys

Redemption OPC, Gainesville, FL—Scott Creel

Tyler OPC, Tyler, TX—Ryan Heaton

3. Yearlong Internships 2015-2016
The CCE also assisted in co-sponsoring ten yearlong internships which started
in 2015. These longer internships are designed for men under care of an OPC presbytery and
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who have made a commitment to pursue licensure in the OPC. The yearlong internships, some
of which are still continuing, are:

Calvary OPC, Glenside, PA—Dan Adams

Covenant Community Church, Taylors, SC—Lowell Ivey

The First Church of Merrimack, Merrimack, NH—Caleb Nelson

First Presbyterian Church, Northshore, Ipswich, MA—Tim Son

Grace OPC, Columbus, OH—Brian Guinto

Harvest OPC, San Marcos, GA—Matthew Prather

Lakeview OPC, Rockport, ME—Darryl Kretschmer

Primera Iglesia Presbiteriana Ortodoxa, San Juan, PR—Roberto Quifiones
Redeemer Presbyterian Church, Ada, MI—Charles Williams

Trinity OPC, Hatboro, PA—Ben Gordon

4. Guidelines for Seeking a Summer Intern
For churches interested in participating in the ministerial summer internship
program, the following policies guide ministerial internship approval:

a. Applications for 2017 summer interns should be sent to the CCE by
February 28, 2017. Applications can be found on OPC.ORG under Worldwide Outreach, then
Christian Education, or by contacting Mrs. Clawson at pat.clawson@opc.org or 215-935-
1023.

b. A mentoring pastor must have five years of pastoral experience in the
OPC.

c.  OPC men contemplating summer internships are required ordinarily to be
under care of a presbytery.

d. Failure of a session to return intern evaluations will be considered a
negative factor on the church’s next application for an internship.

5. Guidelines for Seeking a Yearlong Intern
For churches interested in participating in the yearlong internship program, the
following policies guide ministerial internship approval:

a.  Applications for 2017-2018 yearlong interns should be sent to the CCE
by February 28, 2017. Applications can be found on OPC.ORG under Worldwide Outreach,
then Christian Education or by contacting Mrs. Clawson at pat.clawson@opc.org or 215-935-
1023.

b. A mentoring pastor must have five years of pastoral experience in the
OPC.

c. Yearlong interns must be members of the OPC.

d. A yearlong intern must apply to a presbytery of the OPC for licensure no
later than the commencement of the internship with a view to his being licensed at least by the
mid-point of the internship.

e. Failure of a session to return intern evaluations will be considered a
negative factor on a church’s next application for an internship.

f.  Churches having a yearlong intern are strongly encouraged to incorporate
enrollment in an MTIOPC course in the plan for the internship and the mentoring pastor
should consider the advisability of enrolling in an MTIOPC course together with his intern.
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g.  Churches participating in the internship program, but which do not receive
funding from the CCE, are asked to assist us by submitting evaluations of interns.

6. Readiness for Ministry Seminars
Mr. Olinger participated in the CHMCE hosted 2015 seminars at Westminster
Seminary California, Escondido, California and Mid-America Reformed Seminary in Dyer,
Indiana. Mr. Olinger also participated in the monthly CHMCE-sponsored luncheons at
Westminster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. While on seminary visits,
Mr. Olinger promotes the OPC through talks and lectures and interviews prospective intern
candidates.

J. OPC Timothy Conference

1. Purpose of Conference

In order to assist OP congregations in identifying and encouraging young men
with apparent gifts for the gospel ministry, the SMT established an “OPC Timothy Conference”
for young men from ages sixteen to twenty-one. The conference was so named because the
Apostle Paul exhorted Timothy to “fan into flame the gift of God, which is in you” (2 Tim. 1:6)
and “guard the good deposit entrusted to you” (2 Tim. 1:14). Paul also said, “What you have
heard from me...entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also” (2 Tim. 2:2).

Since its inception in 2008 some 149 young men from every presbytery in the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church have been challenged at the conference to consider the call
to gospel ministry in the OPC. These students have been addressed on various topics related
to the ministry by general secretaries, home and foreign missionaries, pastors, and seminary
professors. They have also been given exposure to seminary classes at Reformed seminaries
located near the host congregations.

2. 2015 Conference Report

Calvary Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Glenside, Pennsylvania served as
the host church and Westminster Theological Seminary served as the host seminary for the
2015 Timothy Conference held on March 18-21, 2015. Eighteen young men from across the
congregations of the OPC attended. OPC ministers J. Mark Sallade, Larry Westerveld, David
VanDrunen, and Danny Olinger spoke to the students on topics concerned with the ministerial
office, calling, and preparation for gospel ministry. Historian John Muether spoke to the
students on the history and identity of the OPC, and OPC ruling elder Darryl Hart led a guided
tour in Philadelphia pointing out historical Presbyterian sites. Mr. and Mrs. Robert (Linda)
Jones of Calvary OPC, Glenside, graciously opened their home for a meal and fellowship.

Messrs. Olinger, VanDrunen, and Winslow serve as a subcommittee of the
SMT to organize these conferences and have been assisted by Susan Winslow with travel and
accommodation arrangements.

K. Shiloh Institute

1. Purpose of the Institute
The Orthodox Presbyterian Shiloh Institute introduces prospective ministers to
the work of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church as a means of recruiting able young men for
OPC ministry and future participation in MTIOPC. This is similar to the Timothy Conference,
but with an older age group in view.



208 Eighty-third General Assembly

2. 2015 Institute
The sixth annual institute met again at the Shiloh Retreat in Jefferson, New
Hampshire, overlooking the White Mountains for three days in June, 2015. This modest
but charming retreat provided an ideal environment for lectures, informal discussion, and
fellowship. Each instructor presented a lecture interspersed with discussion and then a follow-
up session that reflected on pre-assigned readings. Topics included:

“The OPC and Global Calvinism” (Dr. Darryl Hart)

“A True Presbyterian Church at Last” (Mr. John Muether)
“The View of an OPC Immigrant” (The Rev. Stephen Tracey)
“The Shape of OPC Ministry” (The Rev. Gregory Reynolds)

Seven students applied and all but one were able to attend. Seminaries
represented included two from Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary, one from
Westminster Seminary in California, one from Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary
in Jacksonville, one from Reformed Presbyterian Theological Seminary, one from North
American Reformed Seminary; and one from Bethlehem Seminary. Half of the yearlong
internship applicants in 2014 were alumni of the summer institute (8 of 16).

Student response to the institute has been very positive. One participant
observed, “The Shiloh Institute is important because it covers things you likely won’t hear
in seminary.” Another wrote more at length: “I am incredibly thankful for each instructor’s
contribution—the lectures and fellowship were both encouraging and helpful. Many
questions were answered, and I feel much more comfortable with the OPC—many false
initial impressions were given clarity and perspective. Thank you all for your hard work and
faithfulness to God’s work in raising the next generation of ministers and church leaders. 1
pray that we will stay in contact in the years to come!”

More information on the Shiloh Institute is available at http://www.opc.org/
cce/Shiloh_Institute.html.

L. Seminary Visitation

1. Program
The SMT visits Reformed seminaries in order to glean information about
seminaries whose graduates are regularly entering the pastoral ministry in the OPC. SMT
seminary visitation does not function as an accreditation program. The outcome of a visit is
not intended to be either an endorsement or a disqualification of a seminary as a place suit-
able for training men for ministry in the OPC.

2. Seminary Visit Chronology

* October 1998  Mid-America Reformed Seminary, Dyer, Indiana
Visitation Members: The Rev. G.I. Williamson, the Rev.
Bruce Hollister, and the Rev. William Bomer
Report: Minutes of the Sixty-Eighth (2001) General
Assembly, page 98.

* March 1999 Westminster ~ Theological ~ Seminary, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania
Visitation Members: Mr. James S. Gidley, the Rev.




April 1999

February 2001

March 2002

October 2003

February 2005

March 2005

September 2006
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Lawrence Semel, and the Rev. Hailu Mekonnen
Report: Minutes of the Sixty-Eighth (2001) General
Assembly, pages 95-96.

Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Greenville,
South Carolina

Visitation Members: The Rev. William Shishko, the Rev.
Thomas S. Champness, and the Rev. T. Nathan Trice.
Report: Minutes of the Sixty-Eighth (2001) General
Assembly, pages 96-98.

Westminster Theological Seminary, Escondido, California
Visitation Members: Mr. David Winslow, Jr., the Rev.
Thomas E. Tyson, and the Rev. Larry E. Wilson

Report: Minutes of the Sixty-Eighth (2001) General
Assembly, pages 98—100.

Reformed Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania

Visitation Members: The Rev. Thomas E. Tyson, the Rev.
Mark R. Brown, and the Rev. Danny E. Olinger

Report: Minutes of the Seventieth (2003) General
Assembly, pages 165-166.

Gordon-Conwell  Theological Seminary, Hamilton,
Massachusetts

Visitation Members: Mr. David Winslow, Jr., the Rev.
Gregory E. Reynolds, and the Rev. John R. Hilbelink
Report: Minutes of the Seventy-First (2004) General
Assembly, pages 102—-104.

Westminster Seminary California, Escondido, California
Visitation Members: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger, the Rev.
Alan R. Pontier, the Rev. Rollin P. Keller, and Mr. David
Winslow, Jr.

Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Third (2006) General
Assembly, pages 185-188.

Reformed Theological Seminary, Orlando, Florida
Visitation Members: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger, the Rev.
William Hobbs, and Mr. David Winslow, Jr.

Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Third (2006) General
Assembly, pages 188—191.

Mid-America Reformed Seminary, Dyer, Indiana
Visitation Members: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger, the
Rev. Larry Wilson, the Rev. Glenn Jerrell, and Mr. David
Winslow, Jr.

Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Fourth (2007) General
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Eighty-third General Assembly

October 2008

March 2010

November 2011

October 2012

November 2014

M. Marriage and Sexuality
Atits June 16, 2015 meeting, the CCE established a Special Committee on Marriage

Assembly, pages 1-192.

Westminster ~ Theological =~ Seminary, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Visitation Members: The Rev. Thomas E. Tyson, the Rev.
Donald J. Duff, the Rev. Danny E. Olinger, and the Rev.
Larry J. Westerveld.

Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Sixth (2009) General
Assembly, pages 238-241.

Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Greenville,
South Carolina

Visitation Members: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger, the Rev.
A. Boyd Miller, the Rev. Brenton C. Ferry, and Mr. David
Winslow, Jr.

Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Eighth (2011) General
Assembly, pages 92-95.

Puritan Reformed Theological Seminary, Grand Rapids,
Michigan

Visitation Members: The Rev. Dr. A. Craig Troxel, the
Rev. Dale A. Van Dyke, the Rev. Dr. Douglas A. Felch, the
Rev. Stephen W. Igo, and the Rev. Robert M. Van Manen.
Report: Minutes of the Seventy-Ninth (2012) General
Assembly, pages 128—130.

Reformed Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania

Visitation Members: The Rev. Dr. A. Craig Troxel, the
Rev. Paul N. Browne, and the Rev. John Van Meerbeke
Report: Minutes of the Eightieth (2013) General Assembly,
pages 203-205.

Westminster Seminary California, Escondido, California
Visitation Members: The Rev. Dr. A. Craig Troxel, the
Rev. Chad Bond, the Rev. Jesse A. Pirschel, the Rev. Roger
Wagner, and Mr. David Winslow, Jr.

Report: Minutes of the Eighty-second (2015) General
Assembly, pages 242-244.

and Sexuality (SCMS). The SCMS was formed to help the members and congregations of
the OPC to uphold the biblical view of marriage and sexuality in light of the increasing
antagonism from the surrounding society. Those appointed to the SCMS were David
VanDrunen (chairman), A. Craig Troxel, Alan Strange, John Muether, and Danny Olinger.
The SCMS, working with the editor of New Horizons, helped to organize and produce the
March 2016 issue of New Horizons. Articles published in the issue included Mr. VanDrunen’s
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“Sex and Marriage in Light of Human Nature and the Image of God,” Rosaria Butterfield’s
“Three Lenses through Which People View Sexuality,” Lance Kinzer’s “Christian Values in
a Hostile Society,” and Jennifer Marshall’s “Marriage, Sexuality, and Public Policy.” Book
Reviews in the issue were Mr. Strange’s review of Kevin DeYoung’s The Biblical Teaching
on Homosexuality, Mr. Troxel’s review of John Freeman’s Hide or Seek: When Men Get Real
with God about Sex, Shane Lems’ review of Albert Mohler’s We Cannot Be Silent, and Daniel
Patterson’s review of Denny Burk and Health Lambert’s Transforming Homosexuality: What
the Bible Says about Sexual Orientation.

The SCMS also arranged a pre-Assembly conference, “Marriage, Sexuality &
Faithful Witness: A Conference for Church Officers” at Glasgow Presbyterian Church (PCA)
in Bear, Delaware on June 8, 2016. The speakers at the conference were Carl Trueman, “The
Path to — and from — Here: Reflections on Sexual Identify Past and Present,” Randy Beck,
“Living Under Foreign Law,” and Timothy Geiger, “Speaking the Truth in Love: Ministry
to Those Struggling with Same-Sex Attraction and Gender Dysphoria.” Ms. Marshall also
participated in a panel discussion with the speakers.

The SCMS is working on producing a webpage on OPC.ORG that would provide
resources, such as book reviews, website links, and documents produced by sessions and
churches.

IV. PROPOSED BUDGET
Actual Actual Budget Budget Proposed

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017

REVENUE

Worldwide Outreach 405,722 451,500 451,500 465,000 480,000
New Horizons 261,790 267,669 280,000 280,000 280,000
From Reserves 72,105 6,505 70,259 9,453 26,766
Other 5,681 5,215 5,765 5,765 5,765
Total Revenue 745,298 740,889 807.524 760,218 792,531
EXPENSES

New Horizons 263,008 267,669 280,000 278,604 280,000
Internet ministries 19,684 20,567 30,000 25,000 25,000
Ordained Servant 16,012 20,807 21,000 21,000 22,000
MTIOPC 11,935 14,058 15,000 0 15,000
Ministerial Internships 214,035 202,130 230,000 220,000 220,000
Conferences/Visitation 20,969 14,819 19,000 11,000 20,000
Psalter-Hymnal 15,262 13,935 12,000 4,000 2,500
General Administration 184,393 186,893 200,524 200,614 208,031
Total Expenses 745,298 740,889 807,524 760,218 792,531

Excess/(Deficiency) 0 0 0 0 0
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V. ELECTIONS

A. CCE
The CCE is composed of three classes, each composed of five members—three
ministers and two ruling elders. Two of the members of each class are also members of the
SMT. The present composition of the CCE is as follows:

Class 0of 2016 Ministers: Rodney T. King, Stephen A. Pribble, Alan D. Strange
Ruling Elders: James S. Gidley, John R. Muether

Class 0f 2017 Ministers: Gregory E. Reynolds, A. Craig Troxel, David M.
VanDrunen
Ruling Elders: Timothy K. Jackson, Wallace King

Class of 2018 Ministers: Sidney D. Dyer, Daniel F. Patterson, Archibald A. Allison
Ruling Elders: Darryl G. Hart, David Winslow, Jr.

Members whose terms expire at this Assembly are:

Ministers

Rodney King (SRC, SIM, GCP, Finance)

Stephen Pribble (SRC, Psalter Hymnal)

Alan Strange (Vice-President, GCP, SRC, Psalter Hymnal, Sexuality and Marriage,
Executive)

Ruling Elders
James Gidley (President, SMT, Executive)
John Muether (SMT, GCP, Shiloh, Sexuality, and Marriage, Executive)

Mr. King has requested that his name not be put forth in nomination.

B. SMT
The members of the CCE’s Subcommittee on Ministerial Training (SMT) are elected
directly by the Assembly. The six members must include at least two ministers and two ruling
elders.

2016 2017 2018
Dr. James S. Gidley The Rev. Dr. A. Craig Troxel The Rev. Daniel F. Patterson
Mr. John R. Muether  The Rev. Dr. David VanDrunen Mr. David Winslow, Jr.

C. Procedure to Elect the Class of 2019
The Assembly must first elect the SMT class of 2019. The men elected to the
SMT are automatically elected to the CCE class of 2019. The Assembly must then elect the
remaining three members of the CCE class of 2019.
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
The CCE at its March 15, 2016 meeting adopted these recommendations without dissent.

1. The CCE recommends that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly approve for
publication the 428 hymns for the proposed 7rinity Psalter Hymnal as a package.

2. The CCE recommends that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly approve for
publication the proposed Trinity Psalter Hymnal with the psalms approved by the Eighty-
first (2014) General Assembly and the hymns approved by the Eighty-third (2016) General
Assembly, and the inclusion of the Belgic Confession, Heidelberg Catechism, Canons of
Dordt (in the forms used in the URCNA), and the Confession of Faith and Catechisms of the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

3. The CCE recommends that the Eighty-third (2016) General Assembly communicate
its actions regarding the proposed Trinity Psalter Hymnal to Synod 2016 of the United
Reformed Churches of North America (meeting in Wyoming, MI, 13—17 June).
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON COORDINATION

SYNOPSIS
I.  PURPOSE
II. OPERATION
A. Membership
1. General Assembly Elections
2. Program Committee Elections
3. General Secretaries
B. Officers
1. Chairman
2. Vice Chairman
3. Secretary
4.  Treasurer
C. Standing Subcommittees
1.  Administration
2. Promotional Guidelines and Stewardship Education
3. Program Review
4. Chairman
D. Meetings
III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS
A. Worldwide Outreach Program
1. 2015 Financial Results
2. Financial Reserves
B. Coordinated Promotional Efforts
1. Combined Worldwide Outreach oriented materials
2. OPC Ambassador Program
3. Stewardship Education
C. Administrative

1. Staff
2. Accounting and Database Management
3. Planning

IV. ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE REPORTED TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
A. Special Relationships Requests
B. Special Relationships Review
V. 2017 BUDGET FOR THE COMMITTEE
VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Approval of 2017 Worldwide Outreach Program
VII. ELECTIONS
A. Term Expirations

I.  PURPOSE

The purposes of the Committee are to recommend to the General Assembly a combined
budget for the three program committees (Christian Education, Foreign Missions, and Home
Missions and Church Extension) for the succeeding year so as to help the Church maximize
the use of its resources for the fulfillment of its tasks, to support the ministry of the pastors and
sessions in their responsibility to teach and encourage the practice of biblical stewardship in
the Church and to help coordinate the promotion of the work of the three program committees
in the development of support for their work.
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II. OPERATION
A. Membership

1. Elected by the General Assembly [year elected]

a. Class of 2016
Ruling Elder John D. Mazunik [2004]
The Rev. Donald J. Duff [2010]

b. Class 0of 2017
Ruling Elder Paul H. Tavares [1999]
The Rev. Stephen J. Oharek [2013]

c. Class of 2018
Ruling Elder William A. Muether [2010]
The Rev. Anthony A. Monaghan [2009]

2. Elected by the Program Committees
a.  Christian Education — Ruling Elder Timothy K. Jackson [2008]
b. Foreign Missions — The Rev. Glenn D. Jerrell [2009]
c. Home Missions — Ruling Elder Garret A. Hoogerhyde [1993]

3. General Secretaries [ex officio]
a.  Christian Education — The Rev. Danny E. Olinger [2004]
b. Foreign Missions — Ruling Elder Mark T. Bube [1991]
c.  Home Missions — The Rev. John S. Shaw [2013]

B. Officers

1. Chairman — Ruling Elder Paul H. Tavares

2. Vice-Chairman — The Rev. Donald J. Duff

3. Secretary — The Rev. Anthony A. Monaghan

4.  Treasurer — Ruling Elder Garret A. Hoogerhyde

C. Standing Subcommittees

1. Administration
The Administration Subcommittee, consisting of Messrs. Duff, Hoogerhyde,
and Muether is principally responsible for arranging the orderly receiving and accounting of
funds for the program committee. It also serves to provide oversight for the work and budget
of the Director of Finance and Planned Giving and his staff.

2. Promotional Guidelines and Stewardship Education

The Promotional Guidelines and Stewardship Education Subcommittee,
consisting of Messrs. Jackson, Mazunik,and Monaghan, is principally responsible for
approving guidelines for promotion of the work and developing support for the program
committees, developing and preparing programs to encourage the practices of good
stewardship, encouraging the procurement of support from individuals through both current
and deferred giving, and providing counsel, assistance, and literature aimed at increasing the
commitment of each member of the Church in the use of his or her means, times and talents in
the work of Christ’s kingdom.
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3. Program Review
The Program Review Subcommittee, consisting of Messrs. Jerrell, Oharek, and
Tavares, plus the three general secretaries, is principally responsible for organizing the review
of the program committees’ programs and budgets, and preparing a proposed Worldwide
Outreach budget for the following year for the Committee’s approval.

4. Chairman
The Chairman serves ex officio on all standing subcommittees.

D. Meetings
The Committee met three times since the last Assembly: August 31, 2015 (via
teleconference), January 11, 2016 (via teleconference), and April 1, 2016 at the Administrative
Offices in Willow Grove, PA.

III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS
A. Worldwide Outreach Program

1. 2015 Financial Results

The continued focus of the Worldwide Outreach (WWO) program of the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church remains in continuing to stress the importance of seeing the
work of the church in its singular goal — advancing the Gospel of Christ through focused
efforts in Christian Education, Foreign Missions, and Home Missions. This year’s Thank
Offering reflected an 8% increase over 2014 (2015 totals of $1,034,105.73). Even with a strong
Thank Offering, the year concluded with a deficit of $64,583 against a budget of $4,000,000.
The deficit was providentially offset by the Committee of Coordination and New Horizon’s
underspending against budgets by $96,138. The cumulative results allowed the Christian
Education and Home Missions budget to be met and provided Foreign Missions with $31,555
in addition to the budget. It should be noted that overall giving to Worldwide Outreach in 2015
reflected an increase of 7.4% against 2014.

2. Financial Reserves

As we have reported in past years, the funding within Worldwide Outreach
needs to be understood in light of how each Committee has chosen to use their financial
reserves. Each of the Committees (at various levels) continued to manage their individual
budgets throughout the year by the use of the cash reserves God has granted. Each Committee
continues to work and manage to ensure that there are adequate reserves in place. We have
reported in past years specific concerns around the reserves in Foreign Missions and rejoice to
report that the Lord has seen fit to preserve some reserves at the end of 2015. We will continue
to monitor this area in all programs.

B. Coordinated Promotional Efforts

1. Combined Worldwide Outreach oriented materials
Work on refreshing some of the basic printed materials used for WWO
continues. The General Secretaries and the Director of Finance and Planned Giving work
together in exploring all opportunities to determine how best to use the many tools available
to meet the needs of delivering timely information to the church at large. Expanding electronic
tools create the means for linking the church for prayer and support. There are no specific
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budget allocations for support in the proposed 2017 budget.

2. OPC Ambassador Program

In 2016 the OPC Ambassador Program gathered for a meeting in San Antonio,
Texas. The ongoing effort is to bring selected representatives from a number of presbyteries
together for an update of all parts of Worldwide Outreach. The goal is to see our Ambassadors
take the information back to each of their presbyteries and instruct, encourage, and promote
the ongoing work of Worldwide Outreach. Our Ambassadors are regularly reporting to their
individual Presbyteries and sharing the information gained to instruct local churches in regard
to WWO. We believe that the Ambassadors program continues to provide to the church
instruction and encouragement in the development of Worldwide Outreach in the OPC. The
program will continue in 2016. We would encourage all Presbyteries to appoint Ambassadors
and to participate in this program.

3. Stewardship Education
We recognize that the church greatly benefits from the regular opportunities
of instruction in stewardship and estate planning offered from the Director of Finance and
Planned Giving (Mr. Haney). We continue to encourage Mr. Haney to seek out opportunities
in growing his work in stewardship and financial planning seminars within the OPC.

C. Administrative

1. Staff
Our Director of Finance and Planned Giving, Mr. David E. Haney, continues
his full-time work for the Committee. The Rev. Douglas A. Watson has continued to serve as
a part-time Staff Accountant. Mrs. Charlene Tipton has taken on additional duties in this area
under the guidance of Mr. Haney. Mrs. Janet L. Gregson works as Assistant to the Director of
Finance and also serves as Office Manager for the three program committees.

2. Accounting and Database Management
The accounting and data management system continues to develop and are
proving to be of great benefit to the church. Mrs. Charlene Tipton also serves the Committee
part-time as the Database Administrator in addition to her responsibilities as the Assistant to
the Stated Clerk of the General Assembly.

3. Planning

Mr. Haney continues to assess his personnel needs in light of seeing some of
his staff reaching full retirement. He plans coverage through the addition of capable part-time
support as he re-balances the workload in various areas. This subcommittee works closely
with Mr. Haney as this restructuring is presently in process. A review of Mr. Haney’s overall
work and commitments were also done at the spring 2016 meeting. The conclusion is that we
continue to praise God for Mr. Haney’s use of his talents in so many areas of the Lord’s work
in the OPC.

IV. ITEMS TO BE REPORTED TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
A. Special Relationships Requests

A request for a Special Relationship for Rev. David Robbins for his work in Uganda
was approved by at the January 11, 2016 meeting.
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B. Special Relationships Review
The Committee continues to review the status of special relationships entered into
by the Committee on Foreign Missions with certain presbyteries and/or sessions. The list of
approved relationships is contained in section IV.G (page 644) of the report of the Committee
on Foreign Missions.

V. 2017 BUDGET FOR THE COMMITTEE

2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Budget Budget Budget

Request
Income
Worldwide Outreach 256,251 340,000 350,000 325,000
Interest 32,364 15,000 20,000 25,000
Administrative Fees 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Other Income 65 0 0 0
Total Revenue 318 680 385 000 400 000 380 000
Expenses

Accounting & Database

Personnel 133,794 138,619 159,001 175,363
Housing Allowance 1,164 15,000 0 0
Staff Benefits - Accounting 28,671 48,627 33,760 33,684
Planned Giving Program 75,078 78,780 82,031 84,351
Staff Travel & Training 3,978 4,000 6,500 6,500
Office Rent 10,000 10,000 11,000 11,000
Telephone 942 1,250 1,250 1,250
Postage 3,856 6,500 5,000 5,000
Office Equipment/Maintenance 4,304 1,000 5,000 5,000
Copier/Office Expenses 4,414 5,000 5,000 5,000
Committee Meetings 4,905 3,800 5,000 5,000
Printed Material 141 2,500 2,500 2,500
Audit 14,030 13,000 13,500 13,500
Promotion (Thank Offering +

Ambassador) 13,030 19,000 19,000 19,000

Computer Software Support/
Upgrades see below  see below  see below  see below



Database Development &
Management

Miscellaneous
Total Expenses
Excess/(Deficiency)
VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
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2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Budget Budget Budget
Request
15,460 42,425 17,500 17,500
1615 1000 1000 1000
315380 390 501 367 042 385 648
3300 -5 501 32958 -5 648

A. Approval of 2017 Worldwide Outreach Program
The Committee recommends that the 83rd General Assembly approve the following
Worldwide Outreach program for 2017 and allocation of undesignated contributions as

follows:

Committee
Christian Education
Foreign Missions
Home Missions

Subtotal

Coordination
New Horizons

Subtotal

Grand Total

Increase over 2016 approved

Increase over 2015 actual

Allocation of undesignated contributions:

Requested Proposed
2017 2017
Budget Budget
$480,000 $474,300
$1,718,700 $1,718,700
$1,350,000 $1,326,000
$3,548,700 $3,519,000
$325,000 $325,000
$280,000 $280,000
$605,000 $605,000
$4.153,700 $4,124,000
1.81% 1.08%
5.55% 4.7%
Christian Education: 15.00%
Foreign Missions: 42.00%

Home Missions:

43.00%
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VII. ELECTIONS

A. Term Expirations
The terms of the Rev. Donald J. Duff and Ruling Elder John D. Mazunik expire
at this Assembly. Under Standing Rule X.2.i., both men are eligible to be re-elected. This
Assembly should elect one minister and one ruling elder to the Class of 2018

WORLDWIDE OUTREACH
Total Budgets and Receipts:
2007 - 2017
Total % Total % Receipts
Year Wwo Increase  Incr. WWo Increase  Incr. as % of
Receipts Budget Budget
2007 3,030,448 2,892,438 104.8%
2008 2,841,782 -188,666 -6.2% 3,060,906 168,468  5.8% 92.8%
2009 3,490,769 648,987 22.8% 3,400,000 339,094 11.1% 102.7%
2010 3,193,036 -297,733  -8.5% 3,220,000 -180,000 -5.3% 99.2%
2011 3,417,306 224,270  7.0% 3,400,000 180,000  5.6% 100.5%
2012 3,398,988  -18,318 -0.5% 3,520,000 120,000  3.5% 96.6%
2013 3,804,052 465,064 13.7% 3,695,000 175,000  5.0% 104.6%
2014 3,605,553 -198,499  -5.1% 3,790,000 95,000  2.6% 96.7%
2015 3,935,476 269,924  7.4% 4,000,000 210,000 5.5% 98.4%
2016 [adopted] 4,080,000 80,000  2.0%
2017 [proposed] 4,124,000 44,000 1.1%

Averages 113,129 3.8% $123,156 3.7% 99.6%
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Percent of Approved Budget Funded:
By Committee 2005-2015

Year
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

CHRISTIAN
EDUCATION

Funded
274,611
259,532
344,103
306,131
393,256
324,737
378,215
386,314
434,866
405,722
451,500

2005-2015
Average:

Budget
269,780
280,608
311,943
348,180
407,161
350,000
370,000
400,000
420,000
430,000
451,500

Last 5 Years Average:

%
101.8
92.5
110.3
87.9
96.6
92.8
102.2
96.6
103.5
94.4
100.0

98.1

FOREIGN
MISSIONS

Funded Budget

946,705 911,225
1,024,277 947,606
1,193,036 1,083,592
1,112,167 1,137,607
1,380,713 1,315,222
1,323,168 1,250,000
1,380,482 1,375,000
1,328,819 1,375,000
1,581,769 1,520,000
1,498,735 1,550,000
1,685,056 1,653,500

%
103.9
108.1
110.1

97.8
105.0
105.9
100.4

96.6
104.1

96.7
101.9

102.8

HOME

MISSIONS

Funded
884,558
888,494
949,700
896,714
1,176,781
986,191
1,076,073
1,092,733
1,258,966
1,169,366
1,275,000

Budget
868,995
903,786
949,902
1,050,119
1,137,617
1,050,000
1,070,000
1,150,000
1,177,500
1,200,000
1,275,000

221

Y%
101.8
98.3
100.0
85.4
103.4
93.9
100.6
95.0
106.9
97.4
100.0

98.4

99.3

99.9

100.0
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON DIACONAL MINISTRIES
SYNOPSIS

I.  PROFILE

II.  MINISTRIES

Ministry to Those in Need Within the OPC
Ministry to Those in Need Internationally
Ministry to Those Affected by Disasters
Ministry to and Through Local Deacons
Ministry to and Through Missionary Deacons
Ministry to Ministers and Their Widows

. Ministry Through the Short-Term Missions Coordinator
III. ADMINISTRATION

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

V. BUDGET & FINANCIALS

VI. ELECTIONS

OmMEOO®E»

“You shall not wrong a sojourner or oppress him, for you were sojourners in the land of Egypt.
You shall not mistreat any widow or fatherless child. If you do mistreat them, and they cry out
to me, I will surely hear their cry, and my wrath will burn, and I will kill you with the sword,
and your wives shall become widows and your children fatherless.”

Exodus 22:21-24 (ESV)

The intense persecution of Christians and other minority groups in and around the Middle
East in 2014 and 2015 gave rise to one of the largest forced migrations of people in recent
history. By the end of 2015, the number of refugees and displaced people in the world topped
60 million, a number that is 20% higher than that of the previous year! We are living in historic
times that will have a permanent impact on the makeup of the world.

While the governments and politicians of the world argue and deliberate, opening and
closing borders and struggling to figure it all out, Christians throughout the world have chosen
to follow in the footsteps of the good Samaritan and find ways to serve these needy “neighbors.”
James says that visiting the orphan and widow in their affliction is pure and undefiled religion.
Such efforts make the Lord glad. There are also a growing number of claims of unprecedented
openness to the gospel being demonstrated by those coming from a Muslim background. May
the Lord be pleased to use this grand opportunity for diaconal outreach to the end that the
refugees may see our good works and glorify our Father who is in heaven!

I.  PROFILE

As an agency of the General Assembly, the Committee on Diaconal Ministries (CDM) is
entrusted with the responsibility of promoting the diaconal ministries of the OPC in those areas
which are beyond the province and/or capacity of the local or regional diaconates. Currently,
the CDM consists of three ministers, two ruling elders, and four deacons.

The current members of the CDM are:

The Rev. Lendall H. Smith (Minister [retired], Warrenville, IL, PrMW) — President
The Rev. T. Nathan Trice ~ (Minister, Matthews, NC, PrSE) — Vice-President
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The Rev. Ronald E. Pearce (Minister, Hackettstown, NJ, PrNJ) — Secretary

Mr. John J. Voss, Jr. (Deacon, Orland Park, IL, PrMW) — Treasurer
Mr. Ronald C. de Ru (Deacon, Oak Harbor, WA, PrNW)
Mr. Seth Long (Ruling Elder, Neon, KY, PrSE)

Mr. Christopher A. Sudlow (Deacon, Wheaton, IL, PrMW)
Mr. Robert J. Wright, Jr. (Deacon, Pole Tavern, NJ, PrNJ)
Mr. Alexander A. Zarek (Ruling Elder, Franklin Square, NY, PrC&SNY)

The CDM is blessed with experienced men. Its nine members represent over 200 years
of ordained service! The men come from five different presbyteries. Each member of the
committee has an exhibited zeal and interest in the ministry of mercy toward saints and
strangers carried out in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church through the care and gifts of
deacons.

On March 27-28, 2015, the CDM met at Matthews OPC in Matthews, North Carolina.
This is the fourth year in a row that Matthews OPC has opened its facilities for the CDM to
use. Their hospitality is very much appreciated. In 2016, the CDM shifted its March meeting
to Bethel OPC in Wheaton, IL, since this location is in better proximity to where our CDM
members live.

On October 29-30, 2015, the CDM met at the OPC Administrative Offices in Willow
Grove, Pennsylvania. The date and location of this meeting is often strategically chosen to
coincide with the fall meeting of another program committee with whom the CDM might have
some interactions.

The CDM structures its meetings to facilitate a proactive posture in its labors. The
CDM'’s meetings typically take place over a period of two days. When the CDM meets, it
makes a concerted effort to work through the bulk of its business on the first day, reserving
the second day for discussion items. Some of the fruit of these discussions in recent years has
been the development of national diaconal summits, the creation of the position of short-term
missions and disaster response coordinator, the dividing of the work into subcommittees, and
participation in the sending out of missionary deacons. The CDM has found this meeting
structure to be very productive.

The CDM has experienced a growing overlap of its work with that of the Committee
on Foreign Missions (CFM). Not only has there been an increase in the volume of diaconal
funds sent to OPC foreign fields, but the two committees are now sharing the responsibility
of finding and fielding missionary deacons, overseeing the work of the short-term missions
coordinator, and responding to disasters on OPC foreign fields. Since coordination of the ef-
forts of these two committees has become crucial, representatives from both the CDM and the
CFM meet annually to discuss these and other joint ministries. These meetings are proving to
further align the two committees.

The Administration and Finance Subcommittee (AFS) serves the CDM in overseeing
and evaluating the work of the CDM’s Administrator, considering changes to compensation,
reviewing budgets and financials, and other related tasks.

In recent years, the administrative work of the CDM has been centralized at the
Administrative Offices of the OPC in Willow Grove, Pennsylvania. The CDM’s Administrator,
David Nakhla, resides in this area and works out of the Administrative Office. His assistant,
Janet Birkmann, works part-time and fulfills most of her duties from her home office, yet
remains available to come into the office as needed. Through the course of the year, the CDM
Administrator receives and sends out all of the correspondence for the committee, prepares
the meeting agenda, and prepares the CDM’s report to the General Assembly. Additionally,
he oversees the bookkeeping of the CDM, utilizing the financial structures put in place by
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the Committee on Coordination. Since 2006, the CDM’s financials have been included in the
annual independent accountant’s review of the combined financial statements of the program
committees of the OPC.

II.  MINISTRIES

A. Ministry to Those In Need Within the OPC

The CDM is privileged to be able to respond to appeals for aid for individuals in
need within the OPC using funds entrusted to it through the faithful giving of churches and
individuals. In striving to follow a Presbyterian structure within the diaconate, the CDM re-
quires that appeals for individual aid first be presented at the local level to a board of deacons.
If the need cannot be met locally, it may be presented at the regional level to the presbytery
diaconal committee. If the presbytery finds that it cannot meet the need, it may present it at
the denominational level to the CDM. This process ensures that, by the time the need reaches
the CDM, the local and regional bodies have had ample opportunity to examine the need and
to concur in their decision to present it to the CDM. They will also be in a better position to
provide local oversight of the situation if aid is granted by the CDM.

The Aid Request Subcommittee (ARS) serves to receive, evaluate, and consider
such requests for financial help and prepare recommendations for the CDM to consider. This
enables the CDM to be more timely and thorough in its response to such requests.

In 2015, the CDM continued to partner with an OPC presbytery in providing month-
ly financial assistance to a family who, due to a violent crime committed against them which
rendered the husband permanently impaired, found themselves relying heavily on the church
to meet their daily needs. The presbytery diaconal committee, working closely with the local
deacons, continues to provide diligent oversight of the situation. This enables the CDM to par-
ticipate with confidence that good accountability and care is in place locally. This relationship
began in 2011.

In 2015, the CDM also had the opportunity to participate with a presbytery diaconal
committee in ministering to an OPC minister who, along with his family, underwent signifi-
cant trauma in recent years. Funds were made available to help provide for the family while
they sought to settle into a more stable living situation.

From 1970-2015, the CDM worked with Emmanuel Chapel OPC in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, which oversaw a ministry that helped provide an alternative to the danger-
ous local inner-city public school system by assisting church families with the payment of
Christian school tuition. This ministry benefited children from four OPC churches: Emmanuel
Chapel OPC (English) in South Philadelphia; Emmanuel Chapel OPC (Indonesian) in South
Philadelphia; Grace Fellowship OPC in the Germantown section of Philadelphia; and Grace
OPC in Southwest Philadelphia. Over the last few years, the CDM involved the local presby-
tery diaconal committee (PDC) in the management of this work. This facilitated the transition
of the oversight of this ministry from Emmanuel Chapel to the PDC when Emmanuel Chapel
left the OPC in 2015. The CDM provided support of $29,250 for eight children from all four
churches for the 2014-2015 school year. For the 2015-2016 school year, it provided support
of $10,135 for five children from the last two churches listed above, since the two Emmanuel
Chapel congregations, having left the OPC, no longer participates in the program.

The procedure by which a presbytery or presbytery diaconal committee may bring a
request to the CDM is available on the Diaconal Ministries page at OPC.org, at www.opc.org/
CDM/CDM _Procedure for Bringing Aid Requests.pdf and its corresponding application
forms is located at www.opc.org/CDM/CDM_Form_for Financial Assistance.pdf.
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B. Ministry to Those in Need Internationally

The unity and universality of the Church are compelling reasons for diaconal assis-
tance to be extended to needy brothers and sisters around the world, primarily to those within
the OPC, but also to those with whom the OPC has ecclesiastical fellowship, and to others, as
the CDM has opportunity and resources to meet such needs.

A fine way for the CDM to do this is to partner with the CFM in supplying many
of the OPC’s foreign fields with funds so that they can minister to needy situations that arise
there. It does not happen often, but OPC-affiliated missionaries may also present the CDM
with diaconal needs that they face in their labors. And, on occasion, sister denominations in
foreign lands may also present their needs to the CDM.

Whatever the source of the requests, the CDM classifies requests in one of three
ways. They are either “recurring” requests, “special” requests, or “emergency” requests.
Recurring requests are defined as those that the requesting party has made previously and is
now once again requesting. The typical frequency for a recurring request is annually. Special
requests are defined as those that arise out of a new need or opportunity that the Lord places
before a particular part of His church. Special requests are typically one-time requests, but
may subsequently become a recurring request if appropriate. An emergency request is defined
as a need that arises suddenly in the Lord’s providence and warrants immediate attention.

The process by which international entities bring one of these three types of requests
to the CDM is now contained in Section VIII of the CDM Manual. Through this process, the
CDM was thankful to grant the full amounts requested through the CFM by the following OPC
foreign fields in 2015:

Field 2015 2016 2017
Actual Budget Budget

(Anticipated)

China $9,600 $9,600 $9,600
Eritrea $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
Ethiopia $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Haiti $6,000 $6,000 $6,000
Japan $1,500 $0 $0
Uganda — 2 Mission Stations $16,000 $16,000 $16,000
Uganda — Clinic Operations $60,928 $52,595 $52,595
Uganda — Clinic construction $10,000 $5,000 $0

The OP China Mission reports that their location affords them the wonderful
opportunity of ministering the love of Christ to people coming across the nearby river boundary,
slightly to the south of the place where the mission is located. These people come to them in
great desperation, in need of medical treatment, food, clothing, shelter, and the Word of God.
By use of the funds granted by the CDM, they are assisted in moving on to the next safe
place. The funds are administered by Chinese brothers and sisters who do this work at great
personal risk. Regular accountability reports are submitted to the mission and occasionally, the
mission is able to make face-to-face observations. In 2015, the CDM Administrator had the
opportunity to meet and interact with one key partner in China.

In Eritrea, ministering aid can be quite difficult and even dangerous for those who
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bring it. Despite the few remaining contacts we still have in this country, there are times
when the CDM is able to share in this ministry to saints who find themselves in oppressive
circumstances.

Ethiopia is an active mission work of the OPC despite the fact that the Lord has not
yet made a way for a full-time missionary to serve there. Through the indigenous church that
has been planted there, the work goes on. This church is the conduit through which the CDM is
able to minister to some of the local diaconal needs. CDM funds are primarily used to minister
to young children from very poor homes, individuals who have been infected or affected by
HIV, and others in the church who face various needs. The CDM gained first-hand exposure
to this work in 2014 when, for the first time in the ten years that it has been sending funds to
Ethiopia, the CDM sent Robert Wright, Jr. and David Nakhla to visit the field. The men were
encouraged to find systems in place for carrying out the distribution of aid in an effective,
careful, and conscientious manner.

The OPC Haiti Mission reports that, while serving in a country that has many needy
people, it strives to focus the diaconal ministry on the local church. It takes seriously the
Scriptural injunction to help first those who are members of the household of faith. Because
Haitians have very strong family ties, particularly when it comes to money, diaconal aid that is
distributed within the church often has a very wide impact. The mission finds that most of the
diaconal aid is used to help with medical bills.

The OPC Japan Mission has utilized diaconal funds for many years to make small
contributions to three diaconal works of the Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ): the Shizuoka
Blind Center, the Handicapped Rehabilitation Press (near Hiroshima), and Kobe Reformed
Theological Seminary. While this continued in 2015, it was perhaps our final contribution due
to the changing relationship between the OPC and the RCJ.

The OPC Uganda Mission has quite a vibrant diaconal component to its ministry,
both in Nakaale (Karamoja) and in Mbale. In Nakaale, Akisyon A Yesu (Compassion of Jesus)
Presbyterian Clinic is a significant operation. It served 12,000 patients in 2015. While it does
ask each patient to pay a small portion of the costs of their visit, much of the operation of the
clinic is subsidized by funds received from the CDM. The clinic is intentional about serving
as a form of outreach with the hope that many who come to the clinic from far away villages
will have exposure to the gospel that they might not otherwise receive. Missionary deacon
and doctor, James Knox, M.D., oversaw this ministry of the Uganda Mission until the end of
2015, at which time his years of service in Uganda concluded. In response to the request of the
Uganda Mission, the CDM approved a contribution of an additional $10,000 in 2015 towards
the completion of the construction of the new clinic building in Karamoja, a project that was
begun several years ago.

Both mission stations in Uganda receive funds from the CDM for use in ministering
to the needs of those in the churches. In Nakaale, the diaconal mission funds are typically
used for hiring people who have financial needs, purchasing fuel and paying wages for the
farm project, and helping with emergency medical needs. The two missionary deacons, Mr.
Wright and Dr. Knox, as well as other members of the mission, have found that these funds
help them minister diaconally to those around them. In Mbale, the diaconal mission funds
are typically used to help pay for medical treatment, transportation to receive that treatment,
and supplemental food for the widows in the village churches. Without a missionary deacon
on the field, the missionary evangelists give thanks for this means to minister to needs in the
congregations, reducing the number of those who approach them directly for aid; those in need
of assistance now know to present their needs to their local deacons.

In addition to ministering diaconally through our missionaries, there are times when
the CDM is also able to minister diaconally fo our missionaries. Occasionally, circumstances
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on the field will provide the CDM with a wonderful opportunity to be a blessing directly
to those who labor for the gospel. The CDM cherishes the opportunity to bring such relief
to beloved OPC missionaries. In 2015, the CDM participated in sending men and funds to
complete a series of repairs to the home of missionary Octavius Delfils and his family in Haiti.
Even though the family was not apt to complain about the difficulties associated with their
home, it was a joy to assist in bringing about resolution to the matters of concern.

C. Ministry to Those Affected by Disasters

A major disaster to which the CDM might respond has been defined as a calamity
which arises suddenly and unexpectedly resulting from an identifiable natural or man-made
event like an earthquake, volcano, tsunami, flood, hurricane (or typhoon), famine caused by
drought, large-scale civil unrest or rioting, or war, which directly injures the persons and
property of tens of thousands of people in a defined geographical area. These can be wonderful
opportunities for reaching out to people who are in a time of crisis. The evident concern and
compassion of the church for those who are hurting can bear a wonderful testimony to the
mercy that has been shown to us; we love, because He first loved us.

In addition to major disasters, the CDM stands ready to bring assistance to those
affected by disasters of much smaller magnitude where OPC members or property have
been directly impacted. This ministry to the household of faith is a tangible outworking of
the communion of saints, as the Westminster Confession states, “and, being united to one
another in love, they have communion in each other’s gifts and graces, and are obliged to the
performance of such duties, public and private, as do conduce to their mutual good, both in the
inward and outward man.”

The CDM’s Disaster Response Subcommittee (DRS) works closely with the Disaster
Response Coordinator and oversees the OPC’s disaster response efforts from beginning to end,
acting as a sounding board for the Coordinator, and advising and giving consent to particular
disaster response actions and activities. Since ministering to those affected by disasters is still
a developing ministry for the OPC, this subcommittee continues to work toward enhancing
and refining the disaster response policies and procedures of the CDM.

The CDM owns several trailers, a skid-steer, and other equipment such as chainsaws
and generators, which have been accumulated over the years in responding to disasters. This
equipment is maintained and stored in New Jersey in a pole barn constructed for this purpose.
It is important for the churches of the OPC to know that this equipment is available and could
be deployed to any corner of North America as needed in the midst of a disaster.

Early in 2015, OPC Disaster Response adopted a logo, designed to communicate to
those in the disaster zone a message of hope that is found in the cross, even amidst a disaster
scene. The logo consists of a cross standing out against a gray and red swirling hurricane
symbol. This logo, worn on the shirts or vests of OPC volunteers and displayed on the side of
disaster response vehicles, may make it clear to the watching world that the work carried out
by the volunteers is done on behalf of the church and in the name of Christ. The logo can be
seen in the top right corner of the website www. OPCSTM.org. Later in the year, vests, caps,
and identification stickers imprinted with the logo were produced and are now part of the
disaster response tools, equipment, and paraphernalia that are ready for use by teams during
the OPC’s next disaster response effort.

Early in 2011, an earthquake struck Christchurch, New Zealand, crippling the
church building of the Reformed Church of New Zealand in the center of the city. At the time,
the CDM offered help and sent some funds, even though it was unclear when rebuilding of
the church would actually begin. In 2015, the CDM received word that settlement with the
insurance company had finally been reached. Since it fell short of the full replacement cost,
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the CDM determined to send an additional $20,000 from its unused disaster response funds to
come alongside our sister church in its time of need and help them overcome their significant
shortfall.

Since the tsunami in Japan in March 2011, 18 OPC teams have travelled to Japan
(including two in April 2016) to participate in disaster response efforts in several ways. Ten
of the teams were construction teams. Additional teams have taken two-week trips to Japan
for the past three summers to bring a ministry of mercy directly to those who continue to
suffer from the effects of the tsunami. In 2015, a team organized by the Presbytery of Ohio
continued this work at the Nozomi (Hope) Center, a community outreach center which was
constructed by OPC teams in Yamamoto, a town just south of the Sendai airport, following
the tsunami. The 2015 team ministered the love of Christ in Word and deed through various
ministry programs in the local community. At the end of 2015, there still remains $39,814 of
the $591,490 received in response to the disaster in Japan.

In October 2012, OPC families both on Long Island, New York, and in the area
of Brick, New Jersey were impacted by Hurricane Sandy. In the years since then, the Lord
has continued to provide many willing workers to minister to OPC families impacted by this
disaster. At the end of 2015, only $2,683 of the $180,907 received remains in the Hurricane
Sandy Relief Fund. It is anticipated that these and other designated funds that remain unused
for two or more years following a disaster will be rolled into the CDM’s General Disaster
Response Fund.

In recent years, the CFM has been carrying out exploratory work in Malawi. Early
in 2015, this country experienced flooding that wiped out many of its crops. Those in Malawi
requested assistance from the OPC. The CDM responded with $5,000 in funds and solicited
the help of the Timotheos Foundation in Malawi to purchase and distribute maize, maize flour,
blankets, and soap to the people in the churches there.

In 2015, many in the OPC began to inquire of the CDM as to how they might
participate in bringing relief to those suffering in the world-wide refugee crisis. Given the
level of interest, and the severity of the situation, the CDM committed to search for good
ministries to which gifts designated for Refugee Relief could be sent. The CDM continues
to study the situation and pursue contacts. Identifying the best conduit through which to
contribute has proved to be a challenge in many ways. For one thing, the CDM prefers to work
in or through sister churches that are members of the International Conference of Reformed
Churches (ICRC), but there are not many of these in the Middle East or Europe. In addition,
there is a strong preference in the OPC and the CDM to minister specifically to persecuted
Christians, if possible, but finding ministries with this as their focus is very difficult because,
for safety reasons, persecuted Christians often intentionally keep their faith private. The CDM
is growing in its understanding of both the refugee situation and how to carry out such a
ministry. Early in 2016, the first funds were disbursed with a gift of $6,000 that was sent to
assist the Greek Evangelical Church in its ministry to refugees near the northern border city
of Idomeni, Greece. The CDM covets the prayers of the church for wisdom as to how best to
proceed with its participation in refugee relief.

The summary of designated gifts the CDM has received for disasters in recent years

includes:
DATE EVENT RECEIVED EOY
BALANCE
January 2010 The Earthquake in Haiti $376,326 $315,581

March 2011 The Tsunami in Japan $591,490 $39,813
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October 2012 Hurricane Sandy in NY & NJ $180,907 $2,683
May 2013 The Tornado in Moore, OK $5,336 $5,336
November 2013 Typhoon Yolanda in the Philippines $13,208 $0
April 2014 The Tornado in Pantego, NC $9.,450 $0
November 2015 The Refugee Crisis $12.,467 $12.,467
TOTAL $1,189,184 $375,880

Detailed descriptions of the OPC’s activities in response to each of these disasters can be
found in previous reports of the CDM to the General Assembly. The total dollar figure above,
representing funds received from OPC members, sister churches, and non-OPC individuals,
demonstrates a profound compassion for those who suffer great loss, and is a reflection of
the mercy and compassion of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ! May the OPC continue to
be so characterized! Finally, this report would be remiss if it were not to take the opportunity
to express thanksgiving to our Lord for his grace and mercy to the OPC in recent years by
preserving her from being directly impacted by a major disaster.

D. Ministry to and Through Local Deacons

The CDM established the Diaconal Training Subcommittee (DTS) to encourage
local deacons in their labors and to identify, promote, develop, and distribute resources for
deacons. One of the key methods for the DTS to encourage deacons is through periodic
diaconal conferences, both national (denomination-wide) and regional (presbytery-wide).

The national diaconal summits organized by the DTS in 2010 and 2012 served not
only to provide useful instruction for deacons but also to grant them ample opportunity to
meet, interact with, and learn from other deacons across the OPC. The feedback received
from those who attended has been very positive overall. All OPC deacons are invited and
encouraged to make plans to attend the next summit, “Diaconal Summit II1,” in 2017! It will
be held June 15-17, 2017, at Wheaton College. The DTS has secured Dr. David Apple to
serve as the key-note speaker. Dr. Apple serves as the Minister of Mercy at historic Tenth
Presbyterian Church (PCA) in Philadelphia. He recently published the book, Not Just a Soup
Kitchen: How Mercy Ministry in the Local Church Transforms Us All. This practical book will
serve as the basis for his talks at the summit. The CDM will cover all conference costs except
travel. The CDM plans to host a national diaconal summit like this every five years going
forward.

The church is reminded that video footage of the main sessions from both the 2010
and 2012 Diaconal Summits can be found at www.OPC.org/committee_dm.html. These are
available for use as training material for deacons who were ordained after the summit, were
not able to attend, or would like a reminder of what they learned there. Each summit was based
on the book When Helping Hurts by Corbett and Fikkert, which challenges deacons to carry
out their ministry of mercy in a Christ-centered manner that properly recognizes not only the
brokenness of those whom they help, but their own brokenness as well, both of which can only
be remedied through the power of the gospel.

The CDM has been encouraged to see more Presbytery Diaconal Committees (PDC)
sponsoring regional diaconal conferences in their presbyteries. In 2015, two such conferences
took place in the Presbytery of the South and the Presbytery of the Ohio. These conferences
are a wonderful way for the members of the PDC to get to know many of the deacons in
their presbytery, and for all deacons to meet one another, receive training in diaconal matters,
and be encouraged and re-invigorated in the ministry of mercy that is theirs on behalf of the
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church. The CDM encourages all PDCs to consider sponsoring diaconal conferences on a
periodic basis and offers itself as a resource to help the PDCs in their efforts to underwrite and
organize such an event.

On October 6-8, 2016, the CDM anticipates sponsoring its third Presbytery Diaconal
Summit (previously referred to as “The D17 Summit” in 2012 and 2014) in the Chicago area.
The CDM has again invited two representatives from each Presbytery Diaconal Committee
(PDC) to attend, and plans to cover all of the costs involved, including travel. A presbytery
is welcome to send additional representatives, with the understanding that they will cover
their own travel expenses. The CDM’s goal is to see a network of deacons—Ilocal, regional,
and denominational—working together as a unit for the good of the church and her witness.
The CDM considers the PDC to be the lynch pin in this endeavor and thus plans to host a
Presbytery Diaconal Summit every two years in the foreseeable future to help facilitate the
growth of such a network.

Now in its third year, the quarterly e-newsletter of the CDM, The Mercy Minute, is
intended to keep the deacons of the OPC informed and connected, by sharing the work that
local diaconates or presbytery diaconal committees are doing, bringing attention to a specific
need within the OPC, or simply bringing a word of encouragement. The 2015 newsletters
included a report on the work of construction teams sent to Haiti, a review of a diaconal book,
a report on how the CDM anticipates using funds received for refugee relief, and the need for
a missionary doctor in Karamoja. The Mercy Minute is emailed to all church officers in our
system, which currently includes 436 deacons, 257 elders, and 522 ministers. Officers who
would like to be added to the distribution list are encouraged to email the CDM Administrator
(david nakhla@opc.org).

In 2015, the CDM was encouraged to see a document entitled “Principles for the
Ministry of Mercy” produced by the CFM for adoption by the OP Uganda Mission to assist in
its ministry of mercy. The document includes a comprehensive list of relevant texts pertaining
to diaconal ministry from the Bible, the Westminster Standards, and the OPC’s Book of
Church Order, and proposes a series of forty principles pertaining to work, the saints, and
deacons based upon these texts. The CDM anticipates that these principles will not only be
useful and pertinent for missionary deacons laboring in Uganda, but for OPC deacons at home
as well. The document, “Principles for the Ministry of Mercy,” is available online at the OPC
website at http://opc.org/committee_dm.html.

The CDM continues to work with the Committee on Christian Education (CCE) to
include more content in OPC publications that might help or encourage deacons in their labors
or address topics that relate to the work of the deacons. Some of this appears in New Horizons,
the Ordained Servant, and on OPC.org.

E. Ministry to and Through Missionary Deacons

In reflecting upon the divinely ordained role of deacons to enable ministers of the
Word to devote themselves to their calling, the CDM has concluded that it is proper and
appropriate to use CDM funds to send out missionary deacons to assist missionaries in their
labors on the field. The CDM has entered into a cooperative agreement with the Committee
on Foreign Missions to promote the work of the church through the ministry of missionary
deacons. It is clearly understood that the missionary deacon is sent by and is under the
oversight of the CFM.

The Missionary Deacon Subcommittee (MDS) assists in recruiting, training,
fielding, visiting, and encouraging missionary deacons. The only two OPC foreign fields
where there are currently openings for missionary deacon service are in Haiti and in Uganda.

In the fall of 2014, the OP Haiti Mission (OPHM) asked the CDM if it would
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consider recruiting and funding a fleet of skilled workers called “Minute Men,” who might
be called upon to serve on a short-term basis to care for OPHM vehicles and property and to
help with diaconal training as needs arise, in lieu of a putting a full-time man on the field. At
its spring 2015 meeting, The CDM concurred with this request and has made unused Haiti
Earthquake Relief funds available to help cover the travel costs of those who go to serve the
OPHM in this capacity. Since the balance of the Haiti Earthquake Relief funds still exceeds
$315,000, the CDM and OPHM are in the process of actively considering other ways in which
to bring diaconal assistance to the OP Haiti Mission.

In 2015, the vacancy for a missionary deacon in Mbale, Uganda, continued. In 2015,
the CDM provided the financial support for missionary deacon Dr. James Knox in his labors at
the Akisyon A Yesu Presbyterian Clinic at Nakaale in South Karamoja, Uganda. Now that Dr.
Knox’s term of service has ended, the CDM has committed to cover the financial package of
the next missionary doctor sent by the OPC to serve there. May the Lord raise up just the right
individual for this important role soon!

F.  Ministry to Ministers and Their Widows

In 2007, the CDM received a generous gift of $150,000 from a member of the OPC,
who asked that the funds be applied specifically toward the needs of retired OPC ministers and
their widows. This donor indicated a commitment to renew that $150,000 gift each year and,
since 2007, has faithfully done so. The CDM created the “Obadiah Fund” (named in honor
of the prophet Obadiah, who took one hundred prophets of the LORD, protected them from
Jezebel’s slaughter, and cared for them) to receive and administer these funds. The CDM has
been delighted to see a growing number of other individuals designating gifts to the Obadiah
Fund. Last year, the Obadiah Fund was selected to receive the proceeds of the offering taken at
the Sunday service at General Assembly. In addition, after one of our “Obadiahs” went home
to be with the Lord, her family requested that gifts given in her memory be designated to the
Obadiah Fund.

The original gift spawned a very important and beloved ministry of the CDM, and
has helped the CDM grow in its awareness of and concern for the OPC’s retired ministers and
widows. The CDM created the Ministers and Widows Subcommittee (MWS) for the purpose
of overseeing this particular ministry. This subcommittee assisted the CDM in establishing
criteria for beneficiaries of the Obadiah Fund: they must be retired, over the age of 65, and
have served as a minister in the OPC for at least ten years or be the widow of such a man.

Each year from 2007 through 2013, the CDM evenly distributed a good portion of
the available funds by making a gift of $1,000 to each of the households on its list of eligible
retired ministers and widows. In 2014, the CDM moved towards a needs-based approach
to making gifts, contacting each presbytery diaconal committee (PDC), and asking them to
provide a report on the welfare of the eligible individuals in their presbyteries. Based on the
PDC reports and the age bracket of each individual, gifts from $500 to $1,000 were made to
93 households. In 2015, again based on PDC reports and age bracket, gifts were made to 93
households, with men in younger age brackets receiving gifts starting at $500, and men in
older age brackets, and all widows, receiving $1,250 each. If a PDC reported a particular need
on the part of any individual, that need was addressed separately.

With projections indicating that the number of eligible households could double in
the next ten years as baby boomers retire, the CDM is pleased to see that the balance of the
Obadiah Fund has been growing. At the end of 2015, it had reached $330,000.

The CDM also rejoices in the opportunity to make special distributions from the
Obadiah Fund on a monthly or quarterly basis to some retired ministers and widows who are
experiencing a significant shortfall in their income. The CDM considers these requests on a
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case-by-case basis as each is presented to the CDM by the PDC.

For a number of years, the CDM has partnered with the Committee on Pensions
(COP) in ministering to OPC pensioners whose pensions have run out. The CDM’s annual
contributions, granted in response to the requests of the COP, have been as high as $60,000.
In 2015, the amount was $20,000, a drop of $5,000 from 2014. Towards the end of 2015, the
COP communicated to the CDM that it would not be asking for any contribution in 2016.

G. Ministry Through the Short-Term Missions Coordinator

In 2009, in coordination with the Committee on Home Missions and Church
Extension (CHMCE) and the CFM, the CDM created a staff position with the title of “Short-
term Missions Coordinator.” This man was to be an employee of the CDM, serving part-time
as its administrator and part-time as a disaster response coordinator as the need arose. In
addition, a third of his time would be contracted out to each of the other two committees, to
assist them in supporting, developing, and promoting short-term missions programs, both at
home and abroad.

In September 2010, Mr. David Nakhla began his labors as the “Short-term Missions
Coordinator.” The CDM is thankful to have the help of one devoted full-time to this work in
the church. Following is Mr. Nakhla’s report on the short-term missions aspect of his labors in
2015:

Report of the Short-Term Missions Coordinator
For the Year 2015

“Seek the Lord while he may be found;
call on him while he is near.
Let the wicked forsake their ways
and the unrighteous their thoughts.
Let them turn to the Lord, and he will have mercy on them,
and to our God, for he will freely pardon.”
Isaiah 55:6-7 (ESV)

“While he may be found.” What an important phrase! The Lord will not tarry forever.
Today is the day of salvation. We are called to seek Him now...today! And if we do, He
promises that He will have mercy. And that message needs to go out as well. Missions is an
urgent work. It is a great privilege for each participant in short-term missions to play a small
role in this urgent work.

OPC VOLUNTEERS TO OPC FOREIGN FIELDS

In 2015, almost 100 members of the OPC visited one of our foreign mission fields in
a short-term missions or disaster response capacity. (Please see the Appendix of the Report
of the Committee on Foreign Missions for the complete listing of all the short-term visitors
to OPC foreign fields.) These individuals represent 45 different OPC congregations and 14
presbyteries. Almost 15% of our congregations had direct contact with one of the OPC foreign
mission fields this past year. One side benefit of short-term missions is that they foster the
bond between our churches and our missionaries with increased concern, prayer, and financial
support.
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CHINA

Due to the complexities associated with traveling to China on behalf of the church, there
have not been many opportunities for OPC volunteers to serve short-term in China. But, in
2015, the team in China invited volunteers to consider coming during the month of July to
serve at the “English House” at Yanbian University of Science & Technology, which provides
an English language immersion experience for Chinese students to live and interact with
native English speakers. For the students, this is a grand opportunity to practice conversational
English. For the English-speaking volunteers, it’s a great cross-cultural opportunity to grow in
their understanding of the Chinese people and to potentially speak the truths of the Word into
their lives.

In 2015, _ of Grace OPC in Vienna, VA, and_ of Knox OPC in
Lansdowne, PA, served in China in this capacity. It was reported that “we were dedicated to
shining the light of the Gospel into the darkness our students lived in, through relationship-
building, prayer, and welcoming students into our lives.” While the OP team in China certainly
welcomes these summer volunteers, it is most deeply interested and encouraged by those who
come as Missionary Associates for 1 % years, as this allows for greater opportunity to build
relationships for the glory of the kingdom.

THE CZECH REPUBLIC

Jerry and Marilyn Farnik, OPC affiliated missionaries serving in the Czech Republic,
were on furlough during the summer of 2015, so the customary OPC short-term missions
activity in the Czech Republic did not take place. The Youth Committee of the Presbytery of
Southern California will resume sending “Team Praha” and an “English Camp” team to the
Czech Republic in the summer of 2016.

HAITI

Due to its close proximity to the United States, Haiti is fairly easy for teams and
individuals to travel to Haiti to participate in the labors there. This Caribbean island is only a
two-hour flight from Miami. Several inoculations and a specific kind of malaria prophylaxis
are required for those who wish to visit, but the OPC Haiti Mission is very receptive to the
periodic participation of OPC volunteers in their missionary labors in Haiti.

In February 2015, OP missionaries to Haiti, Ben and Heather Hopp and their family were
thankful to receive a team of skilled workers who made improvements to their kitchen and
enhancements to the security of the mission property in Kaliko. This team of eleven, which
served February 18-27, rejoiced in the opportunity to share their skills to the benefit of this
missionary family, and to enjoy fellowship with the Hopps, the Delfils family, the Port-au-
Prince congregation, and one another in Haiti.

In May 2015, another team of skilled workers traveled to Haiti to work on the missionary
properties. Raun Treible and John Flynn from Lake Sherwood OPC in Orlando, FL, spent three
days at the home of our missionaries Octavius and Marie Delfils in Port-au-Prince, helping
rectify issues with the plumbing and electrical systems of the house. The Delfils family was
grateful, not only for the work that these two men accomplished, but also for the fellowship
they enjoyed together. Another “Minute Man,” Don DeTroye of Grace OPC in Sheboygan,
WI, contributed his skills and a week of his time in early December to make some much-
needed repairs to the Kawasaki Mule, the OPHM’s means of transportation over the very
rough terrain of the island of Lagonav.
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The year 2015 marked the eighth time that “Team Haiti” (a team of young people, ages
18 and up) was sent by the Youth Committee of the Presbytery of Southern California (PSC)
to Haiti to help the Hopps run VBS programs on the island of Lagonav. The members of this
twelve-person team, co-led by Broc Seaman and Jennifer Winslow, represented 5 different
presbyteries and served in Haiti from June 22 through July 2. The Hopps have been very
thankful for this presbytery’s consistent efforts in sending teams of pre-screened young people
each year.

In 2015, the OPC Haiti Mission received a total of thirty short-term visitors representing
seventeen OP churches and six presbyteries.

JAPAN

As mentioned in the Report of the CDM, the Presbytery of Ohio once again organized a
team in 2015 to travel to Japan and serve at the Nozomi (Hope) Center, a community outreach
center in Yamamoto that was constructed by OP teams in 2011 and 2012 after the great
tsunami. This team of 6 continued the work of previous teams by ministering the love of Christ
in Word and deed through various ministries to the local community, in cooperation with OP
missionary to Japan, Cal Cummings. It has been good to maintain this connection between the
OPC and the work at the Nozomi Center more than four years after the tsunami.

QUEBEC

Members of eleven different OP churches traveled to Quebec in June and July to help run
four week-long “English for Kids” English immersion Bible camps, both in Quebec City at
Eglise Réformée St-Marc de Québec, where OP missionary Ben Westerveld is the pastor, and
at a sister church, L’Eglise Chrétienne Réformée de Beauce, in Saint-Georges, Quebec. Fifty-
plus children attended each week, and some even had to be turned away because of limited
space and human resources.

In 2015, since no volunteers came forward to assist St. Marc ERQ with its “English
for Teens” Bible camping trip, Ben Westerveld, missionary associate Jennifer Nelson, and
a member of the church, Suzy Djeki, took up the leadership of this event. The sixteen teens,
mostly non-practicing Roman Catholics, reflected on questions about religion and Jesus as the
atoning Lamb of God. We are hopeful that volunteers will be available to help the missionaries
in Quebec carry out this ministry this summer.

While we still long to see lasting fruit from these Bible camps for kids and teens, the seed
is being sown in many lives, and the many short-termers who go are, no doubt, impacted by
the time spent in Quebec. As one short-term volunteer testified upon his return from Quebec,
“We were not in St-Georges de Beauce on our own authority. We were there because our
church had sent us, supported us, and told us to speak in the name of Jesus. The strength in the
church is the very strength of God. I felt the muscles of His mighty arm last week. I can’t wait
to go back.”

In 2015, thirty-five short-term visitors representing ten OP churches and seven
presbyteries, as well as twenty short-term helpers from other churches, served in Quebec City,
and twenty-two short-term visitors from five OP churches of the Presbytery of New York and
New England served in Saint-Georges, Quebec.

UGANDA

The OP Uganda Mission (OPUM) was blessed to receive a large OPC team in 2015.
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This was the first time in many years that an OPC team of more than just two to three people
served the OPUM. This team of eight, organized by the Youth Committee of the Presbytery
of Southern California and led by Rev. Peter Sim, the associate pastor of Theophilus OPC in
Anaheim, CA, spent four weeks in Karamoja teaching conversational English through the
Children’s Shorter Catechism, supplementing the curriculum of the Karamoja Educational
Outreach program, and supporting various work/clinic projects. One of the team members
stated the following,

Being a member of Team Uganda 2015 was an experience that changed my life. Actually,
it didn’t just change my life. It changed me. Short-term mission trips do that to people.
We go in thinking that we have all of this knowledge and wisdom to share, but in the end,
we are the ones who learn so much. This is what happened to me in Karamoja. It was me,
the Christian girl who was going to teach the catechism to children in Africa, who was
swept off my feet by the Lord’s grace and the strength of the bond of the church.

The OPUM is very creative in using the various gifts, talents, and abilities offered by
those who have the time and resources (and are healthy enough) to come work with the mission
in its remote regions. Some visitors come to work with the pastors in the mission’s ministry of
the Word. Others come to be a part of the mercy ministry: working at the clinic in a medical or
dental capacity; working with Bob Wright in construction, drilling, or farming; or just being
a blessing to the missionaries in whatever way is best. The Karamoja Education Outreach
program has also begun to attract short-term visitors who enjoy working with children in a
teaching capacity. In all of these realms, there is opportunity for continual seed-sowing, as the
OPUM has developed a holistic ministry, sharing the bread of life even as they minister to the
many physical needs of those to whom they bring the gospel.

In2015, the OP Uganda Mission received a total of sixteen short-term visitors representing
thirteen OP churches and seven presbyteries.

UKRAINE

It is the regular practice of the full-time mission team in L’viv, Ukraine, to receive a
short-term team from the States each summer to assist them in leading an English Camp for
university students in L’viv. Since the camp specifically targets university students, the field
requests that the team members be generally between the ages of 18 and 40. This short-term
mission very effectively combines the best of what a North American team has to offer with
what the field needs. The draw for Ukrainian students to attend the camp is that it will be
staffed with many native English speakers. Students in Western Ukraine are very interested
in meeting people from, and learning more about, America. Consequently, in 2015, 120
applications were received for 50 camper slots! Months before camp begins, the missionary
team in L’viv interviews each applicant, carefully selecting those who they think will make the
best campers.

The English camp is a means of bringing the missionary team into contact with almost
50 new students with whom they can build relationships throughout the following year. The
camp is designed to be a lot of fun for the campers but also includes very serious talks during
which the campers are confronted with their own sin and need for a savior, and then presented
with the hope of the gospel. Several campers have continued to stay connected with the
missionaries through on-going Bible studies and other activities.

Due to the amount of preparation required to organize the camp and to receive a short-
term team, the missionary team in Ukraine receives just one English Camp team each year. In
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2015, the PCA was given the opportunity to field the team. The team included three members
of the OPC: Jen Whiteacre of First OPC in Ipswich, MA, who has been a part of the English
Camp team each summer since 2011; and I was given the opportunity to participate again, this
time accompanied by my wife Faith. It truly was a blessing for Faith and I to serve together in
this highly relational capacity. Interaction with our Ukrainian friends has continued long after
returning home with the prayer that they might turn to Christ in faith.

URUGUAY

In May 2015, I made a visit to Uruguay, accompanied by Rev. Reid Hankins, who visited
on behalf of his and missionary Mark Richline’s presbytery, the Presbytery of Northern
California and Nevada. The purpose of the trip was to discuss and investigate ways for
increased interaction between the field and the presbytery. Of course, short-term teams can
be a wonderful means for increased interaction! We found this field to be going through a
period of transition, particularly with Ray and Michele Call new to the field and Mark and Jeni
Richline preparing for a furlough. Discussions will continue about the possibility of sending a
Spanish-speaking team to Montevideo to assist in running a VBS program for the children of
the community. OP churches will hear more about this opportunity as plans develop.

NON-FOREIGN OPC STMS

One does not have to look outside the boundaries of our own country to find a meaningful
short-term missions opportunity. The OPC has some wonderful STM venues right here in the
United States, and over 400 individuals participated in these opportunities in 2015.

The Boardwalk Chapel is a ministry of the Presbytery of NJ that has provided a consistent
witness to the hope of the gospel on the boardwalk of Wildwood, NJ, every summer since
1945. In 2015, it completed its 71st summer of ministry! Each summer, following a week of
training, a staff of volunteers testifies on the boardwalk and the beaches and during the nightly
services held at the Chapel. In 2015, seventeen full-time staff volunteers, including members
of OP churches from six presbyteries, committed their summer to the work of the Boardwalk
Chapel. House Parents Charlie and Elena Farrell of Faith Bible OPC in Brick, NJ, also served
full-time. An additional 300+(!) short-term volunteers participated in the efforts of the Chapel
in one way or another throughout the summer. Up to twelve different groups representing local
congregations can come for one week at a time to participate in the ministry, learn from those
more experienced, and be challenged in their faith through witnessing interactions of various
kinds. This “gem of the OPC” has been growing in its capacity to serve as a wonderful training
ground for beginner short-term missionaries.

In 2015, a team of seven from Grace OPC in Columbus, OH, visited Keys Evangelistic
Ministries (KEM), a ministry of Keys Presbyterian OPC in Key West, FL. Pastor Bill Welzien
actively evangelizes tourists, performers, and locals during the famous “sunset celebration” at
Mallory Square several times per week. Pastor Bill invites groups to come to KEM’s ministry
training center to receive classroom and practical instruction in evangelism. The facility
includes a four bedroom/two bath second floor apartment with full kitchen that accommodates
up to twelve guests, allowing groups to come and stay for a week at a time with minimal
expense while learning and practicing ‘hands on’ evangelism. This combination of a beautiful
setting, challenging instruction, and the opportunity to practice the skills learned makes for a
wonderful short-term mission opportunity.

In 2015, twenty-five volunteers from eight different churches participated in Venture
Missions-Zoar. This short-term summer ministry takes place on the Menominee and
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Stockbridge Indian Reservations in Wisconsin, and is sponsored by two OP churches located
on these reservations, Menominee OPC in Zoar, WI, and Old Stockbridge OPC in Gresham,
WI. The team of young people, all from churches in the Presbytery of the Midwest, first
receives training in cross-cultural ministry and ministry to the poor, then they hold a VBS
on each reservation. Ministry on an Indian reservation can prove to be quite cross-cultural,
despite never leaving the country.

In addition to these established outreach ministries, some OP churches would simply like
to invite a team to come help them with a VBS or other outreach program that they are unable
to accomplish on their own. Other churches are in the midst of renovations to which a team
could bring assistance. Every church, whether church plant or established congregation, is
encouraged to prayerfully consider how a team might benefit them, or how they could organize
a team to go help another church, demonstrating one part of the body of Christ reaching out to
another.

In 2015, short-term teams served in the states of Florida, Kentucky, New Jersey, Texas,
Utah, and Wisconsin. It has been a great blessing to see the following OP church plants in
particular utilize teams:

* Rev. Eric Hausler received an 18-person team from Lake Sherwood OPC in Orlando,
FL, that came for a week to help with various forms of outreach and evangelism in Naples, FL.

* Rev. Andrew Moody received a team, mainly from Providence OPC in Pflugerville,
TX, that came to help San Antonio Reformed Church host a VBS.

* Rev. Jay Bennett received a team from Little Farms Chapel OPC who came to Neon,
KY, to paint the OP church manse. There remains an open invitation for skilled workers to help
complete the remodeling of the church building of Neon Reformed OPC in in Neon, KY.

* Rev. Bill Welzien offers an open invitation for teams or individuals to join him in the
evangelistic endeavors of Keys Presbyterian Church in Key West, FL.

Additionally, the following OP organized churches benefitted from the help of short-term
teams:

* Rev. Eric Watkins and the congregation of Covenant OPC in St. Augustine, FL,
received help from a team from Redemption OPC in Gainesville, FL, to carry out renovation
efforts on their new church property.

* Rev. Todd Smith and the congregation of Faith Bible OPC in Brick, NJ received the
help of an individual and a team of twelve from four churches in the Presbytery of the Midwest
to complete some of the remaining disaster response repairs following Hurricane Sandy.

* Rev. Jason Wallace and the congregation of Christ OPC in Salt Lake City, UT, received
help from a team of four of skilled workers from the Presbytery of Southern CA.

OPCSTM.org

OPCSTM.org was launched in November 2011 to assist in communicating opportunities
for short-term service within the OPC. The website was intentionally designed with a similar
look and feel to OPC.org so as to not give any impression that short-term missions and disaster
response is separate from the other work of the OPC. In early 2014, OPC.org was updated
to take advantage of developments in web technology. Accordingly, OPCSTM.org also
underwent a redesign so that it would continue to reflect the look and feel of the OPC.org site.
The updated OPCSTM.org site was launched in February 2015. OPC deacon Douglas Vos and
his team at FiveMoreTalents.org served us well in this process.
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Statistical reports for 2015 revealed that the website had over 8,900 users (up 41% from
2014) and nearly 34,000 page views (up 25% from 2014). First-time visitors were up 41%
from 2014. The largest number of visitors to the website are from the USA, Canada, Brazil,
and China. The majority of visitors access the website directly, although many others are
referred by OPC.org, Google, and Facebook.

S.T.O.R.M. REPORTS

The S.T.O.R.M. Report, a monthly email newsletter, continued to go out to a vast list
of contacts in the OPC in 2015. “S.T.O.R.M.” is an acronym for “Short-Term Outreach,
Relief, and Missions,” and the report highlights recent postings to the STM website, provides
links to those postings, and also identifies the key contacts for each opportunity advertised.
In 2015, twelve monthly S.T.O.R.M. Reports were sent out to a list of approximately 2,300
addresses. The list includes about 1,100 church officers plus 1,200 other church members who
have expressed interest in STMs or disaster response. Pastors and sessions are encouraged
to consider either forwarding the email to their church email list or downloading a printable
version of the S.T.O.R.M. Report, found at http.//opcstm.org/storm-reports/, for use as a
bulletin insert or poster. The emailed newsletters have an “unsubscribe” feature that allows
any recipient to opt out of receiving future publications.

In conclusion, it is a joy to report on the work of the more than 500 short-term mission
workers who labored in and through the OPC in 2015. May the Lord be pleased to use the
labors of so many to call His chosen ones unto Himself, while there is still time...“while He
may be found”!

III. ADMINISTRATION
A. Committee Membership
Class  Ministers  Ruling Elders Deacons

2016 Ronald E. Pearce  Alexander A. Zarek  John J. Voss, Jr.

2017 T. Nathan Trice Seth B. Long Christopher A. Sudlow
2018 Lendall H. Smith  Ronald C. de Ru Robert J. Wright, Jr.
B. Officers

President: Lendall H. Smith

Vice-President: T. Nathan Trice
Secretary: Ronald E. Pearce
Treasurer: John J. Voss, Jr.

C. Subcommittees
1. Executive Committee: Smith, Trice, Pearce, Voss

2. Standing Subcommittees: (chairman in bold)
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a.  Administration & Finance Subcommittee (AFS): Sudlow, Long, Voss

b.  Aid Request Subcommittee (ARS): Smith, Trice, Voss

c.  Disaster Response Subcommittee (DRS): de Ru, Long, Voss, Zarek

d.  Diaconal Training Subcommittee (DTS): Pearce, Sudlow, Trice

e.  Missionary Deacon Subcommittee (MDS): Smith, Trice, Wright

f.  Ministers & Widows Subcommittee (MWS): Pearce, Smith, Zarek

3. Committee Representative on Missionary Widow Fund (a standing subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Foreign Missions): Pearce

D. Staff

Administrator: David P. Nakhla

Administrative Assistant: Janet L. Birkmann

Disaster Response Coordinator (DRC): David P. Nakhla

Short-term Missions Coordinator (STMC): David P. Nakhla

E. Donations
Tax-deductible donations made to the Committee on Diaconal Ministries should be
made payable to:

“Orthodox Presbyterian Church”

These donations can be further noted as follows:

“CDM” —  For funds intended for general benevolent use

“Obadiah Fund” — For funds intended to help retired ministers and/or their
widows

“Disaster Relief” — For funds intended for general disaster relief

“Refugee Relief” — For funds intended for the relief of refugees

Other more specific notations may be found at www.opc.org/committee_dm.html.

Please mail donations to:

The Committee on Diaconal Ministries
Orthodox Presbyterian Church

607 N. Easton Rd., Bldg. E

Willow Grove, PA 19090

F.  Correspondence
All correspondence to the CDM, whether pertaining to the work of the CDM, disaster
response or short-term missions, can be emailed to Mr. David P. Nakhla at david.nakhla@
opc.org. Alternatively, it can be mailed to the OPC Administrative Offices to Mr. Nakhla’s
attention. Short-term missions related matters may be sent to OPCShortTermMissions@opc.

org.

G. Policies
The policies and procedures that are relevant to those outside the committee are
available at www.opc.org/committee_dm.html.



240 Eighty-third General Assembly

H. Incorporation
Since July 20, 2011, the CDM has been incorporated as a non-profit organization
in the State of Delaware. This enables the CDM to own equipment and property, particularly
helpful for ministering to those affected by disasters.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That for the year 2017 the General Assembly requests the churches of the OPC
support the work of this Committee at the suggested rate of $25.00 per communicant member.
Note: The CDM continues to be concerned about OPC congregations or presbyteries
that issue calls with compensation packages that intend for the pastor to be “free from worldly
care” but are inadequate to provide for the minister’s needs. Additionally, the CDM continues
to desire that OPC congregations and presbyteries ensure that all OPC ministers have adequate
coverage for health costs, adequate provisions for retirement income, and adequate coverage of
life insurance. However, the CDM does not intend to repeat recommendations associated with
these concerns to the General Assembly until after the final report of the General Assembly’s
temporary study committee that was erected to investigate the needs of OPC ministers.

V. BUDGET & FINANCIALS

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Actual Budget Budget Budget
ADMINISTRATION &
FINANCE (AFS)
Staff Salaries & benefits $142,641  $140,837  $147,613  $160,424  $163,270
STMC Travel $5,582 $9,558 $13,000 $13,000 $10,000
Office & Related Expenses $12,217 $9,304 $16,500 $15,000 $15,000
Committee Mtg (including
travel) $14,649 $7,637 $11,000 $11,000 $11,000
Promotional Material $4,924 $3,056 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Stipends $8,000 $2,350 $2,000 $4,000 $0
Ministry Support /
Development $- $879 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Miscellaneous $1,492 $410 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
AFS Total $189,506  $174,032  $206,113  $219,424  $215,270
AID REQUEST (ARS)
China $9,600 $9,600 $9,600 $9,600 $9,600
Eritrea $- $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3000
Ethiopia $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

Haiti $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000
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2014 2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Actual Budget Budget Budget

Japan $1,500 $1,500 $1,500 $0 $1,500

Uganda - Mission Stations $18,000 $16,000 $16,000 $26,000 $16,000

Uganda - Clinic $58,907 $70,928 $60,928 $65,928 $60,928

Fgn - Emergency Relief $- $- $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Scholarships - Philadelphia $29,083 $18,142 $25,000 $15,000 $15,000

USA - Emergency Medical $- $- $25,000 $25,000 $25,000

USA - Special Relief $23,520 $28,420 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
ARS Total $156,610  $163,590  $217,028  $220,528  $204,028
DISASTER RESPONSE (DRS)

Disaster Response - Fgn $17 $25,630 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

Disaster Response - USA $578 $2,217 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Disaster Response -

Designated $109,387 $14,014  $100,000  $100,000  $100,000
DRS Total $109,982 $41,861 $180,000  $180,000  $180,000
DIACONAL TRAINING (DTS)

Diaconal Conferences $31,905 $- $15,000 $40,000 $50,000
DTS Total $31,905 $- $15,000 $40,000 $50,000
MISSIONARY DEACON (MDS)

MssryDeacon - Haiti $3,808 $1,718 $25,000 $10,000 $10,000

MssryDeacon - Uganda $84,044 $81,268 $93,000 $20,000  $100,000
MDS Total $87,852 $82,986  $118,000 $30,000  $110,000
MINISTERS & WIDOWS
(MWS)

Obadiah Pension Supplements $25,000 $20,000 $20,000 $0 $0

Obadiah General Gifts $60,000 $80,500 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000

Obadiah Specific Diaconal

Gifts $17,200 $23,300 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

Health Insurance Premiums $- $- $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
MWS Total $102,200  $123,800  $160,000  $140,000  $140,000




242 Eighty-third General Assembly

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Actual Budget Budget Budget
Ministry Expenses Total $488,549  $412,236  $690,028  $610,528  $684,028
General Fund Expenses Total $678,054  $586,268 $896,141 $829,952  $899,298
ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Committee on Diaconal Ministries
Balance Sheet
Period Ending December 31, 2015
12/31/15

Assets

Current Assets
Cash

TD Bank - General Fund $319,510

TD Bank - Obadiah Fund $330,950

TD Bank - Disaster Fund $415,110

Total Liquid Assets $1,065,569
Investments and Long Term Receivables

Investments

OPC Loan Fund - General Fund $530,440

Total Investments and Receivables $530,440
Property and Equipment, Net of Accumulated Depreciation $0

Total Assets $1,596,009

Liabilities and Net Assets
Current Liabilities

Haiti Disaster Relief $315,581

Japan Disaster Relief $39,814

Sandy Disaster Relief $2,683

Oklahoma Tornado Relief $5,336

Refugee Relief $12,467
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General Disaster Relief $38,599
Total Liabilities $414,481
Net Assets
Unrestricted Net Assets
Temporarily Restricted [Obadiah Fund] $330,950
Temporarily Restricted [Disaster Response Fund] $629
General Undesignated $849,950
Total Net Assets $1,181,529
Total Liabilities and Net Assets $1,596,009
ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Committee on Diaconal Ministries
Statement of Activities
Period Ending December 31, 2015

12/31/15

Revenues
Contributions - General Fund $313,440
Contributions - Obadiah Fund $163,638
Contributions - Disaster Response Fund $20,968
Interest and Dividend Income $14,730
Other Income (STMC from CFM & CHMCE, Summit Fees) $72,000
Total Revenues $584,776

Expenses
Administrative $174,032
Aid Requests $163,590
Disaster Response $41,861
Diaconal Training $0
Missionary Deacon $82,986
Ministers & Widows (including Obadiah expenditures) $123,800
Total Expenses $586,268
Increase (Decrease) in Net Assets -$1,492

Increase (Decrease) in Net Liabilities $6,954
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Net Assets
Beginning [12/31/2014] $1,189,976
Ending [12/31/2015] $1,181,529

VI. ELECTIONS

The terms expiring at this Assembly are:

Class Ministers Ruling Elders Deacons

2016 Ronald E. Pearce Alexander A. Zarek  John J. Voss, Jr.

Messrs. Pearce, Zarek, and Voss have all indicated that they are willing to have their
names placed into nomination for continued service on the CDM. The bylaws stipulate the

construction of the committee such that this class ought to be populated by one minister, one
ruling elder, and one deacon.
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON PENSIONS
SYNOPSIS

I.  PENSIONS AND INSURANCE
Investment Policies
Investment Results
Term Life Insurance
Eligibility and Participation
. Benefits
II. PENSION SUPPLEMENT FUND
A. Eligibility and Participation
B. Contributions from Churches
C. Benefits
D. Summary Financial Report
III. VOLUNTARY TERM LIFE INSURANCE
A. Premiums and Eligibility
B. Coverage5
C. Enrollment
D. Insurance Carrier
E. Financial Summary
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
V. ADMINISTRATION
A. Committee Members

moO0w

B. Officers
C. Executive Committee
D. Staff

VI. GENERAL ASSEMBLY
VII. AUDIT REPORTS

In calling a pastor, the local church ordinarily promises to provide for him so as to keep him
“free from worldly care.” The primary responsibility assigned to the Committee on Pensions
is to assist the church to do that for its pastors into the years of retirement. Specifically, the
Committee provides a pension plan for the ministers of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
(and also for full-time employees). The Committee also provides a group life insurance plan
for the ministers, officers and full-time employees of the Church and their families. Finally,
the Committee makes supplemental payments to certain ministers with inadequate pensions.
The Committee on Pensions endeavors to assist the churches in providing for the welfare and
retirement needs of ordained officers and full-time employees of the Orthodox Presbyterian
churches and committees through these programs. The Committee earnestly covets the prayers
of the Church as it labors in its task, sensing all too clearly, “Unless the Lord builds the house,
its builders labor in vain.”

1. PENSIONS AND INSURANCE
A. Investment Policies

1. The Committee contracts with The Concord Advisory Group, Ltd to provide
non-discretionary investment advisory services, including (1) investment policy statement
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preparation, (2) asset allocation, (3) recommendation of underlying investment vehicles and/
or managers, and (4) monitoring services. They are paid at a rate of .10% of total market value
of portfolio. The total paid in 2015 was $27,210.

During the year 2015, working with Concord, the Committee used the following
managers with particular expertise in certain investment areas:

Rate of Return Mgmt. Fee

a.  Aberdeen — International Equity -15.50% .800%
b. DFA International Social Core 14% 0
c.  Fiduciary Management (2 mths) -3.73% .585%
d. Oppenheimer — Large Cap Equity

(10 mths) 2.05% .700%
e. Rhumbline — Large Cap Equity .54% .289%
f.  Silvercrest — Small Cap Equity -2.08% .7183%
g.  Pimco — Fixed Income 42% 0
h. Agincourt — Fixed Income -1.07% .250%

2. In 2014 the Committee on Pensions undertook a formal review of the
retirement portfolio as it concerns socially responsible investing requirements. Specifically,
the Committee revised the investment policy statement to include more specific language
around the governance of social requirements to ensure the exclusion of offensive companies
from the total portfolio. Where appropriate, the Committee has engaged investment managers
to run customized investment strategies specific to our investment policy. When determined
that a pooled investment vehicle would be more advantageous, the Committee has focused
on screened funds that are consistent with our social guidelines. Further, in conjunction
with its independent advisor, the Committee performed an analysis of all current investment
managers and their underlying holdings to ensure compliance with the investment policy’s
social guidelines. The Committee continues to scrutinize the portfolio and will conduct similar
analysis on an annual basis to ensure compliance.

3. Atthe end of 2015 the investments of the fund were allocated as follows:

Money Market Funds 2.42%
Mutual Funds — Gov’t Issues 7.73%
Mutual Fund — Fixed Income 18.38%
Mutual Funds — International Equities 13.72%
Common Stock 44.60%

Corporate Notes, including OPC Loan Fund  13.15%
B. Investment Results

1. The net assets of the Fund at the end of the year amounted to $27,461,130.
There was a net loss in assets under management of $95,097 for the year 2015. The growth in
assets under management in the Fund over the years is shown in the following:

December 31, 1995 $ 9,039,080
December 31, 2005 17,283,883
December 31, 2015 27,461,130
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2. The investment results for the year 2015 reflect the drop in the markets in the
last quarter of the year, particularly in the international equities. At the end of 2015, each
participant’s account was credited with 2.164% in income and charged 3.862% for decreased
market value, resulting in a net change of -1.698%. This is compared with the OPC target
benchmark of 6.85%. The investment results over specific periods are shown in the following:

Average annual percentage of gain - the last 5 years —4.974%
Average annual percentage of gain - the last 10 years —4.641%
Average annual percentage of gain - the last 15 years — 3.855%
Average annual percentage of gain - the last 20 years — 6.225%

C. Term Life Insurance

The pension plan includes $20,000 of term life insurance, which remains in force
until a participant retires and begins to receive pension payments. The annual premium for this
coverage per individual for 2015 was $130. This coverage is underwritten by Union Central
Life Insurance Company.

D. Eligibility and Participation

1. All ministers and permanent full-time employees of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church or its congregations and organizations, including those serving in any capacity and
beyond the borders of the United States of America, shall be eligible for coverage under this
plan. A minister shall be eligible upon his ordination or reception by the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church. A non-ministerial employee shall be eligible upon being declared a “permanent
employee” by his employer.

2. The recommended contribution for the year 2016 is 8%.

3. Atthe end of 2015, the participants in the plan consisted of the following:

Participants Making Contributions 171
Participants Not Making Contributions 45
Retired - Drawing Pension 47
Surviving Spouses - Drawing Pension _2

265

4. Approximately 50% of ministers in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church are
enrolled in the Plan.

E. Benefits

1. During the year 2015, the following retirement payments were made:
Annuity payments - insurance companies ~ $ 230
Pension payments - Committee 759,610
The average pension payment by the Committee was $1,355 per month.

2.  The Committee has designated for the calendar year 2016 that $1,700 per
month of pension distributions to an ordained member shall constitute a housing allowance,
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provided, however, that such housing allowance is not to exceed the actual expenditures for
housing, utilities, maintenance, repairs, and other expenses related to providing a house.

II.  PENSION SUPPLEMENT FUND
A. Eligibility and Participation

1. Benefits from this fund are available to ministers (and their surviving spouses,
unless they remarry) who have at least 20 years of service in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church,
were at least 65 years of age prior to January 1, 1988, and are receiving regular pension
payments from the Retirement Equity Fund. At the end of 2015, there were 2 ministers and 3
surviving spouses receiving supplementary payments.

2. The Committee, at its meeting of April 1, 2010, by motion, determined:

a. To establish, until funds are exhausted, a new category in the Pension
Supplement Fund, to be called Pension Continuation, the purpose of which is to continue
pension payments to those participants and/or their spouses who are enrolled in the Pension
Plan as of April 1, 2010, whose accounts run out because of extended age and/or severe market
declines.

b. To fund the Pension Continuation element of the Pension Supplement
Fund with the transfer of $300,000.00 of the assets of the Hospitalization Plan, the net proceeds
of the sale of the Pennsylvania property, and such other funds that become available through
investment returns or contributions designated for the Pension Continuation Fund.

c.  That those eligible for Pension Continuation payments must also meet the
following criteria:

1. Participation in the Pension Plan for at least 10 years.

2. Drawing pension payments based on (joint) life expectancy or longer.

3. Contributions to their account by the churches must have been made
for the equivalent of 10 years.

4. Not eligible for Pension Supplement Fund payments.

5. Still members of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church.

6.  Surviving spouses will continue to be eligible unless they remarry.

d.  That Pension Continuation payments be set at the rate of their most recent
drawing, up to a maximum of $600.00 per month, to commence September 1, 2010.

e. This Fund was exhausted in August of 2015.

f.  In April of 2015 a letter was sent to all pensioners receiving payments
from the continuation fund informing them that the last payment from the fund would be the
August payment. The committee requested acknowledgement of the receipt of the letter and
the extent of any financial difficulties the loss of these benefits would mean.

Of the 15 persons receiving these benefits, only one acknowledged it
would result in a severe financial hardship. The Committee submitted this information to the
Committee on Diaconal Ministries, and they have followed up and have been assisting him.

B. Contributions From Churches
At various times over the last 23 years (1989-1994 and 1995-2000), the Committee
has requested contributions from the churches for this fund. We have received grants from
The Obadiah Foundation each year since 2007, and this may continue in the future. This has
enabled us to provide the additional benefits to those whose regular pension accounts have
been exhausted. Therefore, we do not anticipate making future requests from the churches.
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C. Benefits

1. During the year 2015, payments made to eligible participants in both categories,
pension supplement and pension continuation, were a maximum of $600 per month.

2. These payments made to retired ministers were designated as housing or
rental allowances paid in recognition of, and as compensation for, their past services. These
payments were not subject to federal income tax.

D. Summary Financial Report
1. Income and expense
The summary financial report of the Pension Supplement and Continuation

Funds for the year 2015 is as follows:

Supplement Continuation

BALANCE - January 1, 2015 $124.498 $71.111
RECEIPTS

Contributions 20,852 0
Interest 15 0
Dividends 5,774 0
Obadiah Foundation 20.000 0]
Total Receipts 46,641 0
171,139 71,111

DISBURSEMENTS
Participants 42.000 71,111
BALANCE — December 31, 2015 $129,139 $ 0

2. Investments
The assets of the supplement part are invested primarily in money market
funds, fixed income mutual funds, and government securities. This part also holds some
equities which were received as gifts to the Fund.

III. VOLUNTARY TERM LIFE INSURANCE

A. Premiums and Eligibility
This plan, separate from the pension plan, is open to all full-time church employees
and ordained officers and their families. The monthly premium for individual and spouse is
based on their ages, but is a fixed cost of $1.50 per month for all children in a family under age
19, or age 25 if a full-time student.

B. Coverage
The maximum individual coverage available is as follows:
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Participant - $ 300,000
Spouse - 50,000
Children - 5,000

C. Enrollment
The enrollment in the plan had a decrease of five, and at the end of 2015 had 25
participants. Total insurance in force at year end was as follows:

Participants - $1,798,500
Spouses - 440,000

D. Insurance Carrier
Since January 1, 2002, the coverage has been through Boston Mutual Life Insurance

Company.

E. Financial Summary

BALANCE — January 1, 2015 $ 24,933
RECEIPTS
Premiums — life insurance $ 22,654
Service charges 303
Interest income 9
Total Receipts 22,966
47,899
DISBURSEMENTS

Premiums — Voluntary Term Life Insurance 22.654
BALANCE — December 31, 2015 $ 25245
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. By motion, the Committee on Pensions determined to communicate to the 83rd
General Assembly that the Committee on Pensions concurs with the recommendation of the
Special Committee to Study the Care of Ministers of the Church to establish a Committee on
Ministerial Care.

B. By motion, the Committee on Pensions determined to recommend to the General
Assembly that the “Pension and Insurance Plan of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church” be
amended in Article I (General Provisions), Section H (Withdrawal from the Plan — Vested
Interest) to read as follows (proposed additions underlined, proposed deletions struck through):

1. Participants who cease to be members or employees of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church must withdraw from the Plan. Upon withdrawal, the participant shall

receive his vested interest in the Retirement Equity Fund determined as follows:

a. His vested interest in his share of the Retirement Equity Fund shall be the
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(1) A percentage of the portion of his share of the Retirement Equity

Fund which is not attributable to any voluntary contributions he has made

equal to

After 1st year 0%

After 2nd year 100%
The portion of his share which is attributable to any voluntary contributions
he has made.

C. That the 83rd General Assembly authorize the Committee on Pensions to change the
OPC Pension Plan from a trustee-directed plan to a participant-directed plan, to be completed
no later than June 30, 2017. Grounds and further information:

1. This change will provide several asset allocation options (i.e. mix of stocks and
bonds) from which ministers and full-time church employees of different age groups and life
situations will be able to choose for their retirement investments. This improves the Pension
Plan in the following ways:

a. Each minister or church employee will have the flexibility to choose
an investment allocation that fits his unique circumstances, goals and intended retirement
lifestyle.

b. Those who desire to maintain the current plan’s allocation (roughly 60%
stocks and 40% bonds) will be able to do so.

c.  Older ministers and church employees can select a more conservative
asset allocation option as they draw nearer to retirement.

d.  Younger ministers and church employees, should they wish to do so, can
invest in a more aggressive stock allocation matching their longer investment time horizon.
Historically, in the long run and compared to asset allocations with a lower percentage of
stocks, this has resulted in higher long-term investment returns.

2. This change will improve the overall function of the OPC Pension Fund
by consolidating several functions under the professional services of one company, while
keeping expenses in line with what the current pension plan incurs. The firm of Wipfli Hewins
Investment Advisors, LLC (along with its sister firm, Wipfli LLP), has been selected by the
Committee on Pensions (COP) to provide the following services:

a. Transition. Wipfli will assist the COP in determining an appropriate plan
structure and drafting updated plan design documents.

b. Investment Advisors. Wipfli will assist the COP by creating the various
allocation investment options and determining the investments within each option. The
investments will be mutual funds (not individually-selected stocks) that are widely diversified
across their asset class. Further, the funds will be socially screened, consistent with the
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approach taken today.

c.  Administration. Wipfli will provide various administrative functions and
will work with the OPC Office to coordinate pension contribution and payment activities.

d. Participant Engagement. Wipfli will provide the following opportunities
for plan participants:

(1) Online Account Access. Participants can go to the Wipfli website
to view current account balance, portfolio performance and account holdings, and, to make
changes in investment choices.

(2) Online Information. Participants can go to the Wipfli website to find
retirement planning tools, investment advice and other valuable information.

(3) Education. Wipfli will provide financial planning education through
one-on-one discussions, group meetings, webinars and newsletters, enabling more prudent
saving and investment decisions by participants.

(4) Consulting. Participants can contact Wipfli by telephone or via
their website to ask questions or seek assistance in making individual OPC Pension Fund
investment decisions. Because Wipfli Hewins does not own any investment products, they will
not be selling anything to participants, nor have any conflicts of interest (they are fiduciaries).

3. Many other churches, including sister churches such as the PCA, use a defined-
contribution, participant-directed pension plan to provide an effective retirement investment
vehicle for their ministers and full-time church employees. The OPC Pension Fund will
continue to be a defined-contribution plan governed by the COP, as currently, which will
ensure that proper reviews and compliance requirements are in place.

4. The change of plan structure with its accompanying benefits will likely increase
plan participation by OPC ministers and full-time church employees.

V. ADMINISTRATION

A. Committee Members

Class of 2018:

Minister: John D. McGowan

Ruling Elders: ~ Roger W. Huibregtse, David Vander Ploeg
Class of 2017:

Minister: Douglas L. Watson

Ruling Elders:  Garret A. Hoogerhyde, Steve Veldhorst
Class of 2016:

Ministers: Jonathan E. Hutchinson, Darren S. Thole

Ruling Elder: Robert M. Meeker

B. Officers
President: Roger W. Huibregtse
Vice President: Douglas L. Watson
Secretary: John D. McGowan
Treasurer: Garret A. Hoogerhyde

C. Executive Committee
Garret A. Hoogerhyde, Roger W. Huibregtse (Chairman), John D. McGowan and
Douglas L. Watson
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D. Staff
Assistant Administrator: Douglas B. Hoogerhyde
Administrative Assistant: Kathleen A. Kline

VI. GENERAL ASSEMBLY

A. The terms of the class of 2016 expire with this Assembly. The Standing Rules of the
Assembly provide that each class of the Committee shall include at least one minister and at
least one ruling elder. Mr. Meeker has requested that he not be nominated.

B. Mr. Huibregtse, Mr. Hoogerhyde and Mr. Watson were designated to represent the
Committee at the 83rd General Assembly.

VII. AUDIT REPORTS

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT

To the Committee on Pensions of
Orthodox Presbyterian Church Pension Fund

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Pension Fund (the “Plan”) (a nonprofit organization) which comprise the statement of net
assets available for benefits as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, and the related statement of
changes in net assets available for benefits for the years then ended, and the related notes to
the financial statements.

Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial
statements in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States
of America; this includes the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control
relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are free from
material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

Auditor’s Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We
conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United
States of America. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and
disclosures in the financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor’s
judgment, including the assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the financial
statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk assessments, the auditor
considers internal control relevant to the entity’s preparation and fair presentation of the
financial statement in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances,
but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal
control. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes evaluating the
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant accounting
estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial
statements.
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We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a
basis for our audit opinion.

Opinion

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects,
the net assets available for plan benefits of Orthodox Presbyterian Church Pension Fund as of
December 31, 2015 and 2014, and the changes in its net assets available for benefits for the
years then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United
States of America.

Fylstra & Fylstra, LLC

Hawthorne, NJ
June 27, 2016

ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
PENSION FUND
STATEMENT OF NET ASSETS AVAILABLE FOR BENEFITS
DECEMBER 31, 2015 AND 2014

2015 2014
ASSETS
Investments at fair value:
Money market funds $ 654,486 $ 1,429,441
Corporate notes 3,553,017 750,000
Common stocks 12,051,487 11,681,856
Government issues 2,090,416 0
Mutual funds 8,671,582 13,379,712
Total investments 27,020,988 27,241.009
Cash and cash equivalents 402,016 385,019
Accrued interest and dividends receivable 57,784 14,267
Property and equipment at cost,
net of accumulated depreciation 0 0
Total assets 27,480,788 27,640,295

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS AVAILABLE FOR BENEFITS

Accrued expenses 19,658 6,957
Pension continuation fund 0 77,111
Total liabilities 19,658 84,068

Net assets available for plan benefits $§ 27,461,130 $ 27,556,227

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

PENSION FUND

STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN NET ASSETS AVAILABLE FOR BENEFITS

YEARS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2015 AND 2014

2015 2014
ADDITIONS TO NET ASSETS
Investment income:
Net unrealized appreciation (depreciation)
in fair value of investments $ (1,373,363) $ 379,852
Realized gain (loss) on sale of investments 428,093 538,861
Net interest income 133,780 14,377
Dividends 506,466 660,710
Less: Investment expense (133,508) (144.280)
Total investment income (438,532) 1.449.520
Contributions:
Employer $ 1,281,913 $ 1,150,704
Employees 122,655 115,702
Total contributions 1.404.568 1.266.406
Transfer from other funds 119,111 155.963
Total additions to net assets 1,085,147 2.871.889
DEDUCTIONS FROM NET ASSETS
Premiums on life insurance 25,643 26,653
Pension distributions 759,610 730,190
Supplemental pension 42,000 57,600
Lump sum withdrawals 140,675 69,269
Rollovers 99,059 276,439
Pension continuation payments 67,480 101,220
Administrative expenses 45,777 46,143
Total deductions from net assets 1,180,244 1.307.514
CHANGE IN NET ASSETS (95,097) 1,564,375
NET ASSETS AVAILABLE FOR BENEFITS:
BEGINNING OF YEAR 27,556,227 25,991,852
END OF YEAR $ 27,461,130 $ 27,556,227

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

255
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ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
PENSION FUND
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
DECEMBER 31, 2015 AND 2014

Description of the Plan:

The following brief description of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Pension Fund is
provided for general information purposes only. Participants should refer to the plan
agreement for more complete information.

The Pension Fund is a defined contribution plan which was created to provide term life
insurance during the period of eligibility and retirement benefits at the normal retirement
age (65). The church’s ordained ministers, permanent full-time employees, and the
permanent full-time employees of the congregations or organization thereof are all
eligible to participate in the plan. The normal retirement benefit is based on the individual
participant’s equity in the Pension Fund at the time of retirement and on the specific
income option selected. In addition, the Pension Fund also provides death benefits to
its participants. Plan contributions are limited to a percentage of each participant’s
annual compensation, which is determined by the individual congregations. The current
recommended contribution percentage is 7%. The participating churches generally make
contributions, and allowances are given to individuals to make voluntary contributions
on their own.

Key provisions of the Plan are:

Eligibility For Coverage
All ordained ministers and all permanent, full-time employees of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church or of any congregation or organization of the Church are
eligible to participate. Ministers are eligible to participate upon ordination. Non-
ministerial employees are eligible to participate upon being declared a “permanent
employee” by their employers.

Normal Retirement Date
The normal retirement date is the first day of the month following the participant’s
65th birthday. This date is not mandatory.

Normal Form of Pension
The normal form of retirement benefits is a lifetime annuity which is guaranteed for
a minimum of 10 years.

Optional Forms of Pension Available
Participants may elect any option acceptable to the Plan Committee.

Vesting
If a participant chooses to leave the Plan, their vested interest in the Retirement

Equity Fund shall be determined as follows:

A. Anindividual’s vested interest in the Retirement Equity Fund shall be the sum of:
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1. A percentage of the portion of their share of the Retirement Equity Fund,
not attributable to any voluntary contributions they have made, equal to the
following percentages:

Anniversary Percentage
Ist 15%
2nd 30%
3rd 45%
4th 60%
5th 75%
6th 90%
7th 100%

Plus:
2. The portion of their share which is attributable to any voluntary contributions

they have made.
B. The interest of a totally and permanent disabled participant shall be fully vested.
2. Summary of Significant Accounting Policies:

The accompanying financial statements of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Pension
Fund are maintained on the accrual basis of accounting.

Estimates - The preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted
accounting principles requires that management make estimates and assumptions that
affect certain reported amounts and disclosures. Therefore, actual results may differ from
those estimates.

Investments - Investments are stated at fair value based on quoted market prices.
Unrealized appreciation or depreciation in the current fair market value of these
investments is reflected in the Statement of Changes in Net Assets Available for Benefits.

Fair Value Measurement — The fair value of financial assets and liabilities is measured
according to the Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures topic of the FASB Accounting
Standards Codification. Fair value is required to be evaluated and adjusted according to
the following valuation techniques.

Level 1 — Fair value is determined using quoted market prices in active markets for
identical assets and liabilities. Assets in this level typically include publicly traded
equities, mutual fund investments, cash equivalents, and listed derivatives.

Level 2 — Fair value is determined using quoted market prices in active markets for
similar assets and liabilities, quoted prices for identical or similar instruments in
markets that are not active, and model-based valuation techniques for which all
significant inputs are observable in the market for substantially the full term of the
assets or liabilities. Assets in the level include debt securities and partnerships that
hold Level 1 assets, provided that the Organization has the ability to redeem the
investment in the near term, and real estate held for investment if measured by a
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Level 3 — Fair value is determined using inputs that are generally unobservable and
typically reflect management’s estimates of assumptions that market participants
would use in pricing the asset or liability. The market for assets and liabilities
using Level 3 measures is typically inactive. Assets in the level include alternative
investments, real estate held for investment if measured using management estimates,
investments in partnerships and limited liability companies, and beneficial interests

in charitable remainder trusts.

Purchases and sales of securities are recorded on a trade-date basis. Interest income is
recorded on the accrual basis, and dividends are recorded on the ex-dividend date.

Payment of Benefits - Benefit payments to participants are recorded upon distribution.

3. Investments:

All investments are Level 1 investments.

The following table presents both the fair values and cost of investments:

Decmeber 31
2014 2013
Cost Fair Cost Fair
Value Value
Money market funds $ 654486 § 654,486 $1,429,441  $ 1,429,441
Corporate notes 3,666,461 3,553,017 750,000 750,000
Marketable securities:
Common stocks 11,704,439 12,051,487 10,311,566 11,681,856
Government issues 2,106,815 2,090,416 0 0
Mutual funds 9,433,448 8,671,582 13,921,300 13,379,712
Total marketable securities 24244702 22,813,485 24,232,866 25,061,568
Total Investments $27,565,649  $27,020,988  $26,412,307 $27,241,009

The unrealized appreciation or (depreciation) of the Plan’s investment securities is summarized

below:
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December 31,

2015 2014
Money market funds $ 0 S 0
Orthodox Presbyterian Loan Fund 0 0
Corporate notes (113,444) 0
Government issues (16,399) 0
Common stocks 347,048 1,370,290
Mutual funds (761.866) (541,588)
Total unrealized gain $ (544.661) § 828,702

Agency Funds — Hospitalization Trust:

The Pension Plan received funds totaling $300,000 during the fiscal year 2009 from the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church — Hospitalization Trust and was acting as an agent of
the Trust to invest the funds. The Committee on Pensions subsequently agreed to use
these funds to set up a Pension Continuation Plan, used to provide pension benefits to
individuals whose accounts have run out due to extended age or market fluctuations.

Tax Status:

The Internal Revenue Service has determined that the Plan is designated in accordance
with applicable sections of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) and is therefore not subject
to tax under present income tax laws. The Pension Plan believes that it has appropriate
support for all tax positions taken, and as such, does not have any uncertain tax positions
that are material to the financial statements. Tax returns are open for examination by the
Internal Revenue Service for three years after filing. Thus, returns for this year and the
last three years remain open.

Plan Termination:

In the unlikely event of Plan termination, individual participants will become 100%
vested in their accounts.

Party in Interest:

The accounting firm of Baker & Hoogerhyde LLC CPA’s received fees of $27,600 for
the accounting and administration of the Plan for the year ended December 31, 2015 and
$27,600 for the year ended December 31, 2014.

Concentration of Risk and Uncertainties:

The investments currently held by the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Pension Fund

include common stocks and mutual funds. Such investments are exposed to various risk
such as interest rate, market, and credit risks.



260 Eighty-third General Assembly

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ECUMENICITY
AND INTERCHURCH RELATIONS

SYNOPSIS

I.  THE COMMITTEE
A. Meetings
B. Officers

C. Liaisons/subcommittees
D. Administrator
II. FELLOWSHIP WITH OTHER CHURCHES
Fraternal Delegates/observers
Churches in Ecclesiastical Relationships with the OPC
Churches in “Ecclesiastical Fellowship”
Churches in “Corresponding Relationship”
Churches in “Ecumenical Contact”
Program for deepening unity
Improve fraternal relations
111 ELLOWSHIP WITH CHURCHES IN NORTH AMERICA
A. Churches in Ecclesiastical Fellowship in North America
1. Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (ARPC)
Presbyterian Church in America (PCA)
Reformed Church in the U.S. (RCUS)
Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (RPCNA)
Canadian Reformed Churches (CanRC)
United Reformed Churches in North America (URCNA)
L’Eglise Réformée du Québec (ERQ/RCQ)
B. Other Churches in North America
1. Bible Presbyterian Church (BPC)
2. Free Reformed Churches in North America (FRCNA)
3. Heritage Reformed Congregations (HRC)
4. Presbyterian Reformed Church (PRC)
IV. FELLOWSHIP WITH CHURCHES ABROAD
Presbyterian Church in Korea/Kosin (PCK(K))
Independent Reformed Church in Korea (IRCK)
Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ)
Presbyterian Church of Japan (PCJ)
Free Church of Scotland (FCS)
Evangelical Presbyterian Church in England and Wales (EPCEW)
Reformed Churches of New Zealand (RCNZ)
Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (RCN)
Reformed Churches in South Africa (RCSA)
Christian Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (CRCN)
Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (PCEA)
Presbyterian Church in Brazil (IPB)
Africa Evangelical Presbyterian Church (AEPC)
The Free Church of Scotland Continuing (FCC)
The Evangelical Presbyterian Church of Ireland (EPCI)
The Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland (RPClre)
Evangelical Reformed Church Westminster Confession (ERKWB)
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V. INTERCHURCH BODIES
A. International Conference of Reformed Churches (ICRC)
B. North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council (NAPARC)
C. World Wide Ecumenical Organizations
1. World Communion of Reformed Churches (WCRC)
2. World Reformed Fellowship (WRF)
VI. BUDGET
VII. RECOMMENDATIONS
VIIL. ELECTIONS
IX. APPENDICES

I.  THE COMMITTEE

A. Meetings
The Committee held a meeting on November 11, 2015, at the OPC Administrative
Building at 607 N. Easton Road, Bldg. E. in Willow Grove, PA. A second meeting was held on
April 8, 2016, also at the OPC Administrative Building in Willow Grove, PA..

B. Officers
The officers of the Committee are L. Anthony Curto, Chairman; Mark T. Bube,
Vice-Chairman; George R. Cottenden, Secretary.

C. Liaisons/Subcommittees
The Committee has assigned individual members as “liaisons” whose duty it is to
represent the Committee as contact persons with specific churches or organizations to keep the
Committee informed about the life of that church or churches and, in turn, to inform the whole
Church when it believes that significant information is available or appropriate action needed.
In addition to the liaisons there are continuing subcommittees and subcommittees for specific
tasks. The liaisons and subcommittees at present are:

1. Liaisons

ARPC - Jack W. Sawyer

BPC - L. Anthony Curto

Can RC - Mark T. Bube

ERQ - Mark T. Bube

FRCNA - L. Anthony Curto

HRC - Tain A.M. Wright

PCA - Chad B. Van Dixhoorn

PRC - Charles A. Muether

RPCNA - Tain A.M. Wright

RCUS - Charles A. Muether

URCNA - Stephen J. Tracey, Mark J. Williams
. ICRC - Jack W. Sawyer

ubcommittees

Audiovisual/technical - Muether

Fraternal delegates - Bube, Sawyer
Asia/Pacific - Bube, Cottenden, Sawyer,
Africa [except South Africa] - Bube, Cottenden
Europe - Curto, Tracey, Van Dixhoorn, Wright
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South Africa - Bube, Curto, Tracey

International Ecumenical Organizations - Sawyer

South and Central America/Mexico - Bube, Curto, Wright
Budget - Bube, Cottenden, Sawyer

=

D. Part-time Administrator
Mr. Jack W. Sawyer serves the committee as its part-time administrator. His work is
reviewed every three years at the regular spring meeting. He was re-appointed to a new three
year term at the March 2015 meeting.

II. FELLOWSHIP WITH OTHER CHURCHES
A. Fraternal Delegates/Observers

1. In 2015 fraternal delegates were sent to the major assemblies of the Associate
Reformed Presbyterian Church (Jack W. Sawyer), the Bible Presbyterian Church (Jack W.
Sawyer), the Independent Reformed Church in Korea _ the Free Reformed
Churches of North America (Iain A.M. Wright), the Heritage Reformed Churches (Everett
A. Henes), the Presbyterian Church in America (Chad B. Van Dixhoorn), the Presbyterian
Church of Japan (Stuart E. Lauer), the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (Jack
W. Sawyer), the Reformed Church of the United States (Charles A. Muether), the Reformed
Church of Japan (Murray I. Uomoto).

2. This year the Committee plans to send fraternal delegates to the Associate
Reformed Presbyterian Church (Peter C. Van Doodewaard), the Bible Presbyterian Church
(TBD), the Canadian Reformed Churches (Mark T. Bube and Jack W. Sawyer), the Evangelical
Reformed Church Westminster Confession (L. Anthony Curto), the Free Church of Scotland
(Tain A. M. Wright), Free Church of Scotland Continuing (Iain A.M. Wright), the Presbyterian
Church in America (Chad B. Van Dixhoorn), the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North
America (Iain A.M. Wright), the Reformed Church of the United States (Alan R. Pontier)
the United Reformed Churches in North America. (Due to the near completion of the joint
Psalter Hymnal project between the OPC and the URCNA, the CEIR will be sending Stephen
J. Tracey as the primary delegate to their 2016 Synod, and credentialing Alan D. Strange,
Danny E. Olinger and David Winslow Jr. as alternate delegates to represent the Committee on
Christian Education and its Psalter Hymnal Committee.)

Fraternal greetings, by letter, will be sent to the FRCNA, HRC, and the PCEA.

3. Our 82nd (2015) General Assembly received fraternal delegates from the
Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (Kent M. Moorlach), the Bible Presbyterian
Church (Kevin M. Backus), the Christian Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (Willem
Waullschleger), the Reformed Churches of the Netherlands (Peter Bakker and Kim Batteau),
the Evangelical Reformed Church Westminster Confession (Kurt Vetterli), the Heritage
Reformed Churches (Robert J. Groeneweg), the Reformed Church in the United States
(Maynard Koerner), the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (Kyle M. Borg), the
Presbyterian Church in America (Patrick J. Morgan), the Presbyterian Church of Brazil ( Davi
Charles Gomes and Solano Portela) the United Reformed Churches in North America (Todd
de Rooy and Bradd Nymeyer).

4. The Committee intends to host its annual colloquium with fraternal delegates
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attending the 83rd General Assembly in the evening of June 11th. In previous years the
committee has customarily requested an early recess on Friday nights in order to meet for a
time of intensive fellowship with fraternal delegates present at the assembly. This year an early
recess will not be necessary.

B. Churches in Ecclesiastical Relationships with the OPC

1. The document that defines the position of the OPC in its ecumenical service is
“Biblical Principles of the Unity of the Church.” That document has been adopted by the 63rd
(1996) GA, and it is also found on the OPC website: http://opc.org/relations/unity.html.

2. The policy for Ecclesiastical Fellowship of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
in its relationship with other Reformed churches was adopted by the General assembly in
1978 [Minutes of the 45th (1978) General Assembly, pages 116—-117], amended by the General
Assembly in 2000 [Minutes of the 67th (2000) General Assembly, Articles 149 and 151, pages
36-38] and amended by the General Assembly in 2006 [Minutes of the 73rd(2007) General
Assembly, Articles 159-161, pages 41-43].

C. At present we are in “Ecclesiastical Fellowship” with sixteen churches, which are:

The Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (ARPC) [www.arpchurch.org]

The Canadian Reformed Churches (CanRC) [www.canrc.org]

The Christian Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (CRCN) [www.cgk nl]

The Evangelical Presbyterian Church in England and Wales (EPCEW) [www.

epcew.org.uk]

The Evangelical Presbyterian Church of Ireland (EPCI) [www.epcni.org.uk]

The Free Church of Scotland (FCS) [www freechurch.org]

The Independent Reformed Church in Korea (ICRK) [www.sybook.org]

The Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) [www.pcanet.org]

9.  The Presbyterian Church of Brazil (IPB) [www.ipb.org.br]

10. The Presbyterian Church in Korea (Kosin) (PCKK) [www new.kosin.org]

11. The Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ) [www rcj-net.org]/Suspended

12. The Reformed Church of Quebec (1’Eglise Réformée du Québec (RCQ) [www.
erq.qc.ca)

13. The Reformed Church in the United States (RCUS) [www rcus.org]

14. The Reformed Churches of New Zealand (RCNZ) [www reformed-churches.
org nz]

15. The Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland (RPClre) [www rpc.org]

16. The Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (RPCNA) [www.
reformedpresbyterian.org]

17. The United Reformed Churches in North America (URCNA) [www.urcna.org]

S

o N

D. At present we are in “Corresponding Relationship” with ten churches, which are:

1. The Africa Evangelical Presbyterian Church (AEPC) [www.
africaevangelicalpresbyterianchurch.org]

2. Free Church of Scotland Continuing (FCC) [www.freekirkcontinuing.co.uk]

The Free Reformed Churches of North America (FRCNA) [www frcna.org]

4.  The Heritage Reformed Congregations (HRC) [www heritagereformed.com]

hed
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5. The Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (Liberated) (de Gereformeerde

Kerken in Nederland, Vrijgemaakt / RCN) [www.gkv nl]

The Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (PCEA) [www.pcea.org.au]

The Presbyterian Church in Japan (PCJ) [www.chorokyokai.jp/]

The Bible Presbyterian Church (BPC) [www.bpc.org]

The Reformed Churches of South Africa (RCSA) [www.gksa.org.za]

0. Evangelical Reformed Church Westminster Confession (ERKWB) [http://
www reformiert.at/]

11. The Presbyterian Church of the Reformation inOf Columbia (PCRC) (Iglesia

Presbiteriana de la Columbia)

=0 XA

E. At present we are in “Ecumenical Contact” with fourteen churches:

Confessing Reformed Church in Congo (URCC)
Presbyterian Free Church of India (PFCI)

Free Church in Southern Africa (FCSA)

Free Reformed Churches in South Africa (FRCSA)
Gereja-Gereja Reformasi Calvinis (CRCI)

Gereja-Gereja Reformasi di Indonesia (RCI)

Reformed Churches of Brazil (RCB)

Reformed Churches of Spain (RCS)

9. Reformed Presbyterian Church of India (RPCInd)

10. Reformed Presbyterian Church North-East India (RPCNEI)
11. Korean Presbyterian Church in America (KPCA) [www kpca.org]
12. Korean American Presbyterian Church (KAPC)

13. Presbyterian and Reformed Church (PRC)

14. The Sudanese Reformed Churches (SRC)

NN R LD =

F.  Program for Deepening Unity

The Committee has adopted a program to better discharge our mutually covenanted
responsibilities to other churches in our relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship (EF) and
to strive for the unity of the church contemplated in Biblical Principles of the Unity of
the Church. The goal is to meet annually with representatives of the interchurch relations
committee of churches in North America with whom the OPC has Ecclesiastical Fellowship,
on a rotating schedule. On the years when the ICRC meets, the delegates to the ICRC will
meet with member churches of the ICRC with whom the OPC has Ecclesiastical Fellowship.
The agenda of items to be discussed by delegates of both churches during such a meeting
will include: Are there specific occasions where you believe we have failed to live up to our
commitments to you or have caused you grief? Speaking the truth in love, where do you
perceive our testimony or practice to be weak? What, if any, significant changes in policy,
doctrine, or practice are pending in your church(es)? What are the significant issues presently
under study in the various assemblies of your church(es)? Are there ministries in which we
can more closely cooperate? What are the impediments, real or perceived, to the two churches
achieving organic unity?

We desire to follow this program with churches outside of North America where
possible. Our rules for ecclesiastical fellowship require the following: the promotion of joint
action in areas of common responsibility; consultation on issues of joint concern, particularly
before instituting changes in polity, doctrine, or practice that might alter the basis of our
fellowship; and the exercise of mutual concern and admonition with a view to promoting
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Christian unity. It is difficult to see how the OPC’s fraternal responsibilities can be faithfully
discharged without periodic substantive face-to-face meetings with our brothers.

In 2015, members of CEIR met with representatives of the ecumenicity committees
of the ARPC, BPC, CanRC, ,ERQ/RCQ, FRCNA, HRC, PRC, RCUS, RPCNA, and URCNA,
before, during and after the meeting of NAPARC. At the 83rd General Assembly in 2015
meeting at Dordt College, consultations were held with the IPB, RCN, and CRCN, fraternal
delegates.

G. The Committee continues to encourage the presbyteries to seek ways to improve
fraternal relations with churches of like faith and practice in their regions and to communicate
regularly with the CEIR to inform it of their progress.

III. FELLOWSHIP WITH CHURCHES IN NORTH AMERICA

Fellowship with several churches in North America is maintained largely through our
membership in NAPARC, and we seek to meet with their delegations individually as well as
through the plenary meetings of the Council. We endeavor to send fraternal delegates to the
major assemblies of these churches as possible.

A. Churches in Ecclesiastical Fellowship in North America

1. The Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (ARPC) [www.arpchurch.
org]

a. The ARPC and the OPC have been in Ecclesiastical Fellowship since
1977.

b. The ARPC subscribes to the Westminster Standards, and maintains as part
of'its constitution Presbyterian government, discipline, and worship. The ARPC’s history dates
back to the Secession movement in Scotland during the 1730s, and immigrants which brought
its distinctives to America. The denomination is centered in the American Southeast but has
begun to spread to other parts of the continent. The ARPC is a remarkable case in North
American Reformed history where a denomination has been reclaimed from deformation.
Over the past forty years there has been, by the grace of God, a steady reformation that is a
genuine encouragement to us in the OPC. While the OPC and the ARPC each have their own
ecclesiastical cultures and traditions, each developed in the crucible of history, and thus are not
identical twins, nevertheless there is a growing recognition of the things we hold in common
as churches in true, Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

c.  The 213th General Synod of the ARPC meets from June 5-7, 2016.

d. The membership of the ARPC is approximately 33,297 Communicant
Members, 26,274 Active Communicant Members, and 4,513 Non-Communicant Members in
294 congregations.

e. The ARPC is a member of NAPARC and the WRF. The ARPC sends
fraternal delegates to sister churches in alternate years, likewise receiving fraternal delegates
in off years.
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f.  The ARPC (2011) Synod voted to leave the ICRC for practical and
financial reasons, as communicated to the CEIR. Thankfully, in 2014 the ARPC renewed
denominational membership in the ICRC. The CEIR views this renewal in a most positive
light.

g.  The CEIR is sad to report that the Rev. Dr. Christopher H. Wisdom (PSW
and retired OPC Chaplain; Col. CH USA) has retired from labor as the Vice President of
Erskine Theological Seminary. The financial viability of the College and Seminary, after
many years of internal strife within the ARPC family, continues to be a needed subject for our
prayers.

h. The CEIR is also most pleased to report of the decision of the ARPC
Synod and Interchurch Relations Committee to begin sending fraternal delegates to the OPC
General Assembly every year, and also inviting and receiving OPC fraternal delegates every
year. This is an honor, and represents the growing confidence and affection between our two
churches.

i.  In 2015 the ARPC and the RPCNA held concurrent General Synods at
the Bonclarken Conference Center, in Flat Rock, North Carolina. This represents a significant
milestone and the OPC was represented by the CEIR Administrator at these Synods.

2. The Presbyterian Church in America (PCA)[www.pcanet.org]|
a. Dr. Chad B. Van Dixhoorn represented the OPC at the PCA’s 43rd GA.
b.  Asour CEIR liaison, he reports the following:

The PCA was formed by churches that left the Presbyterian Church, US
(referred to as the Southern Presbyterian Church), and held its first General Assembly at
Briarwood Presbyterian Church, Birmingham, AL in 1973; it was joined by the Reformed
Presbyterian Church, Evangelical Synod in 1982.

The 83rd GA met in Chattanooga, TN, June 8-11, 2015, preceded, as usual,

with two days of committee meetings. 1,396 commissioners were present at the assembly. The
44th General Assembly will be held in Mobile, AL, June 21-24, 2016.
Ruling elder James W. Wert, Jr., served as moderator of the 43rd GA, which attempted,
with varying success, to employ electronic voting. The opening worship service featured a
thoughtful sermon and wonderful singing; the presence of a woman leading the assembly in
worship was noted by way of a protest on the part of fewer than four-dozen commissioners.

In the course of the one night and two days in which the assembly met in plenary
sessions, it debated the PCA’s relationship to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church which,
although neither in corresponding nor in fraternal relations with the PCA, was permitted to
bring greetings. A motion to establish fraternal relations with the EPC was defeated, and an
invitation to corresponding relations was affirmed.

The committee for the review of presbytery records reported that a presbytery
accepted a minister holding to paedo-communion, which held the assembly in a longer fuller
debate than did discussion about the EPC. Later in the same report a significant minority
of the committee argued that a man might hold doubts about elements of PCA polity (in
this case, the affirmation of male-only eldership) and still serve as an officer in the church if
willing to comply with the church’s polity. Further concern was raised by this minority that the
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Committee for the Review of Presbytery Records was becoming a denomination candidates
and credentials committee. This minority position was defeated by a two-thirds majority. The
Committee for the Review of Presbytery Records also discussed whether a presbytery could
have as part of its rules a declaration about Adam, if that declaration merely echoed what is
already stated in the PCA’s confessional standards.

Ministry reports from the PCA’s standing committees typically consisted of
up-beat professionally-made videos accompanied by brief verbal reports. Perhaps the most
significant ministry decisions come in the form of the appointment of Lloyd Kim as the
new leader for Mission to the World, and from the Committee of Commissioners on PCA
Retirement and Benefits, Inc., which has announced that its committee will team up with the
Christian Counseling and Education Foundation to create “Servant Care,” a counseling service
for PCA teaching elders and their wives.

The 43rd assembly considered ten overtures, defeating two that requested a
study committee on the Sabbath and one that requested a revision of baptismal vows with
respect to children. A long and full debate was permitted for Overture 7, originating in the
session of a local congregation. Current polity in the PCA permits accused persons the right
to refuse to testify (witness Case 2012-08, TE Art Sartorius, et al. vs. The Presbytery of the
Siouxlands, in the minutes of the 43rd GA). The overture sought to remove this privilege, or
right, from church officers but was narrowly defeated.

A personal resolution on repentance and civil rights was referred to the 44th
General Assembly. Following impassioned debate a protest signed by over 200 commissioners
urged that PCA congregations recognize and confess particular sins committed during the
Civil Rights movement.

As usual, useful summaries of judicial cases, including the judgments and
reasons of the Standing Judicial Commission, are recorded in the Assembly’s minutes. Of
potential interest to the OPC is Case 2012-08, related to a minister’s alleged teaching of
doctrine contrary to the Westminster Standards and similar to that of New Perspectives on
Paul and Federal Vision. A series of concurring opinions from the PCA’s SJC argue that the
Presbytery of the Siouxlands erred in approving of the conclusions of'its Judicial Commission.
The OPC may also be interested to know that a lawsuit against a congregation in the PCA was
been dismissed, and the court has awarded $10,000 in legal fees to be paid to the PCA.

Finally, if denominational statistics indicate that the total membership of the
PCA has slightly decreased, there is reason for encouragement in that the total number of
congregations, professions of faith, candidates for the ministry, licentiates, and ministers,
along with per capita giving, is enjoying a modest increase in our sister denomination.

3. The Reformed Church in the United States (RCUS) [www rcus.org]|

a. The OPC has been in Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the RCUS since
1954.

b. The Rev. Charles A. Muether, OPC liaison to the RCUS, reports the
following:

The RCUS is a member church of ICRC and of NAPARC. Members of the
CEIR met with representatives of the RCUS at NAPARC 2014.

Statistics. According to the Abstract of the Minutes of the 269th Synod, the
RCUS consists of 4 classes (Covenant-East Classis, Northern Plains Classis, South Central
Classis, and Western Classis), 45 organized congregations, 5 mission works, and 57 ministers.
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Membership in the RCUS is 2,948 professing members, 777 unconfirmed members, and 3,720
baptized members.

Synod. The 270th Synod of the RCUS met on May 16-19, 2015, at Grace
Reformed Church in Bakersfield, CA.

History. The present-day Reformed Church in the United States (RCUS) is
the continuing remnant of the German immigrant denomination of the same name, which
was founded in 1725 by the Rev. John Philip Boehm. The old RCUS continued as a separate
denomination until 193334 when the larger part of it united with the Evangelical Synod of
North America to form the Evangelical and Reformed Church. This new church merged with
the Congregational Christian Churches in 1957 to form the United Church of Christ. One
classis-the Eureka Classis-refused to participate in the 1934 merger. This classis continued
as a separate entity for the next five decades. During this time, several congregations of like
mind have become part of it. The North Dakota Classis dissolved in 1936 and its ministers
and churches joined the Eureka Classis. During the 1950s, congregations at Menno, SD;
Manitowoc, WI; Garner, IA; Sutton, NE; and Shafter and Bakersfield, CA, which had either
left the Evangelical and Reformed Church or had been independent, joined the Eureka Classis.
The 1970s welcomed the arrival of several churches from the General Association of Regular
Baptists that had become Reformed. In subsequent years, several groups (some as whole
congregations) have left the UCC to join the RCUS. At its annual meeting in 1986, the Eureka
Classis dissolved to form the Synod of the Reformed Church in the United States.

Standards. The churches of the RCUS subscribe to the Reformation Creeds,
the Three Forms of Unity: the Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic Confession, and the Canons
of Dort. The RCUS recognizes the need to stand firm on biblical doctrines even when they
are not popular in present-day culture. The RCUS had previously worked through the biblical
doctrine of marriage in a position paper and reported from a committee constitutional changes
in language in order to make clearer the RCUS’ affirmation of the historic Christian doctrine
that a marriage is a God-ordained institution between a man and a woman.

Interchurch Relations Committee. The RCUS Interchurch Relations Committee
met with the OPC fraternal delegate, Rev. Chuck Muether, at the 269th Synod and with CEIR
during NAPARC 2015 to encourage more OPC fraternal visits to RCUS classes.

Missions. The RCUS focuses its foreign missions in the area of the Congo,
Kenya and the Philippines and has labored alongside the OPC in Uganda in the past. The
RCUS home mission works include planting at Bentonville, AR, Chico, CA, Eden Prairie,
MN, Dickenson, ND, and Omaha, NE.

4. The Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (RPCNA) [www.
reformedpresbyterian.org]|

a. The RPCNA was founded in 1798.
b. The RPCNA has the following Ecclesiastical connections:

(1) The RPCNA and the OPC are in Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

(2) The RPCNA is in full inter-communion with the Reformed
Presbyterian Church of Scotland, the Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland and the
Reformed Presbyterian Church of Australia.

(3) The RPCNA maintains membership in NAPARC and the ICRC.
The RPCNA has fraternal relations with the ARPC, KAPC, PCA, RCUS, URCNA, ERQ/
RCQ, the Free Church of Scotland, Synod of North America and the Presbyterian Church
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of Eastern Australia. The RPCNA has also been in discussions with the Canadian Reformed
Church with a view to establishing fraternal relationship. The Can. Ref. Church asked the
RPCNA for an exegetical statement on women in the deaconate. The Can. Ref. Church will
vote, D.V,, on the establishing fraternal relations at their Synod in May 2016.

c. Rev. Tain A.M. Wright will represent the OPC at thel85th Synod of the
RPCNA to be held at Indiana Wesleyan University, Marion, IN on June 27-29, 2016. In 2015,
the RPCNA held a joint Synod with the ARPC for their mutual encouragement and closer
cooperation. The RPCNA also holds and International Family Conference every four years
with around 2,000 in attendance. It will also be held in Wesleyan University, Marion, IN (July
23-29) and members of the OPC are welcome.

(1) The law suit involving Geneva College and the US government’s
Affordable Care Act (aka Obamacare) and its requirement that religious institutions provide
health insurance which pays for services intended to result in abortions is before the Supreme
Court.

(2) The RPCNA has also raised concerns that new IRS regulations
will require its pension plan to adopt an unbiblical definition of marriage.

(3) The Committee working on a paper regarding the Mediatorial
Kingship of Christ will provide a progress report to the Synod with the full report scheduled
for publication in 2017.

d. The RPCNA experienced an increase in membership in 2014 (the last year
for which statistics are available) though a slight reduction in congregations and currently
consists of 86 particular congregations. Mission works have increased from seven to eleven.
This includes four congregations in Japan. The membership statistics for 2014 including
communicant and baptized members totals 6,940 souls. Recently formed congregations
include Monument, CO; Manhattan, KS; and Bryan, TX. Since last year Marion, IN and the
congregation in southwest Ohio have been particularized. In various stages of exploration,
Bible study and preaching services the RPCNA is active in Casper, WY; Terra Haute, IN;
Pageland SC; and southwest Ohio—all with church planters supervising the various works.
Additionally, the RPCNA has works in Las Vegas, NV; Harrisonburg, VA; Calgary, AB without
church planters. A pastor is also ministering among Chinese in Irvine, CA and a further pastor
is ministering among Koreans in Los Angeles.

e. Synod supports and oversees the following institutions:

(1) The Reformed Presbyterian Home in Pittsburgh, PA.

(2) The Reformed Presbyterian Theological Seminary in Pittsburgh,
PA. Theological Halls are also supported by local Presbyteries in Ottawa, Canada and Kobe,
Japan.

(3) Geneva College in Beaver Falls, PA. In February, the College
announced the appointment of Dr. Calvin Troup as the new president.

(4) Crown and Covenant Publications

f.  The RPCNA continues to support overseas mission work in Cyprus,
Japan, and South Sudan. Three new mission fields have been opened in recent years. A team
will be leaving later this year, D. V., for India and a field of labour has been opened in Pakistan.
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5. The Canadian Reformed Churches (CanRC)

a.  The Orthodox Presbyterian Church and the Canadian Reformed Churches
have been in a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship since 2001.

b.  History. The Canadian Reformed Churches formed in 1950 when Dutch
immigrants came to Canada, just after the formation of the “Liberated” churches in the
Netherlands (the RCN—sometimes known as the GKNv). Finding no ecclesiastical home in the
Christian Reformed Church or the Protestant Reformed Church, they established their own
federation.

c.  Statistics. The CanRC has 69 congregations and just over 18,000 members,
which are divided into eight classes (i.e., presbyteries), four of which are centered in Ontario,
the other four in western Canada. The OPC has been in ecclesiastical fellowship with the
CanRC since 2001, though our initial contact began in the 1960s.

d.  Website. www.canrc.org

e.  Ecumenical Relations. The CanRC is a member of NAPARC and ICRC.
They are currently in the following relations:

1. has sought federative unity with the United Reformed Churches in
North America.

2. in ecclesiastical fellowship with:
Free Church of Scotland
Free Church of Scotland (Continuing)
Free Reformed Churches of Australia
Free Reformed Churches of South Africa
Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Presbyterian Church in Korea (Kosin)
Reformed Church in the United States
Reformed Church of Quebec
Reformed Churches in Brazil
Reformed Churches in Indonesia
Reformed Churches in New Zealand
Reformed Churches in the Netherlands

f.  Synod. The CanRC only holds its general synod every three years. Since
they conduct missions (both home and foreign) under the auspices of the local church, the
chief work of their General Synod has to do with ecumenical relations, theological education,
and church order.

g Synod Burlington (2010). Synod 2010 Burlington determined to continue
to seek federative unity with the United Reformed Churches, but differences over psalmody
(whether Genevan tunes will be used exclusively), and theological education (the place of
church-controlled or independent seminaries) remain significant obstacles.

Synod also expressed its “grave concerns” regarding the direction of the
Reformed Churches of the Netherlands, Liberated (RCN), with respect to biblical hermeneutics
and women in the church.
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Synod also determined that while only male communicant members may
be pastors, elders or deacons, it is permissible for consistories (sessions) to allow women to
vote in the election of church officers.

h.  Synod Carman (2013). The General Synod of the CanRC met at Carman,
Manitoba in May of 2013. Among items of interest reported to their Synod: 1) their sister
church in Indonesia has joined with two other Reformed denominations to form the National
Synod of Reformed Churches of Indonesia; 2) they have been actively working to address
concerns regarding the Reformed Churches of the Netherlands (RCN); and 3) they have just
completed a revision of their Book of Praise which increases the number of hymns from 65 to
85 (along with all 150 Psalms). The CEIR have been in contact with the Special Committee
on the RCN established by Synod Burlington (2010), and which reported to Synod Carman
(2013)

i.  The next Synod in May of 2016 will be held in Dunnville, Ontario.
Mark T. Bube and Jack W. Sawyer will be in attendance at the Synod this year as
Fraternal Delegates from the OPC.

6. The United Reformed Churches in North America (URCNA)

a. Relationship. The OPC has been in the relationship of Ecclesiastical
Fellowship with the URCNA since 2008. The URCNA is a member church of the ICRC and of
NAPARC. Members of the CEIR met with representatives of the URCNA at the 2015 meeting
of NAPARC.

b.  Statistics. The URCNA report to NAPARC 2014 (figures for 2015 were
unavailable) noted that the federation consists of about 23,915 members 118 congregations
including fourteen mission congregations, and 142 ordained ministers. The URCNA consists
of 8 classes (5 in the United States and 3 in Canada).

c. Synod. The 2014 Synod met June 3—-6, 2014, in Visalia, California. The
OPC was represented by Stephen J. Tracey and Alan D. Strange. The 2016 Synod will meet
June 13-16, 2016, in Wyoming, Michigan.

d.  Website. www.urcna.org

e. History. The URCNA as a federation of churches was organized in 1995
in reaction to doctrinal and church order changes in the Christian Reformed Church in North
America.

f. Standards. The churches of the URCNA subscribe to the Reformation
Creeds, the Three Forms of Unity: the Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic Confession, and the
Canons of Dort.

g.  Significant Actions of the 2014 Synod. The following is adapted from the
URCNA report to NAPARC 2015.
The approval of the Psalm portion of a new Psalter Hymnal being
developed jointly with the OPC. The hymn section is scheduled to be approved in 2016.
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The hiring of the federation’s first full time employee, a Missions
Coordinator, Rev. Richard Bout.
The production of a missions manual, “How To Plant A Reformed Church”

h.  World Missions Activity:
Current fields of labor:
Costa Rica: Guadalupe and Cartago
Ecuador: Quito
Honduras: Comayagua and Tegulicgalpa
India: Dehra Dun
Italy: Novate, Milan
Mexico: Tepic, Nayarit
Philippines: Imus, Carvite and Pasig City, Metro Manila

i.  Ecumenicity. The URCNA report NAPARC 2015 states, “At Synod 2014,
a two hour doctrinal conversation was held between two Canadian Reformed professors of
theology and two United Reformed professors of theology on the subject of the covenant, with
opportunity for questions and comments from the synodical delegates. Although historical
situations have produced various nuances on the subject of the covenant in our respective
federations, no confessional or substantial differences were discovered.” The content of the
dialogue is now available in book form, The Bond of the Covenant, which can be purchased
in Canada at : http://www.amazon.ca/dp/0994796307. It can be purchased in the US at: http://
amzn.com/0994796307”

The URCNA report to the NAPARC 2015 lists the denominations with
whom the URCNA is working “with a view toward complete church unity as God gives us
wisdom, strength and opportunity.”

Churches in Phase One — Corresponding Relations

1. Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (ARPC)
Free Reformed Churches (FRC)
Heritage Reformed Churches (HRC)
Korean American Presbyterian Church (KAPC)
Presbyterian Church in America (PCA)
Presbyterian Reformed Church
overseas):
The Reformed Churches in South Africa (GKSA)
The Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (GKv)
9.  The United Reformed Churches in Congo (URCC)
10. The Calvinist Reformed Church in Indonesia
11. The Free Church of Scotland Continuing (FCC)
12. The Evangelical Reformed Church of Latvia (ERCLAT)
13. The Evangelical Presbyterian Church in England and Wales

(EPCEW)

Churches in Phase Two — Ecclesiastical Fellowship
Canadian Reformed Churches (CanRC)
Orthodox Presbyterian Church (OPC)
Reformed Church in the United States (RCUS)
Reformed Church of Quebec / L’Eglise Reformee du Quebec (ERQ)
Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (RPCNA)
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6. The Reformed Churches of New Zealand (RCNZ)
7.  The Reformed Churches of the Congo

7. L’Eglise Réformée du Québec (ERQ/RCQ)[www.erq.qc.ca]

a. The RCQ and the OPC have been in a relationship of Ecclesiastical
Fellowship since March 2011. The 77th General Assembly invited the ERQ into Ecclesiastical
Fellowship and the 2011 Synod of the ERQ accepted that invitation.

b. The RCQ consists of five congregations and about 300 souls.

c. The RCQ also maintains Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the PCA, the
CanRC, and the URCNA. Membership in the World Reformed Fellowship (WRF) and the
North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council provide international ecumenical
relationships for the ERQ. The 2015 meeting of NAPRC will be hosted in Quebec City by the
ERQ.

d.  The RCQ subscribe to the Three Forms of Unity, and maintain a Reformed
polity and worship.

e. The RCQ Interchurch has a co-operative agreement with the CFM of the
OPC. There is also a co-operative agreement with the John Calvin Seminary in Provence,
France to work toward the publication of Reformed literature in the French language,
particularly in the areas of Covenant Theology and apologetics.

f.  The OPC delegates to NAPARC in 2015 met with delegates of the RCQ.
The RCQ was the host church for the gathering, and performed admirably in this capacity.

B. Other Churches in North America
1. The Bible Presbyterian Church (BPC)[www.bpc.org]

a. The BPC and the OPC have been in a Corresponding Relationship since
2004. The relationship between our churches has been cordial and fraternal delegates continue
to find warm welcomes from the General Assemblies of both denominations.

b. A very positive step has been efforts toward the establishment of a co-
operative agreement between the BPC and our Committee on Diaconal Ministries (CDM). The
BPC was extremely generous in its financial support to OPC relief work during the hurricane
disasters of 2005 in Mississippi and Louisiana. The Lord willing, mutual support will soon be
regularized against the day of the next critical need.

c. The BPC was founded in 1938. It is currently made up of 21 particular
congregations in four Presbyteries.

d. The BPC subscribes to the Westminster Standards, and maintains a
Presbyterian Form of Government, Book of Discipline, and Directory for Worship.

e. The BPC Synod has approved support of the following Independent
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Agencies:
(1) Western Reformed Seminary in Tacoma, WA.
(2) The Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions.
(3) Fundamental Presbyterian Publications.
(4) Presbyterian Missionary Union.
f.  The BPC will be holding its 80th GA in Sharonville, Ohio from August 4
t0 9, 2016.

g. At its 79th General Synod the BPC adopted a resolution against
homosexuality and same-sex marriage.

2.  The Free Reformed Churches of North America (FRCNA) [www frcna.
org]

a. The FCRNA is a member of NAPARC and the ICRC. The 75th General
Assembly of the OPC (2008) invited the FRCNA to enter into a relationship of Corresponding
Relations. The 2013 Synod responded by entering into a relationship of “Limited Contact”
(their terminology) with the OPC. Members of CEIR met with representatives of the FRCNA
at the 2011 meeting of NAPARC. Regrettably, follow up meetings with the FRCNA have not
eventuated. The CEIR is hoping to receive an invitation to attend the meeting of the Synod
from Junel-5, 2015 in Brantford, Ontario. We are also hoping that an invitation to our 83rd
General Assembly will be accepted.

b.  Statistics. The FRCNA 2015 report to NAPARC notes that there are “20
congregations with a total membership of 4943 scattered across North America — mainly in
Canada....We also have one congregation in Pompton Plains, New Jersey and one in Grand
Rapids, Michigan. These churches are served by 15 ministers and 7 emeritus ministers.”

c. Synods. Synod 2014 met June 2-7, 2014 in Dundas, Ontario, Canada.
Synod 2015 met June 1-5, 2015 in Brantford, Ontario, Canada

d.  Website. www.frcna.org

e.  History. The FRCNA describes herself as the North American counterpart
of the Christelijke Gereformeerde Kerken (CGK/CRCN) which broke away from the Dutch
Reformed Church in the Secession of 1834. A number of those in the Secession churches
immigrating to North America formed separate but closely related congregations instead of
joining the Christian Reformed Church of North America. In 1974 the name Free Reformed
Churches of North America was adopted for the denomination. See the website of the FRCNA
for a more detailed historical presentation.

f.  Standards. The churches of the FRCNA fully subscribe to the historic
Reformed creeds, the Three Forms of Unity: the Belgic Confession, the Heidelberg Catechism,
the Canons of Dort. The FRCNA also fully subscribes to the three creeds of the early church:
the Apostles’, the Nicene, and the Athanasian Creeds.

g. Involvement in Puritan Reformed Theological Seminary (PRTS).The
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FRCNA report to NAPARC 2014 noted that the Rev. Dr. Gerald M. Bilkes, ordained professor
of theology in the FRCNA, and the Rev. Dr. David Murray, who recently joined the federation
and accepted a call to part time pastoral work at the FRCNA of Grand Rapids, MI, and several
other FRCNA ministers teach courses at the seminary. Three students are presently enrolled at
PRT.

h.  Missions. The FRCNA have been engaged in mission work in Cubulco,
Guatemala for about 25 years. Recently the church in Cubulco called her first indigenous
minister. The Rev. Ken Herfst, who teaches in the Presbyterian Seminary in San Felipe and
Western Theological Seminary, is on loan to the Evangelical Presbyterian Seminary, all
located in Quetzaltenango, Guatemala. At a recent synod, the mandate for the denominational
Missions Committee was expanded to consider ministry outside the Western Hemisphere. A
committee was formed to investigate how FRCNA ministers can be involved in providing
theological education to the church of Central Africa Presbyterian (CCAP) — Nkhoma Synod
in Malawi, which consists of about 1.3 million members. “The Banner of Truth,” a radio
evangelism ministry is conducted by the Rev. H. Overduin of Calvary, Alberta, Canada, and
is broadcast across North America where their churches are located, as well as internationally.
An outreach to Punjabi speaking Sikhs airs on the radio and on the internet. There are 18 basic
messages in Punjabi, on who is God, what is sin, the need for the cross, heaven and hell, how
to be saved, etc. Rev. Kuldip Ganger was doing a series on the Gospel of John, which can be
found on the website truepathtogod.org. A refugee committee is charged to help individual
congregations sponsor refugees from across the world to come to Canada.

1. Publications. ~The FRCNA publishes three official denominational
periodicals: The Messenger, a monthly magazine of meditations, articles, book reviews and
news items; The Youth Messenger, a biannual publication that is directed to teens and young
adults, and Open Windows, a children’s magazine published bimonthly for ages 4-12. All three
are featured on their website. The synod adopted a proposal to revise the psalm book presently
in use, the Psalter of 1912, and appointed three committees, one to study the Psalter selections,
another to study the liturgical forms, and another to study the creeds and confessions, to assist
the Publications Committee in carrying out its mandate “to investigate the possibility, together
with other Reformed churches that use the Psalter, of reviewing and revising the Psalter that
we use for worship in our churches.”

j- Ecumenicity. The FRCNA has three levels of contact with the following
Reformed and Presbyterian Churches
Complete Correspondence (mutual recognition as sister churches):
Christelijke Gereformeerde Kerken (CGK).
the Heritage Reformed Congregations
Limited Correspondence (sending of fraternal delegates, mutual encouragement
and admonition, etc.):
Free Church of Scotland (Continuing),
the Herzfeld Hervormde Kerk in the Netherlands.
Limited Contact (strictly exploratory):
Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Presbyterian Reformed Church,
Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland,
United Reformed Churches in North America.



276 Eighty-third General Assembly

3. The Heritage Reformed Congregations (HRC) [www heritagereformed.
com]

a. “The Heritage Reformed denomination was established in 1993 after the
Netherlands Reformed Congregations (NRC) underwent a split related to church-orderly [sic]
and theological issues. The most substantive underlying issue to future HRC members and
congregations was Christ-centered preaching, combined with the preaching of an unconditional
offer of grace.” (from HRC website)

b. Office-bearers and members affirm the three Ecumenical Creeds
(Apostles’, Nicene, and Athanasian), the three Reformed Forms of Unity (Belgic Confession,
Heidelberg Catechism, and Canons of Dort), and the Westminster Standards of 1640s, as
Biblically sound and doctrinal standards.

c.  The 2015 meeting of Synod was held in Grand Rapids, MI April 16-17.
A Special Synod was also held on October 16, 2015 in Burgessville, Ontario, Canada. At
that meeting the proposed doctoral program at Puritan Reformed Theological Seminary was
discussed; the reception of the Dr. Michael Barrett from the Free Presbyterian Church of
North America was approved, and a position paper on Marriage and Sexuality was discussed.
The 2016 Synod is scheduled to be held concurrently with the FRCNA in Dundas, Ontario,
Canada, June 6-8. The HRC plans to discuss further what authority position papers hold in the
denomination. The concurrent synods of the HRC and FRCNA is an expression of a desire for
future possible union.

d. The HRC have been at the level of corresponding relationship with the
OPC since 2012 are members of both NAPARC and ICRC. Members of the CEIR met with
representatives of the HRC at the 2015 meeting of NAPARC.

e. According to the latest year for which statistics are available, 2014,
the HRC has seen a slight decline and consists of 1,200 professing members, 889 baptized
members, for a combined total of 2,089. The HRC has fifteen ministers and one minister
emeritus in nine organized congregations: five in the United States and four in Canada.

f.  The seminary of the denomination is Puritan Reformed Theological
Seminary in Grand Rapids. It currently has enrolled 150 students (50 on site, 50 part-time, and
50 via distance learning) from more than 20 countries and 30 denominations. The seminary is
served by six full-time professors: Drs. Joel Beeke, (President), Michael Barrett (Academic
Dean), Gerald Bilkes, David Murray, William Van Doodewaard, and Mr. Mark Kelderman.
There are also 30 part-time professors and/or lecturers who teach modular courses in their
areas of expertise. The seminary has been vested with a full ten-year membership status by
the Association of Reformed Theological Seminaries, and has received accreditation with the
Association of Theological Schools.

The HRC Synod has approved proceeding in developing and executing a
doctoral program and have hired Dr. Adriaan Neele. The Synod approved offering the posts
of director for the program and two for historical theology. These will be confirmed at the
June Synod. Beginning in the fall of 2016 a course will be offered, God willing, in historical
theology leading to a PhD. The plan going forward is to offer a PhD in Biblical Studies and
DMin in Homiletics in 2017, and a PhD in Homiletics in 2018.
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g.  The HRC supports two full time missionaries in Africa. Dr. Brian DeVries
serves as principal of Mukhanyo College in the Pretoria area of South Africa, and is assisted
in this ministry by Dr. Arthur Miskin. Dr. Miskin is also involved in church planting works in
Rietvallei and Romatse areas.

h. In the HRC report to NAPARC they reported that the Synod of 2014
approved entering into the highest level of correspondence short of complete union with Free
Reformed Congregations of North America.

The HRC also continues actively to pursue and expand fraternal
relationships with the following denominations:
The Free Church of Scotland (Continuing)
The Presbyterian Reformed Church
The United Reformed Churches in North America
The Southern Presbyterian Church of Tasmania
The Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America
The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
The Reformed Church in the United States
The HRC also entered into fraternal relationships “with churches in the
land of [their] ecclesiastical and ethnic roots, the Netherlands.” The HRC is corresponding
with Christelijke Gereformeerde Kerken (a sister denomination to the FRCNA) and the
Hersteld Hervormde Kerk (the Restored Reformed Church).

4. The Presbyterian Reformed Church [www.presbyterianreformed.org]

a. The PRC was founded in 1965. The OPC is in ecumenical contact with the
PRC.

b. The PRC subscribes to the Westminster Standards (original), Directory
for Worship, Book of Discipline, and Form of Government.

c.  The PRC consists of six congregations in the USA, Canada, and the UK.

d. The PRC is a member of NAPARC and has ecumenical contacts with the
FRCNA and the HRC. OPC delegates to NAPARC in 2015 met with representatives of the
PRC.

IV. FELLOWSHIP WITH CHURCHES ABROAD

A continuing highlight of recent General Assemblies has been the informal meeting of
several members of the CEIR, in one of the available sitting rooms, with delegates from various
sister churches attending our GA. CEIR is thus able to discuss the work of our Lord through
his churches around the world and explore ways we can help one another. The Committee
seeks to have a similar type of meeting at each GA.

The Committee also seeks to maintain an active fellowship with churches abroad
especially through our membership in the ICRC, though not limited to that.

A. The Presbyterian Church in Korea/Kosin (PCK-K)[www new Kkosin.org]

1. The OPC is in Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the PCK(K).
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2. The PCK(K) subscribe to the Westminster Standards, and maintain a
Presbyterian Form of Government, Worship, and Discipline.

3. The PCK-K is a member of the ICRC.
B. The Independent Reformed Church in Korea (IRCK)[www.sybook.org]

1. The IRCK and the OPC have been in full Ecclesiastical Fellowship since 2014.
The CEIR was able to send Rev. _ as fraternal delegate to the most recent
meeting of the IRCK Assembly in 2015.

2. The IRCK is a member of the ICRC. OPC delegates to the 2013 ICRC had a
fruitful visit with delegates from the IRCK, during the course of the week in Cardiff. Likewise,
cordial fellowship was renewed as the IRCK sent two delegates to the 81st General Assembly.

3. The IRCK has a memorandum of understanding with the OPC China Mission.

4.  The IRCK subscribes to the Westminster Standards, the Canons of Dort, the
Heidelberg Catechism, and the ecumenical creeds. The IRCK maintains Reformed polity and
worship.

C. The Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ) [www rcj-net.org]|

1. The Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ) was established in 1946 and adopted the
Westminster Confession of Faith, subject to the following understanding: “While we of the
Reformed Church in Japan pray for and seek the coming of the day when we can formulate a
more superior creed in our own words, (in the meantime) we are confident that this standard
of faith is the most appropriate as our own standard of faith today, and so with praise and
thanksgiving we adopt it as our church’s standards of faith (Preamble to the Confessional
Standards—unofficial translation).”

2. The OPC has enjoyed a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the RCJ
since 1993, having previously enjoyed a mission cooperation relationship since 1956.

3. On October 16, 2014, the 69th General Assembly of the RCJ adopted, by
an overwhelming majority vote, the recommendations of its Special Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Order and Offices to amend its Polity by replacing the word “men” in (the
English language translation of) the eligibility requirements for the special offices of both
minister and ruling elder in the church with the word “ones”—which is contrary to the
scriptural requirement that the holders of such offices are to be faithful men who are chosen
according to the rule prescribed by St. Paul in his Epistle to Timothy (cf., Belgic Confession,
Article 30)—effective, without requiring further action, in October 2015.

4. The 82nd (2015) General Assembly of the OPC determined to suspend the
relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the RCJ, effective upon the date on which such
amendments take effect, and also determined (emphasis added; ¢f. Minutes of the 82nd [2015]
General Assembly, Articles 114 and 117, pages 30-34):

That, in the event the above amendments to the RCJ Polity go into effect, and
unless the 83rd (2016) General Assembly determines that intervening actions
of the General Assembly of the Reformed Church in Japan warrant a reversal
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of this action, or a continuation of the period of suspension, the relationship of
Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the Reformed Church in Japan shall be terminated
with the close of the 83rd (2016) General Assembly.

5. The CEIR is not aware of any intervening actions that would warrant a
reversal of that action of the 82nd (2015) General Assembly, or a continuation of the period of
suspension.

D. The Presbyterian Church in Japan. (PCJ)

1. The PCJ was founded in 1993 out of the merger of the Christian Presbyterian
Church in Japan (est. 1956) and the Evangelical Presbyterian Church in Japan (est. 1979).

2. The OPC and the PCJ have been in Corresponding Relations since 2003.

3. They maintain Reformed polity, government, and discipline, and are currently
studying which version of the Westminster Standards, and its variants they should adopt.

4.  The PCJ maintains Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the PCK (Hap Dong).
E. The Free Church of Scotland (FCS)[www freechurch.org]

1. Relationship. The OPC is in a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the
Free Church of Scotland, regularized in 1993. The FCS has adopted a three year rotation for
receiving fraternal delegates at their General Assembly. At the time of writing it is anticipated
that the Rev. lain A. M. Wright will be a fraternal delegate to the 2016 General Assembly.

2. History. The Free Church of Scotland was formed in 1843, withdrawing from
the established Church of Scotland in response to the intrusion of the state in church affairs.
In 1900 the majority of the Free Church of Scotland entered a church union with the United
Presbyterian Church of Scotland. The minority, remaining separate from that union, constitute
the present Free Church of Scotland. In 2000, 22 ministers separated from the Free Church of
Scotland to form the Free Church of Scotland (Continuing). (cf. Report of CEIR, 73rdGA).

3. Statistics. The FCS consists of over 100 churches, mostly in Scotland, with five
in North America.

4.  Standards. The FCS subscribes to the Westminster Standards.

5. Ecumenical Relations. The FCS is a member of the ICRC. They have a history
of foreign mission work in Peru, India, and South Africa.

6. Recent Actions. In November of 2010 a Plenary Assembly of the FCS voted to
permit the use of hymns and instruments in worship. The 2015 General Assembly combined
the Home Missions Board and the Foreign Missions Board into one joint Mission Board. The
Rev. David Meredith was appointed to serve as Missions Director. The Mission Board seeks to
plant churches in Scotland and, in partnership with other agencies, is seeking to plant churches
in Cambodia and Nepal.
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F. The Evangelical Presbyterian Church in England and Wales (EPCEW) [www.
epcew.org.uk]

1. The OPC has a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the EPCEW.
The EPCEW is very appreciative of its relation with the OPC and looks to strengthen it as
providence allows. Dr. Tony Curto represented the OPC CEIR at the Spring 2014 meeting of
the Presbytery.

2. The EPCEW is a member of the ICRC and the 2013 meeting of this body
was very capably hosted in Cardiff, Wales by our EPCEW brethren. They also maintain
Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the EPCI, the FCS, and the FCC. Close support is rendered by
the PCA MTW.

3. The EPCEW consists of sixteen congregations and mission works (twelve
in England, two in Wales, and two in Sweden). At the end of 2014 there were 509 non-
communicant members and 424 Communicant members.

4.  The EPCEW subscribes to the Westminster Standards and are in the process of
developing a Book of Discipline. The future will see them working toward revision of their
Book of Church Order as the church grows and matures, the Lord willing. Drafts of these
works have been forwarded to the CEIR.

G. The Reformed Churches of New Zealand (RCNZ) [www rcnz.org nz|

1. The OPC has had a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the RCNZ
since 1957.

2. The RCNZ subscribe to the Three Forms of Unity and the Westminster
Confession of Faith. The RCNZ also maintain a church polity based on the church order
of Dort. The RCNZ were begun in 1953 by post World War II Dutch migrants in reaction
to liberalism in the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand. Today the RCNZ consist of 19
congregations gathered with over 3000 members.

3. The RCNZ is a member of the ICRC and hosted the 2009 meeting of that
body in Christchurch. They maintain sister church relations with the OPC, the CanRC, RCN,
CRCN, RCSA, and URCNA. Since 2015 they are in full Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the
Free Reformed Churches of Australia.

4.  The RCNZ actively support mission work in Papua New Guinea with the
Canadian Reformed Churches and the Free Reformed Churches of Australia. They have
faithfully and generously participated with the OPC in our Uganda mission.

5. The RCNZ have approved the publication of a new Psalter Hymnal. The OPC
delegates to the Synod of 2014 very much appreciated this songbook. The RCNZ currently are
involved in drafting biblical guidelines as recommendations for Sessions dealing with cases
of sexual abuse in their congregations. A major item before the last Synod involved significant
debate regarding this matter.

6.  The RCNZ sister church relationship with the Christian Reformed Churches of
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Australia (CRCA) has been down-graded to what the RCNZ have chosen to call “Ecclesiastical
Fellowship.” As the OPC and many other Reformed Churches around the world use that term
to designate the closest possible relationship short of organic union, the CEIR have written
to the RCNZ Interchurch Relations Committee requesting that the RCNZ reconsider this
confusing nomenclature and their long strained relationship with the CRCA. The RCNZ use
of this terminology has been reconsidered.

7. The 28th Synod of the RCNZ was held from September 13-19, 2014 in
Christchurch. Rev. Jack W. Sawyer and Mr. Mark T. Bube attended in behalf of the OPC.
Mr. Sawyer was welcomed into five different RCNZ pulpits and both delegates were warmly
included in the deliberations of Synod. Mr. Bube was generously invited to present the work
of'the OPC CFM to the Synod. The 29th Synod of the RCNZ will be held in Palmerston North
in September of 2017.

8. While at the Synod, Messrs. Bube and Sawyer met with the fraternal delegates
of the Christian Reformed Churches of Australia. They requested that the CEIR investigate the
state of the relationship between the OPC and the CRCA. Research indicates that when the OPC
adopted the nomenclature of Ecclesiastical Fellowship to describe its ecumenical relations,
somehow an official relationship with the CRCA, then the RCA or Reformed Churches of
Australia, was overlooked. In order to regularize this previously existing relationship, the
CEIR intend to continue to discuss this with the CRCA observer, who will be in attendance at
the 83rd General Assembly.

H. The Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (GKNv/RCN) [www.gkv.nl]
1. The OPC has a Corresponding Relationship with the RCN.
2. The RCN are a member of the International Conference of Reformed Churches.

3. The RCN has not renewed its offer of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the OPC
in response to the action of the 77th General Assembly which decided not to accept the RCN
offer of Ecclesiastical Fellowship at this time. It would be fair to say that our efforts, in light of
the mandate of the 77th General Assembly to reach out to the RCN to attempt to work through
impediments to entering full ecclesiastical fellowship, have enjoyed little success thus far.
This is in part due to providential hindrance, lack of personnel and finances, and a venue in
which to consult. It would also be accurate to say that our sister churches, i.e. the RCUS, and
CanRC, have spoken in love what we might have said, given the opportunity.

4. The Committee some years ago sent a two man sub-committee to meet with
the BBK to discuss matters of concern raised in the CEIR report submitted to the 77th General
Assembly. The report detailed the hesitancy of the CEIR in recommending that the GA accept
the previous offer of the RCN to enter into full Ecclesiastical Fellowship. The sub-committee
and the CEIR were careful to express to the BBK the desire of the OPC to continue to work
toward resolution of our concerns and move toward realizing true sister church relations. The
response when we were able to meet with a member of the BBK at the 79th GA was that if we
wished to discuss these concerns that we could do so affer we had entered into Ecclesiastical
Fellowship and not before.

5. The BBK, in response to CEIR and actions of the 77th General Assembly
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to decline at this time to accept Ecclesiastical fellowship, recommended to the 2011 Synod
Zwolle that Synod withdraw its standing offer. No reconsideration of this action was made at
the 2014 Synod.

6. The RCN sub-committee of CEIR previously drafted a letter, which was
approved and sent by the entire CEIR to the BBK, specifying our continuing concerns with
the direction being taken by the RCN and expressing our hesitancy in entering into full
Ecclesiastical Fellowship. At the same time CEIR remains committed to try to reach out to
our brothers, to ensure we understand them, and to continue to try to attain a fuller unity. This
policy was endorsed by the 77th GA which gave the CEIR a mandate to continue these efforts.

7. The CEIR met with the fraternal representatives of the RCN, during the 82nd
GA, and attempted to clarify OPC concerns about the apparent theological and ecclesiastical
direction of the RCN, and OPC intentions regarding fraternal relations with the RCN. The
consultation was cordial but it remains to be seen what fruit will ensue.

8. The 2014 Synod of the RCN met and for the fourth Synod in a row the matter of
the service of women in the church was before the delegates. In particular a study committee
is recommending that the offices of the church be opened to women. The OPC was not invited
to send fraternal delegates to this Synod. Some of our sister churches, such as the Canadian
Reformed Churches, sent strong appeals to the brethren in Holland asking them not to proceed
down this path. The CEIR have consulted with the CanRC special committee appointed in
2010 which has been dealing with their concern for their mother church in Holland.

I.  The Reformed Churches of South Africa (GKSA/RCSA) [www.gksa.org.za]
1. The GKSA and the OPC are in a Corresponding Relationship.
2. The GKSA is amember of the International Conference of Reformed Churches.
3. L. Anthony Curto attended the 2015 Synod of the GKSA.

4.  The 2011 General Synod, in a procedural order motion, postponed eight
protests against women holding offices in the church which were taken up by Synod 2015.
It was determined that a special delegated Synod would be called in the near future to deal
with the issues causing division in the bond of churches. In addition the Synod 2015 also
discussed the “Turnaround Strategy” adopted in 2011 in order to retain the young people and
reinvigorate the churches of the federation.

5. Dr. Brian T. Wingard was the OPC delegate to the special synod which met in
January of 2016 to deal with the matter of women holding office in the church.

J.  The Christian Reformed Churches of the Netherlands (CRCN) [www.cgk nl|
1. The CRCN was founded in 1834. The federation subscribes to the Three Forms
of Unity, and is governed according to a form of the Church order of Dort. A Theological

University, founded in 1919, is maintained in Apeldoorn.

2. The OPC has a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the CRCN.
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3. The CRCN is a member of the ICRC.

4. The CRCN consists of around 185 churches and around 75,000 members.
Mission works are supported in the Netherlands and Belgium, with foreign missions in
Indonesia, South Africa, Botswana, and Mozambique.

5. Members of the CEIR had a very helpful meeting with delegates of the CRCN
while in Cardiff, Wales and were aided in understanding developments in Holland in the
CRCN. These delegates offered apology for the lack of translated documents at the 2010
CRCN Synod. The two delegations became aware of a misunderstanding between our churches
on what exactly constitutes the relationship between our churches as the OPC reckons it one of
Ecclesiastical Fellowship, while from the CRCN side they view our ties as the equivalent of
Corresponding Relations. Face to face meetings such as this are very helpful in beginning to
sort out such issues.

6. Unfortunately, an OPC delegation to the 2013 CRCN Synod was not possible
due to the lateness of an invitation reaching the CEIR. The Rev. Willem Wullschleger was
welcomed as a fraternal delegate from the CRCN at the 82nd General Assembly. The Lord
willing, the CEIR will send representatives to the CRCN Synod in October, 2016.

K. The Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (PCEA)[www.pcea.org.au]

1. The PCEA was begun in 1846 as a faithful Australian reaction to the disruption
in Scotland that led to the founding of the Free Church of Scotland. The PCEA subscribes to
the Westminster Standards and maintains Presbyterian government, discipline, and worship.
The PCEA consists of 15 congregations located in Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria,
and Tasmania.

2.  The Presbyterian church of Eastern Australia (PCEA) has been in a
corresponding relationship with the OPC since 2007. Correspondence and face to face
meetings have shown a discrepancy between how the two churches view their relationship:
namely, from the PCEA side they consider us in Ecclesiastical Fellowship, but from the OPC
side there is Corresponding Relations. The CEIR proposes a recommendation to the 83rd
Assembly, in order to regularize this relationship. See recommendation one below.

3. The PCEA is a member of the ICRC.

L. The Presbyterian Church of Brazil, Igreja Presbiteriana do Brasil (IPB)[www.
ipb.org.br]|

1. The Presbyterian Church in Brazil was founded in 1859. It subscribes to the
Westminster Standards. The IPB consists of nearly 1,000,000 members in over 4000 churches.

2. The OPC and the IPB have been in a corresponding relationship since 2008,
and in 2015 entered into full Ecclesiastical Fellowship. The IPB’s highest assembly meets
every four years. Each year the Executive Committee of about 65 officers meets to take actions
that will be ratified by the highest assembly. The Executive Committee recognizes that the
OPC and the IPB have an official relationship. Messrs. Bube and Curto represented the OPC
at the 2014 meeting of the IPB General Assembly.
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3. The 150th anniversary of the IPB was celebrated in 2009. American Presbyterian
missionaries had a seminal influence in the founding of this denomination.

4.  The OPC CFM continue to explore avenues for co-operative mission work in
South America with the IPB.

M. The African Evangelical Presbyterian Church (AEPC) [www.
africaevangelicalpresbyterianchurch.org]

1. The OPC is in a corresponding relationship with the AEPC.

2. The AEPC has requested the OPC to sponsor them for membership in the
ICRC.

3. The AEPC was received as a member of the ICRC in 2013.
4.  The AEPC recently celebrated the 50th anniversary of its founding.

N. The Free Church of Scotland Continuing (FCC) [www freekirkcontinuing.
co.uk]

1. Relationship. The OPC is in a corresponding relationship with the FCC.

2. History. The Free Church of Scotland (Continuing) was formed in 2000 when a
number of ministers and elders signed a ‘Declaration of Reconstitution” in which they pledged
themselves to continue the Free Church in a constitutional manner. They identify themselves as
the Free Church of Scotland, and use the word ‘Continuing’ only for administrative purposes.

3. Statistics. The FCC consists of 32 congregations in Scotland, as well as six in
North America, and one in Canada.

4.  Standards. The FCC subscribes to the Westminster Standards.

5. Ecumenical Relations. The FCC is a member of the ICRC. They conduct
foreign mission work in Zambia. In the Report of the Committee on Ecumenical Relations to
the 2014 GA, we note the following statement, “While learning from history let us be careful
that our history is not allowed to put unnecessary barriers between ourselves and brethren who
believe essentially what we believe. It is essential that we guard against demanding that others
today acknowledge that the stand taken by our fathers 14 years ago, 114 years ago, or 121
years ago, or 324 years ago was right. More than anything else this will keep us forever apart
even from those who essentially believe and practice the same as we do.”

6.  Recent Actions. In 2013, the FCC General Assembly completed the revision of
the “Right of Continued Protest.” This document sets out their understanding of the causes of
the division in the Free Church of Scotland arising from the events leading up to and including
the year 2000.
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O. The Evangelical Presbyterian Church of Ireland (EPCI) [www.epcni.org.uk]

1. Relationship. The OPC is in a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with
the EPC (Ireland)

2. History. The Evangelical Presbyterian Church (formerly called the Irish
Evangelical Church) was founded in 1927, in reaction to liberalism in the Irish Presbyterian
Church. The EPC sent greetings to the second General Assembly of the OPC, (November
1936).

3. Statistics. The EPCI has nine congregations in Northern Ireland.

4. Standards. The EPCI subscribes to the Westminster Confession of Faith, and
the Larger and Shorter Catechisms.

5. Ecumenical Relations. The EPCI is a member of the ICRC. They conduct
foreign missions in conjunction with the Free Church of Scotland.

6. Recent Actions. Two OPC delegates to ICRC in 2013 (Jack Sawyer and Mark
Bube) visited the EPCI and were encouraged by the fellowship. Like all European churches,
they face an increasingly secular culture.

P. Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland (RPClre) [www.rpc.org]|

1. Relationship. The OPC is in a relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with
the RPCL

2. History. The ‘Revolution Settlement’ of 1690 was welcomed by most Ulster
Presbyterians as a vindication of their struggle for religious freedom. A minority, however,
objected to the disregarding of the Covenants (National Covenant and Solemn League and
Covenant) and the absence of any specific recognition of the kingship of Jesus Christ. These
‘Covenanters,’ ancestors of modern Reformed Presbyterians, stood apart from the Presbyterian
Church and began to hold separate meetings for fellowship. In 1763 a ‘Reformed Presbytery’
was formed and rapid growth led to the formation of a Synod in 1811.

3. Statistics. The RPClIre has 37 congregations, 5 in counties Monaghan and
Donegal and the remainder in Northern Ireland. There are approximately 2,500 communicant
members, with up to 1,500 covenant children and adherents.

4.  Standards. The RPClre subscribes to the Westminster Confession of Faith, and
the Larger and Shorter Catechisms. Further expansion of the church’s teaching on various
subjects is found in ‘The Testimony of the Reformed Presbyterian Church of Ireland.’

5. Ecumenical Relations. The RPClre is a member of the ICRC. They conduct
foreign mission work in France.
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Q. The Evangelical Reformed Church Westminster Confession (ERKWB) [www.
reformiert.at]

1. The OPC has been in a Corresponding Relationship with the ERKWB since
2012. The OPC CFM will, for a second time, be sending Dr. Curto to preach and lecture for
the ERKWB in the summer of 2016.

2. The ERKWB upholds the Westminster Confession and the Heidelberg
Catechism.

3. The ERKWB maintains a Reformed Church Order and practices Reformed
worship.

4. The ERKWB is located in Austria and Switzerland. The ERKWB will be
holding its General Synod from May 13—14, 2016 in Basel, Switzerland. Dr. Curto will be the
OPC Fraternal Delegate.

V. INTERCHURCH BODIES

A. The International Conference of Reformed Churches (ICRC) [www icrconline.
com]

1. The ICRC was begun in 1985 by the Free Church of Scotland (FCS), the
Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (RCN), the Free Reformed Churches of Australia
(FRCA), and the Canadian Reformed Churches. The OPC sent observers to the 1989 ICRC
meeting and were received into membership in 1993.

2. The 2013 meeting of the ICRC was held in Cardiff, Wales, in September.
Messrs. Bube and Sawyer were the voting members for the OPC. Messrs. Curto and Knight
were the advisory members.

3. The press release website address is: http://www.icrconline.com/press_releases.
html

4. A special committee to review the constitution, regulation, and structures
of the ICRC presented its report at the 2013 meeting of the Conference. The Conference
proposed several amendments to the Constitution. These have been approved by the major
assemblies of the member churches. The Conference also approved substantial revisions to
its regulations. It recommended several changes to the structure of the Conference in order
to encourage more regional interaction between the member churches and to give a higher
priority to their theological education and diaconal ministries. To facilitate these goals,
a Coordinating Committee, Theological Education Committee, Diaconal Committee, and a
Regional Conferences Committee have been appointed, in addition to the already existing
Missions Committee. Finally, in order to give greater visibility to the ICRC and to improve
communication among the member churches and make information about the various ministries
of the member churches more easily accessible, a Website Committee was appointed.

5. The ICRC voted in 2013 to receive the following new member churches:
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a. the Africa Evangelical Presbyterian Church (AEPC);
b. the Sudanese Reformed Churches (SRC);

6. The next meeting of the Conference is scheduled for 2017 in the Hamilton area
of Ontario, with the Jordan United Reformed Church (URCNA) to be host church. The OPC
delegation will include Messrs. Bube and Curto as voting members, and Messrs. Sawyer and
Tracey as non-voting members..

B. The North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council (NAPARC)[www.
naparc.org|

1. The Forty-First meeting of the North American Presbyterian and Reformed
Council (NAPARC) was held on November 11-13, 2014, at the Covenant Canadian Reformed
Church in Quebec City, Quebec, Canada, and hosted by the Reformed Church of Quebec. The
delegates appointed by the Committee were Messrs. Bube, Curto, Sawyer, and Tracey. The
officers for this meeting were the Rev. Lawrence Bilkes (FRCNA) Chairman, the Rev. Joel
Overduin (FRCNA) as vice-chairman, the Rev. Ron Potter (RCUS) as Secretary, and the Rev.
Maynard Koerner (RCUS) as Treasurer.

2. Summary of the meeting:

a. Attending the meeting were representatives of the following member
churches: Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church, Reformed Church of Quebec, Free
Reformed Churches of North America, Heritage Reformed Congregations, Korean American
Presbyterian Church, Korean Presbyterian Church in America (Kosin), Orthodox Presbyterian
Church, Presbyterian Church in America, the Presbyterian and Reformed Church, Reformed
Church in the United States, Reformed Presbyterian Church in North America and the United
Reformed Churches in North America. Also present were observers from the following invited
churches: The Protestant Reformed Churches.

b. The body enjoyed a banquet in the Saint Marc’s church dining hall and
later a devotional service and an encouraging sermon by Pastor Mario Veilleux who preached
a sermon in French from Matthew 28:20 entitled: “7 am with you always to the very end of the
age.” Pastor Patrice Michaud of the ERQ spoke movingly on his experience within the ERQ
as a church receiving the missionary support of English-speaking Churches of North America.

c.  Messrs. Bube, Curto, Sawyer, and Tracey will be our delegates to the 2016
meeting of NAPARC. The Free Reformed Churches of North America were appointed to host
the next meeting of the council which will be held in Pompton Plains, New Jersey, USA, from
November 8-10. The Assembly is encouraged to note the new three-day format for meetings.
This allows for ample time for bi-lateral meetings between representatives of the delegations
from member interchurch relations committees. In 2015, CEIR delegates participated in ten
bilateral meetings between plenary sessions of the Council.

d. The meeting was conducted according to bylaw changes which had
been approved, and constitutional changes previously declared in effect as affirmed by the
member churches by vote at their major assemblies: www.naparc.org/amendments-to-naparc-
constitution-proposed-new-bylaws-adopted).
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e. In the light of the recent U.S. Supreme Court decision the Council also
moved to: “remind the Member Churches of their biblical responsibility to teach the whole
counsel of the Word of God, including that pertaining to the God-ordained institution of
marriage as being between one man and one woman.”

f.  The NAPARC website is commended to the Assembly and to the churches,
for its wealth of information and functionality.

C. World Wide Ecumenical Organizations
1.  The World Communion of Reformed Churches (WCRC)[www.wcre.ch]

As reported in previous years CEIR has continued to monitor developments in
what was the Reformed Ecumenical Council (REC) of which the OPC was a member for many
years. Present events, in your committee’s opinion, sadly continue to confirm the wisdom of
the decision made to withdraw from that body in 1988.

2. The World Reformed Fellowship (WRF) [www.wrfnet.org]

a. The WRF was formed in the year 2000 by the merger of the International
Reformed Fellowship and the World Fellowship of Reformed Churches. The OPC CEIR
continue to monitor this organization, which held its 2015 General Assembly in Sao Paulo,
Brazil from March 23-27, hosted by the Presbyterian Church of Brazil. OPC members have
attended previous WRF General Assembly meetings in Scotland and Brazil and have reported
to the CEIR. The CEIR is entertaining the prospect of sending an observer to the next plenary
meeting.

b. Information about the 2015 General Assembly can be found here: Attp://
wrfnet.org/events/2015/03/4th-general-assembly-wrf. The WRF Statement of Faith can be
found here: http.://wrfnet.org/about/statement-of-faith.

VI. BUDGET

Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations
Budget proposal to the 83rd (2016) General Assembly.

2014 2014 2015 2015 20T6 2017
Approved | Actual | Approved | Actual | Approved | Proposed

Committee Expenses

Committee Meetings 10,800 | 11,310 14,000 6,922 14,000 12,000
Postage, phone, copies, etc. 400 156 400 1,608 400 494
Sub-com./NAPARC travel 2,500 incl. n/a incl. n/a n/a
Staff 13,200 | 13,200 13,200 | 13,200 13,200 13,200
Other Committee Travel 9,000 | 18,051 9,800 7,817 7,817 12,000
ICRC Travel 1,500 0 n/a n/a n/a 3,000

Total Committee Expenses 37,400 | 42,717 37,400 29,547 37,400 40,694
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Dues
NAPARC 500 500 500 700 500 1,000
ICRC 2,300 3306 2,300 3306 2,300 3,306
Total Dues 2,800 3806 2,800 4006 2,800 4,306

ITEMS

TOTAL GAOF BUDGET 40,200 | 46,523 40,200 | 33,553 40,200 45,000

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

1) That, recognizing that a misunderstanding has developed over the years regarding the
Ecclesiastical Relationship which the OPC and the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia
(PCEA) presently enjoy, the 83rd (2016) General Assembly regularize its understanding of
that relationship to be in accord with that of our PCEA brethren, namely, that the OPC and the
PCEA enjoy a relationship of (full) Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

Grounds:

1. Nine years ago, at the recommendation of your Committee, the General Assembly
adopted the following (Minutes of the 74th (2007) General Assembly, Articles 114 and
116, pages 28-30):

That the Orthodox Presbyterian Church enter into corresponding relationship with
the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia.

After your Committee submitted its report to that Assembly, but before the Assembly met,
the Assembly received the following from the Clerk of Synod of the PCEA, which was
included as Communication 11 in the Agenda (emphasis added—id., at pages 66—67):

Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia May 24, 2007

It is with great pleasure that I write on behalf of the Synod of the Presbyterian
Church of Eastern Australia to formally send the fraternal greetings of this church to
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church. We wish you every blessing in the Lord as you
continue to faithfully serve Him.

I am happy to include the following extract minute of a recent decision of our Synod
in relation to your church:

The Synod of the Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (PCEA) recognizes
in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (USA) a church whose doctrines
and contendings are similar to its own with adherence to the Westminster
Confession of Faith a major requirement for office bearers. The Synod notes
the long and cordial relationship which has been shared by both as members
of the RES and now as members of the ICRC. The Synod desires to establish
a relationship with the OPC in terms of our Fraternal Relations Act (1993) in
the hope that we may be able to deepen and further strengthen the bond of
fellowship between us. Accordingly the Synod seek recognition by the OPC of
the PCEA as a Church in Corresponding Relations.

The Synod of the PCEA understands and is satisfied that OPC Presbyteries may
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issue calls to ministers of the PCEA, and likewise affirms the right of the PCEA
Presbyteries to process calls to OPC ministers. In neither case does this mutual
eligibility impinge on the right and responsibility of the relevant OPC or PCEA
Presbytery to require full and satisfactory Presbyterial certificates of character
and attainment before admission. This may include clearance under any
relevant child protection legislation, and assurance that any incoming minister
is familiar with the history, doctrine, and practice of the church so that he is
able to subscribe to the formula of subscription intelligently and heartily and
participate harmoniously and constructively in the life of the church. Where
an OPC minister is called by a PCEA congregation such a meeting with the
Presbytery may take place after a call is issued and before it is accepted in order
that the called minister may assess more closely whether he should accept the
call, and know, should he accept it, that he would be admitted. This Act may
be cited as the Mutual Eligibility Act (Orthodox Presbyterian Church) 2007.

Yours in Christ Jesus,
Rev Trevor Leggott
Clerk of Synod

And since then, your Committee has included the PCEA in the list of the names of the
churches with which the OPC enjoys Corresponding Relations.

The Fraternal Relations Act (1993) referred to in Communication 11 reads as follows
(Minutes of the 146th [1993] Meeting of the Synod of the Presbyterian Church of Eastern
Australia, Article 93.39, pages 14-15):

FRATERNAL RELATIONS BETWEEN CHURCHES
There should be one simple rule to the following effect:

Fraternal Relations should exist between Churches that openly and practically profess
the true faith of Christ as summarised in one or more of the classical Reformed
symbols - ie the Westminster Confession of Faith, the Heidelberg Catechism, the
Belgic Confession, the Canons of the Synod of Dort.

Certain duties and courtesies devolve upon churches sustaining fraternal relations.

1. There should be a spirit of cordial love and trust as becomes brothers in the
faith.

2. There should be an attitude of mutual helpfulness. Each should be willing to
share problems and difficulties with the others. By the same token each should be
allowed to exhort to more exact obedience any who appeared to relax faithfulness to
their avowed confession. This should not invite to an inquisitorial interference but
to strengthening one another in love for Christ.

3. There should be a willingness to accept certificates of communicant
membership, normally without personal examination.

4. There should be in the highest courts of the Churches a cordial welcome to
visiting delegates from other Churches recognised as in fraternal relationship. This
need not amount to according membership in the court to the visiting delegate.

5. There should be a willingness to allow ministers of one Church access to the
pulpits of fraternal Churches as a matter of courtesy.

6. Churches should exchange copies of the Acts and Proceedings of their
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highest courts or at least inform one another of major decisions.

In 2013 our delegates to the ICRC met with the delegates of the PCEA and discovered
that our two churches (the OPC and PCEA) each had a different understanding of what
the term “Corresponding Relations” means in their official ecclesiastical relationships,
and that the PCEA’s use of the term describes a relationship that is more akin to our
own Ecclesiastical Fellowship, as it seems to include elements similar to “Occasional
pulpit fellowship” and “Intercommunion,” which in the OPC’s rules for Ecclesiastical
Relationships (c¢f. Minutes of the 67th (2000) General Assembly, Articles 149 and 151,
pages 36-38), are unique to the relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship.

2. For some time, your Committee has contemplated recommending that the PCEA be
invited into Ecclesiastical Fellowship, and this action would obviate the need to extend
(and for the PCEA to accept) a second invitation to accomplish such.

3. The PCEA and the OPC became members of the Reformed Ecumenical Synod in
1949; the PCEA withdrew in 1981 and the OPC withdrew in 1988. The PCEA is a charter
member of the ICRC.

2) That the 83rd (2016) General Assembly propose to the 84th (2017) General Assembly
that Chapter I, “Of Membership”, of the Standing Rules of the General Assembly be amended
by the addition of a new Section 10, to read as follows:
10. With regard to churches in a relationship with the OPC described in the Assembly’s
Rules for Ecclesiastical Relationships:

a. Fraternal delegates sent by churches in Ecclesiastical Fellowship may be seated
as corresponding members of the Assembly, with full privileges of the floor (i.e., entitled
to deliberate and advise, but not to vote);

b. Official representatives sent by churches in Corresponding Relations may be
seated as corresponding members of the Assembly, with the privilege of the floor during
the time of their bringing greetings to the Assembly on behalf of the churches that sent
them;

c. Official observers sent by churches in Ecumenical Contact may be seated as
corresponding members of the Assembly, with the privilege of the floor during the time
of their bringing greetings to the Assembly on behalf of the churches that sent them.

Grounds:

1. That while the OPC Assembly Rules for Ecclesiastical Relationships (opc.org/
relations/rules.pdf) clearly delineate the distinctions between Churches in Ecclesiastical
Fellowship, Corresponding Relations, and Ecumenical Contact; and further that a verbal
distinction is made between Fraternal Delegates, Fraternal Representatives, and Fraternal
Observers to the major assemblies; nevertheless, the relevant status and appropriate
privileges of these visitors are not clearly defined in the Standing Rules of the General
Assembly, thus creating distinctions without a difference, as far as rights of participation
in the Assembly and its deliberations.

2.  The proposed additions will aid the Stated Clerk, and the Committee on
Arrangements in their logistical planning, as well as time allocation projections for each
General Assembly
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VIII. ELECTIONS

The terms of the class of 2016 expiring at this GA are those of Messrs. Cottenden, Curto,
and Tracey.

Required for election to the class of 2019: Under standing rule X.2.g., this assembly
should elect three ministers or ruling elders.

Appendix 1

That, taking note of the action of the 69th (2014) General Assembly of the Reformed Church
in Japan (RCJ) to amend its Polity by replacing the word “men” in (the English language
translation of) the eligibility requirements for the special offices of both minister and ruling
elder in the church with the word “ones”—which is contrary to the scriptural requirement
that the holders of such offices are to be faithful men who are chosen according to the rule
prescribed by St. Paul in his Epistle to Timothy (cf., Belgic Confession, Article 30)—effective,
without requiring further action, in October 2015, the 82nd (2015) General Assembly:

a. Plead with the 70th (2015) General Assembly of the RCJ to repent of this action of
the previous General Assembly and rescind it, and to reaffirm the scriptural teaching which
restricts the special offices of minister and ruling elder to qualified men (¢f. 1 Timothy 2:12—
14);

b. In the event the above amendments to the RCJ Polity go into effect, suspend the
relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the Reformed Church in Japan, which the OPC
has enjoyed since 1993 (having previously enjoyed a mission cooperation relationship since
1956), effective upon the date on which such amendments take effect, such that:

i) the element of “exchange of fraternal delegates at major assemblies” in our
relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the Reformed Church in Japan shall be restricted
as follows: the 82nd (2015) General Assembly advises the presbyteries of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church that they should no longer assume, by virtue of our previous unrestricted
relationship, that the Reformed Church in Japan is a church of like practice for the purpose of
the seating of corresponding members at presbytery (Form of Government XIV.9);

ii) the element of “occasional pulpit fellowship” in our relationship of
Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the Reformed Church in Japan shall be discontinued, except at
the discretion of the sessions;

iii) the element of “intercommunion” in our relationship of Ecclesiastical
Fellowship with the Reformed Church in Japan shall be restricted as follows: the 82nd
(2015) General Assembly advises the lower judicatories of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
that they should no longer assume, by virtue of our previous unrestricted relationship, that
the Reformed Church in Japan is a church of like practice for purposes of the reception of
members (Book of Discipline 11.B.2), the removal of members (Book of Discipline 11.B.3), and
erasure (Book of Discipline V.2);

c.  Determine that, in the event the above amendments to the RCJ Polity go into effect
and unless the 83rd (2016) General Assembly determines that intervening actions of the
General Assembly of the Reformed Church in Japan warrant a reversal of this action, or a
continuation of the period of suspension, the relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with
the Reformed Church in Japan shall be terminated with the close of the 83rd (2016) General
Assembly;
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d. Communicate this action, together with the grounds, to the 70th (2015) General
Assembly of the RCJ.

Grounds:

1. OnOctober 16,2014, the 69th General Assembly of the RCJ adopted, by an overwhelming
majority vote, the recommendations of its Special Committee on the Ecclesiastical Order and
Offices to amend the RCJ Church Polity to replace the word “men” in (the English language
translation of) the eligibility requirements for the special offices of both minister (Article 44—
approximately 116 votes in favor and 36 against) and ruling elder (Article 54—approximately
121 votes in favor and 31 against) in the church with the word “ones,” effective, without
requiring further action, in October 2015.

2. The efforts by both the CEIR and the OPC Japan Mission over the course of several
years to dissuade the RCJ brethren from pursuing this course have not resulted in the desired
end. No substantive official response to the CEIR’s two letters to the Foreign Church Liaison
Committee (dated October 10, 2007, and September 28, 2009) has ever been received; on
October 8, 2015, the chairman of the 1st Subcommittee of the Constitutional Committee of
the RCJ sent a personal five-page response, “RCJ’s reply to OPC’s question on the women-in-
office issue,” in which he apologized for the delay in responding to the earlier letters, and laid
out “my own confident thinking” on the matter that included (page 2):

Fifthly, the Scriptures’ authors did not foresee the society of 2,000 years later, nor was
there a need for them to do so. The entire Scripture is the Word of God addressing all of
human life; however, the individual authors are directing their writings concerning the
will of God to specific churches (or members) with particular issues and needs, and are
not giving instructions concerning the issues and needs of the churches of later periods.
The Scriptures’ authors do not give yes or no instructions about things like women in
church offices, nuclear power, and casinos. It is the duty and privilege of the churches of
the 21st Century to search for biblical answers for today regarding these things. Caution
must be exercised so that we don’t simply apply patent answers to contemporary issues
we face today.

[There was some discussion at the 69th (2014) General Assembly of the RCJ regarding the
possibility of that Assembly’s adopting this letter as its response to the letter from the 81st
(2014) General Assembly of the OPC, but neither the members of the CEIR nor of the OPC
Japan Mission have been able to confirm the outcome of that discussion (and the Minutes of
that Assembly are not yet available).]

3. Theletterthat wasadopted by the 81st(2014) General Assembly ofthe OPC on June 6,2014,
and sent (with its translation into the Japanese language) to the 69th (2014) General Assembly
of the RCJ on July 2, 2014, pleading with the RCJ brethren not to proceed with adopting the
proposal (¢f Minutes of the 81st [2014] General Assembly, Articles 79 [recommendation 3]
and 84, pages 24-28), was not included in the docket materials that were distributed to the
members of the RCJ General Assembly. After our fraternal delegate discovered such to be the
case, members of the OPC Japan Mission made arrangements overnight to have the letter (with
both the original English and the Japanese-language translation) copied and distributed to each
of the members of the Assembly. The moderator and stated clerk apologized, indicating that
they had not understood the letter to be a communication from the OPC General Assembly to
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the RCJ General Assembly.

4. “[T]he Scriptures are wholly sufficient, either in what is expressly set down in Scripture
or in what by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture, concerning all
things necessary for God’s own glory, man’s salvation, faith, and life (¢/: WCF 1.6), including
the qualifications for special office in Christ’s church. Christ’s Apostle, Paul, writing under
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, devotes much of the First Epistle to Timothy to instruction
on ‘how one is to behave in the household of God, which is the church of the living God’ (1
Timothy 3:15). Just before detailing the qualifications for each of the special offices, Christ’s
Spirit, speaking in His Word, declares, ‘I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise
authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet’ (1 Timothy 2:12). The good and necessary
consequence of this Scripture is that, since teaching and exercising authority over men is a
necessary biblical function of the special offices of minister and elder, women are barred from
them. The reasons supplied by the Holy Spirit for this prohibition are given in the next two
verses: ‘For Adam was formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman
was deceived and became a transgressor’ (1 Timothy 2:13—14). These are events that occurred
in the account of creation and the fall. Accordingly, by thus grounding its disqualification of
women for these special offices so early in the creation order of events, the Scripture further
distinguishes this abiding command from things which may be thought of as merely temporal
or culturally conditioned. Rather, this Scriptural prohibition remains as an abiding requirement
in the church of the Lord Jesus Christ until He comes again” (Letter; dated June 6, 2014, from
the 81st [2014] General Assembly of the OPC to the 69th [2014] General Assembly of the
RCJ).

5. The reasoning in the report of the RCJ committee proposing the amendments to the RCJ
Polity “is fundamentally flawed in that it fails to distinguish properly between the elemental
and the circumstantial with respect to the biblical qualifications for special office in Christ’s
church (cf. Westminster Confession of Faith [WCF] 1.6). There are no common circumstances
regarding the qualifications for office in any other human society that are parallel to the
qualifications for office in the government which the Lord Jesus, as King and Head of His
Church, has appointed, in the hand of Church officers (¢/. WCF XXX.1), and to which the keys
to the kingdom of heaven are committed (¢/. WCF XXX.2). The divine calling of biblically
qualified men to the special offices of minister and elder occurs only within Christ’s church.
Therefore, it is erroneous to seek to discern the qualifications for those who would hold special
office in the Church beyond that which is expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and
necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture (¢f. WCF 1.6)” (Letter, dated June
6, 2014, from the 81st [2014] General Assembly of the OPC to the 69th [2014] General
Assembly of the RCJ).

6. As with other actions that violate a clear command of Scripture, the action of the 69th
(2014) General Assembly of the RCJ to relegate an elemental matter (like qualification for
special office in Christ’s church) to a circumstantial detail is inherently destabilizing and
unworkable, and ultimately proves divisive to the body of Christ. When a duly ordained
minister of the Word enters the pulpit, is he there by divine appointment? But what if one is
biblically disqualified (or prohibited) from holding that office, is that one still to be considered
as being divinely appointed to such? Should that one be received by those in the congregation
as such? Does the King and Head of the church entrust the exercise of the keys of the kingdom
of heaven to persons whom He has previously barred from holding the office to which the
exercise of such keys has been committed? The action of the 69th (2014) General Assembly
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of the RCJ, by corrupting the biblical qualifications for special office in the church, insinuates
itself into the three areas of the church’s life (preaching, sacraments, and discipline) that have
been cataloged as the marks by which a true church is known (cf. Belgic Confession XXIX
... The marks by which the true Church is known are these: If the pure doctrine of the gospel
is preached therein; if she maintains the pure administration of the sacraments as instituted by
Christ; if church discipline is exercised in punishing sin; in short, if all things are managed
according to the pure Word of God, all things contrary thereto rejected, and Jesus Christ
acknowledged as the only Head of the Church....”).

7. The Preamble to the Confessional Standards adopted by the RCJ on April 29, 1946,
included the following (unofficial translation):

Among these thirty or more creeds, we are confident that the Westminster Standards are
the most complete with regard to the system of doctrine taught in Scripture. While we
of the Reformed Church in Japan pray for and seek the coming of the day when we can
formulate a more superior creed in our own words, (in the meantime) we are confident
that this standard of faith is the most appropriate as our own standard of faith today, and
so with praise and thanksgiving we adopt it as our church’s standards of faith.

The 63rd (2008) General Assembly of the RCJ adopted the following finding: “(1) The
recognition of female officers (ministers and elders) does not conflict with the system of
doctrine of the standards of faith of our church. ...”

Acknowledging receipt of the CEIR’s letter, dated February 22, 2012, which sought to follow
up on the earlier two letters, the chairman of the 1st Subcommittee of the Constitutional
Committee went on to explain:

The GA’s mandate—hence, the committee’s report—is NOT whether admission of
women to the teaching and ruling offices is contrary to the Westminster Rule of Faith as
such But [sic] to the RCJ’s Rule of Faith which [is] the WRF with the preamble. In other
words, when we understand and use the WRF strictly in accordance with the preamble—
NOT without the preamble—is such an admission allowed? To put it more broadly, how
can and should we rightly deal in the spirit of, and on the principle of, the WRF (with
the preamble) the issues which were not—could not be—supposed by the 17th century
church? Should we use it literally, and then is it meaningful? ...
On July 25, 2014, the chairperson of the International Ecumenism and Mission Cooperation
Committee in the Reformed Church in Japan, responded to the letter from the stated clerk of
the OPC General Assembly and attached a copy of the Report of the Special Committee on
the Ecclesiastical Order and Office, which included the following section on the Westminster
Standards—

b. The Westminster Standards
[t seems difficult to apply the so-called “Regulative Principle” of the Westminster
Confession of Faith 1:6 to the issue.
» The said issue is not contrary to the Standards as a constitution of the Reformed
Church in Japan, based upon the understanding suggested in the “Preface to the
Standards of Faith” (Act of the 63rd GA).

—which seems to be a form of special pleading that would either invite equivocation or mental
reservation in the taking of ordination vows (c¢f. WCF 22.4), or suggest that, in reality, the RCJ
and the OPC no longer share a common confession.
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8. “Ecclesiastical Fellowship is a relationship in which the churches involved are Reformed
in their confessional standards, church order and life though there may be such differences
between them that union is not possible at this time and there might be considerable need
for mutual concern and admonition” (Rules for Ecclesiastical Relationships of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church, Article B.1). The action of the 69th (2014) General Assembly of the
RCIJ to open the special offices of minister and elder to biblically disqualified persons, together
with the reasons tendered therefor, makes it no longer possible for the OPC General Assembly
to affirm, without reservation, that the RCJ is still Reformed in its confessional standards,
church order, and life.

Appendix 2

Communication by the 81st (2014) General Assembly of the OPC to the 69th (2014) General
Assembly of the RCJ.

That the General Assembly communicate the following to the General Assembly of the
Reformed Church in Japan (RCJ)—

The General Assembly of the Reformed Church in Japan
Dear Brothers in Christ,

Greetings in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Head and Savior of His
Church, the Heir of all things, and Judge of the world. Twice in the past seven years,
our Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations (CEIR) has written at length
to your Foreign Church Liaison Committee (October 10, 2007 and September 28, 2009)
regarding the matter of ordaining women to the special offices of minister and elder, to
which our CEIR has yet to receive a substantive response. We understand that ministering
to those who suffered in the Great East Japan Earthquake in March 2011 has occupied
much of your attention, and you have been much in our prayers through all of this.

Our Japan Mission has forwarded to our CEIR a copy of Report 67 to your 2012 General
Assembly, “Proposal Concerning Church Officers and Their Work,” which we have had
translated. Normally we would not correspond with you regarding a report of one of your
study committees before that report is adopted by your general assembly, unless you
specifically wrote us and sought our counsel. Perhaps Report 67 was also intended to be
your reply to the earlier letters, we don’t know. So, if we are communicating prematurely,
please forgive us.

Nevertheless, we would be remiss in our love for you and our duty to you if we did not
humbly express our deep concern with regard to the proposals in Report 67. Our fraternal
delegate to your 2013 General Assembly came away with the impression that matters
are proceeding towards the adoption of these proposals soon. And should the proposals
be adopted in some form that would open the special offices of minister and/or elder to
women, it would disrupt the basis of the fellowship we have enjoyed for more than sixty-
five years.

We believe the reasoning in Report 67 is fundamentally flawed in that it fails to
distinguish properly between the elemental and the circumstantial with respect to the
biblical qualifications for special office in Christ’s church (c¢f. Westminster Confession of
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Faith [WCF] 1.6). There are no common circumstances regarding the qualifications for
office in any other human society that are parallel to the qualifications for office in the
government which the Lord Jesus, as King and Head of His Church, has appointed, in
the hand of Church officers (¢/. WCF XXX.1), and to which the keys to the kingdom of
heaven are committed (¢f: WCF XXX.2). The divine calling of biblically qualified men
to the special offices of minister and elder occurs only within Christ’s church. Therefore,
it is erroneous to seek to discern the qualifications for those who would hold special
office in the Church beyond that which is expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and
necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture (cf. WCF 1.6).

We also believe that the Scriptures are wholly sufficient, either in what is expressly set
down in Scripture or in what by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from
Scripture, concerning all things necessary for God’s own glory, man’s salvation, faith,
and life (¢f2 WCF 1.6), including the qualifications for special office in Christ’s church.
Christ’s Apostle, Paul, writing under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, devotes much
of the First Epistle to Timothy to instruction on “how one is to behave in the household
of God, which is the church of the living God” (1 Timothy 3:15). Just before detailing
the qualifications for each of the special offices, Christ’s Spirit, speaking in His Word,
declares, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man; rather,
she is to remain quiet” (1 Timothy 2:12). The good and necessary consequence of this
Scripture is that, since teaching and exercising authority over men is a necessary biblical
function of the special offices of minister and elder, women are barred from them. The
reasons supplied by the Holy Spirit for this prohibition are given in the next two verses:
“For Adam was formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was
deceived and became a transgressor” (1 Timothy 2:13—14). These are events that occurred
in the account of creation and the fall. Accordingly, by thus grounding its disqualification
of women for these special offices so early in the creation order of events, the Scripture
further distinguishes this abiding command from things which may be thought of as
merely temporal or culturally conditioned. Rather, this Scriptural prohibition remains
as an abiding requirement in the church of the Lord Jesus Christ until He comes again.

And so, brothers, we humbly plead with you not to start down the road proposed in
Report 67, a road upon which we believe that Christ, speaking in the Scriptures, has
barred His church from traveling, and a road which, we fear, will leave us behind. May
the Holy Spirit, working by and with the Word, guide you in all your deliberations, to the
end that Christ might be honored by your faithful testimony to His grace in your midst.

Your servants in Christ,
Grounds:

1. The OPC has a long standing relationship of Ecclesiastical Fellowship with the Reformed
Church of Japan.

2. OPC rules for Ecclesiastical fellowship require: both “consultation on issues of joint
concern, particularly before instituting changes in polity, doctrine, or practice that might alter
the basis of the fellowship; and the exercise of mutual concern and admonition with a view to
promoting Christian unity.” It is the conviction of the CEIR that the RCJ has regrettably, not
followed this agreed procedure, though the CEIR has endeavored to do so.
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3. Periodic communications from the OPCJM to the OPC CEIR have indicated a persistent
trend in the RCJ toward opening all ecclesiastical offices to women. The OPCIM have
requested the CEIR to address this on multiple occasions.

4.  The CEIR have written of their concerns to the RCJ Foreign Church Liaison Committee
in 2007, 2009, and again in 2012 in order to express concerns about this trend. No substantive
reply has been forthcoming. Additionally, the CEIR sent two representatives to the RCJ
General Assembly of 2008 to communicate face to face in a brotherly, concerned manner.

5. Itis the intention of the CEIR to send another fraternal delegate to the 2014 RCJ General
Assembly which will meet in October (14—16). Communication of this letter from our General
Assembly could strengthen this mission, and even if it does not arrest the trend toward women
in office in the RCJ, it may give the brethren pause to reflect on the consequences of adopting
such a policy, and should at least give encouragement to other RCJ brethren who do not wish
to change what they see as the historic, confessional, and biblical view of office in the church.
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS
I.  INTRODUCTION

The committee met once in the past year, on March 16, 2015. The report contains general
information regarding the committee’s budget proposal and elections (sections IV and V of
the report). It also includes a recommendation regarding amendment of the Standing Rules
(see section III of the report). Additionally, the committee is reporting information relative to
an appeal of a complaint, which come to the General Assembly out of the Presbytery of Ohio.
The complaint on appeal is treated in the next section of the report.

II. COMPLAINT ON APPEAL IN CASE OF GRACE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERI-
AN CHURCH (SEWICKLEY, PA) AND IMMANUEL ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN
CHURCH (CORAOPOLIS, PA).

A. SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

The complaint to be considered by the General Assembly was brought on August 10,
2015 by the Session of Grace OPC in Sewickley, PA (hereinafter, GOPC) against the Session
of Immanuel OPC in Coraopolis, PA (hereinafter, IOPC). The complaint on appeal was car-
ried to the Presbytery of Ohio (hereinafter, POH) on September 30, 2015 and considered on
October 16, 2015. The complaint on appeal was carried to the General Assembly on March 2,
2016. It may be noted that the substance of this complaint was involved in the complaint by
the session of IOPC against the session of GOPC, presented to the 2014 General Assembly.

The present complaint alleges a delinquency of the IOPC Session for its decision to
retain the non-communicant membership of the four baptized children of Mr. M. and Mrs. M,
despite Mr. M.’s formal request for their transfer along with his own on April 6, 2013. Mrs.
M. was not requesting a transfer of her membership from IOPC, nor was she agreeable to the
transfer of the children. The marital relationship between Mr. and Mrs. M. had been disrupted.
The sole amend requested in the complaint is that the Session of IOPC send a letter of transfer
to Grace OPC for three named non-communicant children. (The fourth child was publicly
received into communicant membership at IOPC on July 19, 2015.)

The substantive delinquency alleged by the complaint is founded upon the com-
plainant’s declaration that a father who is a member in good standing in the Orthodox Pres-
byterian Church is the principal covenant head of his family and thus has the right to have
his non-communicant children on the membership roll in the congregation of which he is
a member (regardless of any other considerations); further, by implication, that a session is
therefore obligated to effect a transfer of non-communicant members over whom they have
ecclesiastical jurisdiction when requested by a father, even over the objections of a mother,
who remains a communicant member of the congregation from which transfer is sought.

The substantive issue notwithstanding, the matter of orderliness is one that the As-
sembly must address at the outset. Both the Session of IOPC and the POH ruled the complaint
out of order on the basis of the deadline for presenting a complaint prescribed by Book of
Discipline IX:2: “always within three months...” The action complained against was June 5,
2013; the complaint is dated August 10, 2015. The complainant contends that the delinquency
of the IOPC Session is an ongoing error, and thus not subject to that statute of limitations.



300 Eighty-third General Assembly

B. CHRONOLOGY

1. February 19, 2013: Mr. M. first expresses to the Session of IOPC his intention
to transfer his membership.

2. April 6,2013: Mr. M. formally requests his transfer of membership from IOPC
to GOPC, along with the transfer of his four named non-communicant children, hand-deliv-
ered on April 10, 2013.

3. June 5,2013: The Session of IOPC sends a letter of transfer to GOPC for Mr.
M. alone, explicitly retaining jurisdiction of the four non-communicant children.

4. July 19.2015: Mr. [name]. is publicly received into communicant membership
at IOPC.

5. August 10, 2015: The Session of GOPC complains against the delinquency of
IOPC for its failure to transfer the non-communicant membership of the M. children.

6. September 9,2015: The Session of IPOC finds the complaint to be out of order
with respect to time.

7.  September 30, 2015: The Session of GOPC carries the complaint on appeal to
the POH.

8. October 16, 2015: The POH finds the complaint to be out of order with respect

to time.

9. March 2, 2015: The Session of GOPC carries the complaint on appeal to the
General Assembly.

C. RECOMMENDATION
That the complaint on appeal be found in order and properly before the Assembly.
III. PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE STANDING RULES X.2.b
A. BACKGROUND

As part of its Spring Meeting, the CAC engaged in a discussion about both the size
and task of the Committee, determining to report such discussion to the GA and to seek its
input, particularly about whether the purpose of the Committee should be revised. The Com-
mittee is especially interested to know the present mind of the church as to its mandate: should
the Committee continue to be restricted to the preparation and presentation of cases or should
the Committee make recommendations regarding the disposition of cases to the Advisory
Committee (understanding that this would also entail changes, such as excluding CAC mem-
bership on the Advisory Committee)? As to the question of size, the committee determined
to recommend to the GA that it be increased from its present size of three members and one
alternate to five members and one alternate. For purposes of clarity and ease of access, here is
the current Standing Rule (X.2.b) governing these matters:
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“The Committee on Appeals and Complaints shall consist of three members who are
ministers or ruling elders from different presbyteries, one member in each class. An alternate,
minister or ruling elder, shall also be elected each year from a fourth distinct presbytery.
The Committee shall act in advance of or during a General Assembly to receive appeals
and complaints, to advise whether appeals and complaints are in order and properly before
the Assembly, to gather, summarize, and/or index the relevant documents and data, and to
recommend the whole order of the proceedings, but not the disposition of the appeals or
complaints. In order to provide continuity in the process at the Assembly, commissioners
who are members of this Committee shall ordinarily be assigned to serve on the Assembly’s
Advisory Committee on Appeals and Complaints, but may not vote in that Advisory Committee
on recommendations of the Committee on Appeals and Complaints.”

B. RECOMMENDATION

That the GA amend the Standing Rules (X.2.b) as follows (with the recommended
changes underlined):

The Committee on Appeals and Complaints shall consist of five members . . . , with
at least one member in each class. An alternate, minister or ruling elder, shall also be
elected each year from a sixth distinct presbytery . . . . In order to provide continuity
in the process at the Assembly, up to three commissioners who are members of this
Committee shall ordinarily be assigned to serve on the Assembly’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Appeals and Complaints, . . . .

If amended, the Standing Rule would then read as follows:

The Committee on Appeals and Complaints shall consist of five members who are
ministers or ruling elders from different presbyteries, with at least one member in
each class. An alternate, minister or ruling elder, shall also be elected each year
from a sixth distinct presbytery. The Committee shall act in advance of or during
a General Assembly to receive appeals and complaints, to advise whether appeals
and complaints are in order and properly before the Assembly, to gather, summarize,
and/or index the relevant documents and data, and to recommend the whole order
of the proceedings, but not the disposition of the appeals or complaints. In order
to provide continuity in the process at the Assembly, up to three commissioners
who are members of this Committee shall ordinarily be assigned to serve on the
Assembly’s Advisory Committee on Appeals and Complaints, but may not vote in
that Advisory Committee on recommendations of the Committee on Appeals and
Complaints.

Grounds:

1. The work of this Committee, as currently constituted, can be heavy shortly
before the GA, especially when multiple appeals are made. The preparation of these cases,
in keeping with the Committee’s mandate in the Standing Rules (X.2.b.), can be onerous and
more hands will lighten the load.

2. It seems desirable that a wider representation of the church be able to serve on
this Committee, given the gravity of issues often before it, and the increase of the Committee
from three to five permits such.
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3. Furthermore, since the Committee is discussing the Assembly’s possible future
reconsideration of its mandate with a view to broadening it, more members will help both to
think through such issues, as well as to serve if such broadening occurs.

4. It is desirable to enlarge the committee so that new members might work
together with present members as they become familiar with the work.

IV. BUDGET

The Committee has proposed that a budget of $2000 be considered for its work in the
forthcoming year.

V. ELECTIONS
The term of Mr. Mallin (PCT&SNY) expires at this Assembly, as does that of Mr.
Crumplar (PMA, Alternate, elected yearly). Other members of the Committee are Messrs.

Willet (PSE, class of 2017) and Strange (PMW, class of 2018).

John W. Mallin, Chairman
Committee on Appeals and Complaints
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON CHAPLAINS AND MILITARY PERSONNEL
SYNOPSIS

I.  THE COMMITTEE
A. Meetings
B. Officers
II. ROLL OF CHAPLAINS
Endorsed Chaplains Serving on Active Duty
Endorsed Chaplains Serving in Active Reserves and National Guard
Endorsed Civilian Chaplains (Endorsement Required)
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Unendorsed Civilian Chaplains
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A. PRCCMP Contributions and Budget
B. PRCCMP Dues Assessed
IV. MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS AND ISSUES
PRCCMP Elections
PRCCMP Executive Director
PRCCMP Associate Directors
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Other PRCCMP Actions
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. Sponsoring Congregations
V. BUDGET
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I.  THE COMMITTEE

A. Meetings

The Committee met five times during the past year, once in conjunction with the
meeting of the Presbyterian and Reformed Commission on Chaplains and Military Personnel
(PRCCMP) in Atlanta, Georgia, and four times by conference call. The regular annual meeting
of the Committee was held 24 February 2016 in Atlanta GA. Messrs. Michael C. Cloy, Robert
M. Coie, Richard M. Dickinson, Michael W. Jennings, and Mark W. Rogers were present in
Atlanta. Messrs. Cloy, Coie, Dickinson, Jennings, Cornelius Johnson, and Rogers participated
in the telephone conference meetings on 8 August 2015, 30 January 2015, and 09 April 2016.
Messrs. Cloy, Coie, Dickinson, Jennings, and Rogers participated in the telephone conference
meeting on 24 October 2015. Mr. Johnson was unable to attend the annual meeting and the 24
October 2015 meeting due to military duty constraints. Mr. Coie was unable to attend the 09
April 2016 meeting because he was traveling to attend the memorial service for CAPT Bryan
J. Weaver, CH, USN.
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B. Officers
At the 8 August 2015 meeting, Mr. Dickinson was elected Chairman; Mr. Rogers,
Vice Chairman; and Mr. Jennings, Secretary.

II. ROLL OF CHAPLAINS

As of 01 January 2016, the PRCCMP endorses eight Orthodox Presbyterian chaplains
serving on active duty, six serving in the Reserves or National Guard, and four serving as
civilian chaplains. This includes one chaplain who is both a civilian and National Guard. The
PRCCMP also endorses four civilian chaplains at their own request. In addition, the OPC has
three unendorsed civilian chaplains and seven retired military chaplains. NOTE: CAPT Bryan
J. Weaver, CH, USN, passed away on April 2, 2016 after serving as a Navy chaplain for over
30 years.

A. Endorsed Chaplains Serving on Active Duty and their Presbyteries:

CH (MAJ) Paul T. Berghaus, USA Midwest

LCDR John A. Carter, CHC, USN Southern California

CH (CPT) David M. DeRienzo, USA New York and New England

Ch (Capt.) C. Phillip Hollstein III, USAF Southern California

LT Cornelius Johnson, CHC, USN New Jersey

CDR Timothy J. Power, CHC, USN Southern California

CH (MAJ) Earl W. Vanderhoff, USA Northwest

CAPT Bryan J. Weaver, CHC, USN Central Pennsylvania

B. Endorsed Chaplains Serving in Active Reserves or National Guard and their

Presbyteries:

Rev. Andrew R. Barshinger, 1LT, USAR New Jersey

Rev. Kyle N. Brown, CPT, USAR Central Pennsylvania

Rev. Kenny R. Honken, MAJ, SDARNG Midwest

Rev. Benjamin W. Johnson, Maj., USAFR ~ Michigan and Ontario
Rev. Michael L. Myers, CPT, GAARNG Southeast

Rev. Stephen L. Roberts, CPT, USAR Midwest

C. Endorsed Civilian Chaplains and their Presbyteries (Endorsement Required):
Rev. Gordon H. Cook Jr., Mid Coast Hospital, Brunswick ME
(part-time, unpaid volunteer, endorsed,
endorsement required) New York and NewEngland
Rev. Kenny R. Honken, Dept of Corrections, MI (also Reserves)
(full-time, paid, endorsed,
endorsement required) Midwest
Rev. Charles A. McIlhenny, various Los Angeles County CA hospitals
(full-time, paid, endorsed,
endorsement required) Southern California
Rev. Ralph A. Rebandt II, Farmington Hills Police Dept, Farmington MI
(part-time, not paid, endorsed,
endorsement required) Michigan and Ontario
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D. Endorsed Civilian Chaplain and their Presbyteries (Endorsement Requested by

Chaplain)
Rev. David P. Bush, Tuolumne County Sheriff’s Department; Sonora Police
Department CA
(part-time, not paid, endorsed,
endorsement not required) Northern California

Rev. Richard M. Dickenson, retired, chaplain at-large in Maine
(part-time, not paid, endorsed,
endorsement not required) New York and New England
Rev. Robert B. Needham, Kings County Sheriff’s Department, CA
(part-time, not paid, endorsed,
endorsement not required) Northern California
Rev. Stephen L. Phillips, Quarryville Presbyterian Retirement Community
(full-time, paid, endorsed,
endorsement not required) New York and New England

E. Unendorsed Civilian Chaplains and their Presbyteries:
Rev. Bruce L. Prentice, Bismarck Police Dept., Bismarck ND
(part-time, not paid,

endorsement not required) Dakotas
Rev. Richard A. Shaw, Spring House Estates Retirement Community,
Lower Gwynedd PA
(full-time, paid,
endorsement not required) Philadelphia

Rev. Douglas W. Snyder, Indiana University of PA, Indiana PA
(part-time, not paid,
endorsement not required) Ohio

F. Retired Chaplains:
Rev. Richard M. Dickinson, Ch (Lt. Col.) Maine Air NG Ret.
Rev. Jonathan C. Gibbs III, COL, USA Ret.
Rev. Robert B. Needham, CDR, CHC, USN Ret.
Rev. Stephen L. Parker, LCDR, CHC, USNR Ret.
Rev. Douglas M. Withington, CDR, CHC, USNR Ret.
Rev. Christopher H. Wisdom, COL, USA Ret.

Note: Any teaching elder currently serving as a chaplain but not included in the Roll of
Chaplains above is requested to contact the Secretary of the Committee.

III. FINANCES
A. PRCCMP Contributions and Budgets

1. Contributions to the PRCCMP from designated gifts, denominational dues,
and other sources increased from $393,708 in 2014 to $408,054 in 2015. Denomination
contribution from OPC dues increased from $8,000 in 2014 to $11,400 in 2015. Contributions
from OPC churches and individuals to support chaplain ministries increased from $5,634 in
2014 to $6,201 in 2015. In 2015 the Commission Approved Budget was $483,491 and the
Working Budget was $456,691. Actual 2015 expenses were $405,441.



306 Eighty-third General Assembly

The Commission approved the following budgets:

2016 Revised Budget $482,293
2016 Proposed Working Budget ~ $461,293
2017 Proposed Budget $482,293

2. The Commission continues to follow the financial schedule presented below
for denominational assessment for all chaplains requiring an endorsement (approved in 2015
and previously presented to the 82nd GA):

Denominational Contribution Plan for Chaplains Requiring an Endorsement

2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 2019
Military $500 | $600 | $700 | $800 | $900 | $1000
Federal Gov’t (V.A./ BOP) $500 | $600 | $700 [ $800 [ $900 | $1000

Civ. Endorsement Required / Board
Certified (BCC) $500 | $600 | $700 | $800 [ $900 | $1000

3.  The Commission continues to follow the financial schedule presented below
for denominational assessment for civilian chaplains requesting an endorsement (approved in
2015 and previously presented to the 82nd GA):

Denominational Contribution Plan for Civilian Chaplains Requesting an

Endorsement
2015 2016+
Full Time $300 $350
Part Time $150 $200
Volunteer $75 $100

B. PRCCMP Chaplain Dues Assessed
As of 01 January 2015, the PRCCMP assesses endorsed and paid chaplains at the
following rates:

1. Military active duty chaplains and VA chaplains: 1% of base pay, Officer O-2
at 348/year; O-3 at $396/year; O-4 at $600/year; O-5 at $792/year; O-6 at $996/year.

2. Reserve and National Guard chaplains: 2% of base pay, Officer grade O-3 at
$180/year; O-4 at $204/year; O-5 at $288/year; O-6 at $348/year.

3. Civilian chaplains requiring endorsement are charged as follows: $360 per year
if full time; $180 per year if part time, and $60 for volunteers.

4.  From those civilian chaplains whose employers or certifying bodies do not
require an endorsement, dues are now assessed if they request endorsement as follows:
Full time $300, Part time $180, volunteer $60. An annual voluntary gift to the PRCCMP is
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requested and would be greatly appreciated.
IV. MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS AND ISSUES

A. PRCCMP Elections
The following members were elected to one-year terms on the PRCCMP:
1. Mr. Bentley B. Rayburn (PCA), Chairman
2. Mr. Michael Yarman (ARP), Vice-Chairman
3. Mr. Erich Baum (RPCNA), Secretary

B. PRCCMP Executive Director
Chaplain (BG) USA, Ret., Douglas Lee continues as Executive Director of PRCCMP
and Chaplain Endorser.

C. PRCCMP Associate Directors
The PRCCMP tabled the motion to to elect Associate Directors David Tubley, Mack
Griffith, and Del Farris to one-year terms. Mr. Gary L. Hitzfeld continues to serve as Associate
Director, assistant to the Executive Director.

D. PRCCMP Commissioners in 2016
OPC Commissioners to the 39th Annual Meeting of the PRCCMP were Messrs
Coie, Dickinson, and Rogers, with Messrs. Cloy and Jennings attending as alternates.

E. Next PRCCMP Annual Meeting
The 40th annual meeting of the PRCCMP is scheduled to meet in Atlanta, GA on 21
and 22 February 2017.

F. Other PRCCMP Actions:

1. The Commission received Doug Lee’s letter on 20 November 2015 stating his
intention to retire as the Executive Director no later than 1 October 2017.

2.  The Commission called upon Chairman Rayburn to appoint an Executive
Director search committee prior to the annual meeting in February 2016.

3. The Chairman appointed Bentley Rayburn, Mike Yarmen, Ken Bush, and Erich
Baum to the Executive Committee for 2016.

4. The Commission approved the establishment of the Chaplain Stanley J. Beach
scholarship fund to be administered Doug Lee and the Executive Committee.

5. The Commission remanded the issue regarding the possibility of women being
required to register for the selective service back to the Women in Service Committee to
review the issue and report back to the Commission on a date to be determined. The Chairman
is to appoint two new members to the Committee.

6. The Commission adopted the following changes to Section IV.B.2 of the
POLICY AND GUIDANCE HANDBOOK:
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IV. FEES, DUES, CONTRIBUTIONS, AND GIFTS
B. Dues
2. Federal Government (VA/Bureau of Prisons)

GS-H$492-per-year; GS-12,-$636per-year
GS-11, $516 per year

GS-12, $612 per year

GS-13, $732 per year

GS-14, $864 per year

GS-15, $1,020 per year

7. The Commission adopted the following changes to Section IV.D.2 of the
POLICY AND GUIDANCE HANDBOOK:

IV. FEES, DUES, CONTRIBUTIONS, AND GIFTS
D. Individual Chaplain Dues

An individual chaplain’s dues are payable by November 30 of each year. Exception:
If a chaplain is on a monthly auto-pay plan that ensures his dues are paid in full by
year end, he is exempt the November 30 deadline, assuming his December payment
will come in later in the month of December.

If a chaplain pays his annual dues AFTER November 30, he will be assessed a $100
late fee and be required to set up a monthly auto-pay plan. If such chaplain has not
paid the annual dues by November 30 of the following year, absent extraordinary
circumstances, his endorsement will be pulled.

8. The Commission’s February 2015 adoption of changes to Article IV of the
CONSTITUTION (minutes p. 115, 25 February 2015) has not been implemented due to the
fact that not all member denominations’ General Assemblies/Synods have ratified the changes.

9. The Commission adopted its budgets: a 2016 Revised Budget in the amount
of $482,293; the 2016 Working Budget in the amount of $461,293; and the 2017 Proposed
Budget in the amount of $482,293.

10. The Commission directed the Chairman to appoint a committee to examine
Associate Director Dell Farris’ remuneration and call.

G. International Conference of Evangelical Chaplain Endorsers (ICECE) Membership
Update
Having sought further counsel concerning membership in the International
Conference of Evangelical Chaplain Endorsers (ICECE), the Committee decided to not pursue
associate membership in the ICECE at this time and informed the Committee on Ecumenicity
and Interchurch Relations (CEIR) of this decision.

H. Sponsoring Congregations
The Committee is thankful for the churches that support chaplains. We urge other
congregations to join in this ministry. We expect that sponsored chaplains will provide at
least quarterly communication with sponsoring congregations. The following chaplains have
reported their sponsoring congregations to the Executive Director of the PRCCMP:
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Active Duty and Mobilized Reserves and Guard

CH (MAJ) Paul T. Berghaus, USA Grace OPC, Hanover Park IL; New
Hope OPC, Hanford CA; Redeemer PC,
Birmingham AL

LCDR John A. Carter, CHC, USN Harvest OPC, Vista CA; Providence
OPC, Temecula CA;

CH (CPT) David M. DeRienzo Second Parish OPC, Portland ME

Ch (Capt.) C. Phillip Hollstein IIIl USAF Westminster OPC, Westminster CA

LT Cornelius Johnson, USN Big Ridge Presbyterian, Wise VA;
Dickerson First Presbyterian, Haysi VA

CDR Timothy J. Power, CHC, USN Calvary Community Church (OPC),

Phillipsburg, NJ; Covenant Presbyterian
(PCA), Jacksonville NC

CH (MAJ) Earl W. Vanderhoff, USA First PC, Enterprise, AL; Reformation
Orthodox PC, Olympia, WA; Rocky
Mountain PC, Westminster, CO; Trinity
Orthodox PC, Bothell, WA; Trinity OPC,
Bothell WA

V. BUDGET

A. Standing Committee Budget
The Committee requests a Fiscal Year 2017 budget of $5,000.00 for travel and
lodging to enable the members of the Committee to attend the annual meeting of the PRCCMP
in Atlanta in February 2017 and the meeting of the Committee to be held following that
meeting.

B. Chaplain Support
The Committee requests that OPC financial support for the PRCCMP for Fiscal
Year 2017 be provided at the annual rate of $800.00 per active duty, reserve component,
and civilian chaplain who require endorsement, and $100 per civilian chaplain who request
endorsement, a total of $14,000.00 for 21 chaplains (8 active duty military, 5 reserve military
(6 less one counted as a civilian chaplain), 4 civilian chaplains who require endorsement, and
4 civilian chaplains who request endorsement) on the OPC rolls as of 01 January 2016.

VI. RECOMMENDATION
There are no recommendations at this time.
VII. ELECTIONS

The terms of Messrs. Coie and Dickinson expire at this Assembly. Two members need to
be elected to the class of 2019.

The current classes are:

Class of 2016 — Robert M. Coie; Richard M. Dickinson
Class of 2017 — Michael W. Jennings; Mark W. Rogers
Class of 2018 — Michael C. Cloy; Cornelius Johnson
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REPORT OF THE HISTORIAN

In 2015, the Presbyterian Church in America, slightly more than half as old as the OPC, was
at long last the subject of a scholarly study of its founding with the publication of For a
Continuing Church: The Roots of the Presbyterian Church in America (P&R). The author,
Sean Michael Lucas, pastors First Presbyterian Church (PCA) in Hattiesburg, Mississippi, and
teaches church history at Reformed Theological Seminary in Jackson.

Lucas’s carefully researched book invites comparisons with the OPC story of a “continuing
church.” The OPC and the PCA, separating from northern and southern mainline
Presbyterianism respectively, had remarkably similar experiences in their founding. Several
individuals played roles in both accounts, and occasionally familiar names appear in these
pages, such as Edmund Clowney, Donald Graham, Robert Strong, and Robert Vining.

Like their northern counterparts, conservatives in the south found their voice increasingly
marginalized in a church that was on a progressive trajectory. Most of the evidence of the
inroads of modernism focused on the missionary boards of the church, domestic and foreign.
But there was also grave concern over a quieter and subtler toxin, the products of the
PCUS Board of Christian Education. Higher critical skepticism that denied the inspiration
and authority of Scripture seeped into denominational Sunday school literature. (It is no
surprise that the conservatives were quick to commend the curriculum of Great Commission
publications and to commit to a joint venture soon after the founding of the PCA.)

The memory of J. Gresham Machen, himself a son of the south, loomed large in this account.
Charges of confessional infidelity were dismissed as “heresy hunting” that transgressed the
boundaries of Presbyterian gentility. Eventually the “causes of unrest, disunity, and hostility”
in the church were identified as the conservative ministers, churches, and presbyteries, a
stunning replay of the northern Presbyterian demands for unqualified loyalty. And the injustice
of Machen’s trial revealed the perfidy of the Presbyterian bureaucracy.

But Machen also served as a negative example, in his failure to gather a critical mass of
support. Fears of the “sin of schism” pointed to the OPC founding and acrimonious departure
of the Bible Presbyterians in 1937. Most southerners were intent on pursuing a different path.
Likely with the OPC in mind, L. Nelson Bell, long-time editor of the influential Presbyterian
Journal decried separation as a “cowardly” approach, and he asserted that “there is little
evidence that God blesses such a course.”

How did the PCA avoid its own version of the division of 1937? Lucas’s analysis offers two
explanations. First, the PCA sought to be a broader witness to the Reformed faith. A “centrist
impulse” shaped an “evangelical and evangelistic Presbyterianism” in the continuing church
movement. “Bigness” had less to do with a cultivating denominational identity than joining
in the work of revival wherever it was found (especially in the success of Billy Graham,
son-in-law of Nelson Bell). Secondly, the unity that characterized the continuing church
movement was more than theological. As much as southern old school rhetoric commended
the “spirituality of the church,” Lucas exposes the inconsistency of that claim. The worldview
of Southern conservatives was a complex bundle of “doctrinal, political, racial, and economic
conservatism,” a package that attracted a broad and thin constituency for whom ecclesiastical
tyranny was often a synonym for “Yankee meddling.”
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How has the PCA maintained its organizational unity especially as its southern accent
receded? Surely a follow-up analysis is fitting for the denomination as it approaches its fiftieth
anniversary. Meanwhile, For a Continuing Church is a worthy read for Orthodox Presbyterians
in ongoing reflections on our history and identity, as it sheds further light on our relationship
with other subcultures of confessional Presbyterianism in America today.

Respectfully submitted,

John R. Muether
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR THE HISTORIAN

SYNOPSIS
I.  ADMINISTRATION
A. Committee Membership
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B. Book Projects
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III. BOOK SALES
IV. FINANCES
V.  GENERAL ASSEMBLY OPERATING FUND
VI. PROPOSED BUDGET 2017
VII. ELECTIONS TO THE COMMITTEE

I.  ADMINISTRATION
A. Committee Membership

Class of 2016: The Rev. Brian L. De Jong
Class of 2017: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger and Dr. David C. Noe
Class of 2018: The Rev. Chad E. Bond

B. Officers

President—Mr. Olinger
Vice-President—Mr. Noe
Secretary—MTr. De Jong
Treasurer—Mr. Bond

C. 2015 Meetings

The Committee met twice via teleconference (on February 26, 2015, and March 31,
2015) and on August 17, 2015, in Willow Grove, Pa. In addition, the committee conducted a
work day in the Grace Mullen Archives Room on August 18, 2015.

II. 2015 ACTIVITIES
A. Today in OPC History
The Committee continued to add entries to this daily feature on opc.org which it
began in March, 2014. It is heartened by positive feedback the series receives from members

of the OPC, and it eagerly solicits additional milestones and events in the church’s history to
commemorate in this way.
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B. Book Projects

1. For Me to Live is Christ: A Biography of E. J. Young
Ann Hart and Danny Olinger have completed the copyediting of a biography of
E. J. Young written by his son, Davis Young. The committee anticipates publishing the book in
the fall of 2016.

2. Choosing the Good Portion: Women of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Coeditors Patricia Clawson and Diane Olinger are nearly finished assembling
an anthology that features 52 essays highlighting the lives of dozens of women who have
faithfully served the Lord in the OPC. The committee plans to publish the book in the fall of
2016, and the some of the stories will be featured in brief videos that will be shown at the 83rd
General Assembly.

3. OPC Congregational Register
Joy Veldkamp has compiled a revision to the earlier edition of the OPC
Congregational Register that was published in 2001. The 2016 edition will appear in print with
the new edition of the OPC Ministerial Register, published by the stated clerk. The committee
is grateful for the assistance of many presbytery clerks in verifying names, places, and dates.

C. OPC Archives

The Committee was pleased to add the papers of the Rev. G. 1. Williamson to its
collection in 2015.

III. BOOK SALES

One of the primary responsibilities of the committee is to assist the historian in the
production and distribution of OPC history books. Books and DVDs are primarily sold
through the OPC website. The following lists totals for both 2015 and lifetime sales.

Title 2015 Sales Lifetime Sales
Lest We Forget (1986) 30 8,701
The Presbyterian Conflict (reprinted 1992) 15 3,530
Fighting the Good Fight (1995) 37 4,839
For a Testimony (reprinted 2000) 37 2,403
History for a Pilgrim People (2002) 10 912
J. Gresham Machen (reprinted 2004) 46 780
OPC Video History DVD (2005) 11 471
God-Breathed Scripture (reprinted 2007) 8 577
Between the Times (2011) 18 722
Confident of Better Things (2011) 11 765

IV. FINANCES

In 2015, the Committee received a bequest that has allowed it to consolidate its funds
under the oversight of Committee on Coordination. At the end of the 2015 calendar year, the
Committee had $18,821 in its “Special Projects Fund” and $152,000 in reserves.
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V.  General Assembly Operating Fund

2015 Budget 2015 Actual 2016 Budget

Historian $2,400 $2,400 $2,400
Book Management/Service 1,000 1,000 1,000
Travel 4,000 3,603 4,500
Administrative 1,000 1,112 3,000
Archival 17,500 13,649 18,000
Total $25,900 $21,764 $28,900

VI. PROPOSED BUDGET 2017

2017 Proposed
Historian $2,400
Book Management/Service 1,000
Travel 4,000
Administrative 1,000
Archival $17.000
Total $25,400

VII. ELECTIONS TO THE COMMITTEE.

The Committee is composed of four members elected in three classes. Of the four
members, one must be a minister and one must be a ruling elder. The Class of 2019 is to be
elected by this Assembly. The present composition of the Committee is as follows:

Class of 2016 Minister: Brian L. De Jong

Class of 2017 Minister: Danny E. Olinger
Ruling Elder: David C. Noe

Class 0of 2018 Minister: Chad E. Bond

The term of Mr. De Jong expires at this Assembly.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY TEMPORARY COMMITTEE TO STUDY
THE CARE FOR THE MINISTERS OF THE CHURCH

SYNOPSIS

I.  INTRODUCTION

II.  ASSESSING POSSIBILITIES AND ARRIVING AT A SOLUTION

III. THE PROPOSED SOLUTION: THE COMMITTEE ON MINISTERIAL CARE (CMC)
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

V. APPENDIX I — REPORT OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY TEMPORARY COMMITTEE
TO STUDY THE CARE FOR THE MINISTERS OF THE CHURCH (2015)

I.  INTRODUCTION

The Temporary Committee to Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church was
erected by the 81st (2014) General Assembly by the following action: “That the General
Assembly erect a temporary study committee of five (with at least one being a member of
the Committee on Diaconal Ministries and at least one being a member of the Committee
on Pensions) to investigate needs of OPC ministers and suggest ways in which care can be
provided or enhanced during all phases of ministry, and report back their findings along with
any recommendations to a future assembly, and that there be a budget of $3,000.”

The following members were elected by the General Assembly: David E. Haney
(convener); Lendall H. Smith (Committee on Diaconal Ministries); David N. Vander Ploeg
(Committee on Pensions); Douglas L. Watson (Committee on Pensions); and David Winslow,
Jr.

After its first year of operation (see Appendix I, Report to the 82nd General Assembly),
and continuance by the 82nd General Assembly, the committee met four times: September 1,
2015 by teleconference; October 7, 2015 at the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Administrative
Offices in Willow Grove, PA; February 3, 2016 at Westminster OPC, Westminster, CA; and
April 7, 2016 at the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Administrative Offices in Willow Grove,
PA. In its second year of operation, the committee focused on what it saw as the second part of
its mandate, formulating solutions to the identified needs of OPC ministers as outlined in our
previous report (see Appendix I — Part IV). The committee assessed several possible solutions
to meet those needs, taking into consideration the range of indicated needs of OPC ministers,
the need for a comprehensive solution that would span the entire range, and current standing
committee operations and existing resources.

II.  ASSESSING POSSIBILITIES AND ARRIVING AT A SOLUTION

Early on in its approach to the second half of its mandate, the committee recognized
the complexity of the problem of assessing many different possible solutions to each of the
categories of ministerial need and care that had been previously identified, and implementing
one or more of those solutions for each one. The range of differing kinds of ministerial need
and care, along with their ongoing nature, caused the committee to recognize, as well, that
the solution would be beyond the normal scope of a temporary study committee to resolve.
In order to narrow the task down to an achievable goal, the committee focused on two main
possible solutions.

The first solution considered was expanding the roles or responsibilities of existing
standing committees. The Committee on Diaconal Ministries, the Committee on Pensions,
the Committee on Christian Education, and the Committee on Home Missions and Church
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Extension already cover some areas of responsibility for ministerial care, with some overlap.
The committee thus considered whether to determine how these existing standing committees
might be expanded to address and provide solutions to the whole range of ministerial needs,
including areas of need that are not currently being addressed or met. The committee realized
that the areas of ministerial care cover a wide range that cannot be confined solely to financial,
diaconal, or educational categories; there are some needs that fall outside of these categories.
Such a wide range would not logically or easily fit within the current structure or mandate of
the existing four Committees.

The second possible solution the committee considered was the establishment of a
new standing Committee on Ministerial Care with a specific mandate to handle all areas of
ministerial care. This mandate would include needs already identified or those that might arise
in the future. In essence, this would consolidate all responsibilities under one committee.

III. THE PROPOSED SOLUTION: THE COMMITTEE ON MINISTERIAL CARE (CMC)

The committee concluded that the best way to address the ongoing and varied needs of
current and future ministers would be, a) the establishment of a standing committee (CMC)
specifically tasked with this comprehensive responsibility, and b) the development of a detailed
mandate under which to operate.

This proposed solution would require restructuring the following responsibilities to the
CMC:

» Assume all responsibilities of the Committee on Pensions (COP)

» Assume diaconal care of ministers currently handled by the CDM

* Assume oversight and management of the Obadiah Fund from the CDM

» Assume oversight of the Salary Scale Guidelines currently handled by the CHMCE

The most significant change in this proposal would be the elimination of the Committee
on Pensions. The COP duties would be merged into the responsibilities of CMC, and the
necessary transition plan would then be worked out over the course of the next year by this
(GA study) committee in consultation with the COP. While the details would have to be
worked out, it is this (GA study) committee’s judgment that the COP duties could be handled
by fewer members (currently nine) in a subcommittee structure of the CMC.

By adopting this recommendation, the Assembly would not add another committee to the
current slate of standing committees. Rather, it would replace one committee, which has had a
very narrow focus (primarily a fiduciary focus around the pension plan administration), with
another committee that has a comprehensive and broader focus around all ministerial needs.
This would provide for a more efficient structure to accomplish more work with no change to
the existing number of standing committees.

Additionally, such restructuring would relieve other standing committees of their
responsibilities and tasks directly related to ministerial care. It would allow for those tasks
to be expanded so that they might meet more fully the needs and provide for the care of OPC
ministers (see bullet points above).

But perhaps the greatest effect of forming a Committee on Ministerial Care would be to
address many needs of OPC ministers for information, assistance, and care that are currently
not being addressed — such as providing resources for OPC ministers to have access to
financial advice and retirement planning; access to counseling services for ministers; finding
and implementing solutions for ministers’ needs for mentoring, sabbaticals.

The committee believes that the work of the CMC would likely require a paid staff
member, akin to the position of a general secretary or an administrator, to perform its extensive
mandate. Such a position could begin as a part-time administrator, and depending on the
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potential and probable increase in workload, transition later to a full-time position. New and
direct sources of funding for CMC ministries and administration would be sought, in order that
the funding of this ministry would not impact the program committees of Worldwide Outreach
and CDM, or place an undue burden on the General Assembly Operating Fund (GAOF).

Taking all of this into consideration, then, the committee formulated a mandate for a
proposed Committee on Ministerial Care. The committee recognized the need to consult
especially with the Committees on Diaconal Ministry and Pensions regarding such a proposal
to receive their feedback and wisdom. The committee sent communications to the COP and
CDM which each committee addressed in its Fall 2015 meeting. The COP and CDM both
responded with useful concerns, questions, and suggestions. Some of their concerns were used
to make modifications to arrive at a final formulation. The CDM and COP have informed the
committee of their support for the concept of a Committee on Ministerial Care. This committee
believes that the initial composition of the CMC should include representation from each of
these two Committees to ensure a seamless transition.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. That the 83rd General Assembly approve the establishment and mandate of a
Committee on Ministerial Care, and propose to the 84th General Assembly the following
changes to the Standing Rules (SR):

* Change SR X.2.a.: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care
» Replace SR X.2 f. with the following:

* X2f The Committee on Ministerial Care shall consist of nine male
ordained members (minister, ruling elder or deacon), each class consisting
of at least one minister and one ruling elder. The purpose of the Committee
on Ministerial Care is to provide financial direction and ministries of
encouragement and support to ministers of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church (OPC). The mandate of the CMC shall include:

* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Pension
Fund.
Providing and recommending counsel and assistance in risk
management (Health, Life, Disability, Counseling, and such other types
of insurance as may be advisable).
Providing or recommending counsel and assistance in financial
planning, including retirement planning and investment portfolio
management.
* Maintaining, managing, and providing oversight of the OPC Obadiah
Fund; and providing for the diaconal needs of all of OPC ministers.
Informing presbyteries and local sessions of tools available for the care
of their ministers.
» Consulting with North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council
churches regarding their experience and best practices in the care of
their ministers.
Assisting presbyteries with resources to improve the terms of calls.
* Maintaining denominational salary scale guidelines.
* Maintaining a comprehensive and confidential database of OPC
ministerial compensation.
Providing direction to the General Assembly regarding our Book of
Church Order and retirement related matters.
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* Providing financial instruction and counsel in educational venues, e.g.,
the Ministerial Training Institute of the OPC.
» Considering other means of strengthening the care of ministers, e.g.,
ministerial mentoring, counseling, retreats, and sabbaticals.
» Change SR XII.1: the Committee on Penstons Ministerial Care
» Change SR XII.3.a: and on Penstons Ministerial Care

B. That 83rd General Assembly continue the temporary Committee to Study the Care
of Ministers of the Church, and report back to the 84th General Assembly with suggested first
year goals, a proposed budget, and appropriate initial representation from the COP and CDM
for the newly formed CMC, and that this Temporary Committee be granted a budget of $4,000.

Respectfully submitted,

David Haney, Chairman
for the Committee

APPENDIX I

GENERAL ASSEMBLY TEMPORARY COMMITTEE TO STUDY
THE CARE FOR THE MINISTERS OF THE CHURCH (2015)

SYNOPSIS

I.  INTRODUCTION

II. IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS

III. GENERAL CONCERNS INDICATED BY SURVEY DATA
IV. POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

V. RECOMMENDATION

I.  INTRODUCTION

The Temporary Committee to Study the Care for the Ministers of the Church was
erected by the 81st (2014) General Assembly by the following action: “That the General
Assembly erect a temporary study committee of five (with at least one being a member of
the Committee on Diaconal Ministries and at least one being a member of the Committee
on Pensions) to investigate needs of OPC ministers and suggest ways in which care can be
provided or enhanced during all phases of ministry, and report back their findings along with
any recommendations to a future Assembly, and that there be a budget of $3,000.”

The following members were elected by the General Assembly: David E. Haney,
convenor; Lendall H. Smith (Committee on Diaconal Ministries); David N. Vander Ploeg
(Committee on Pensions); Douglas L. Watson (Committee on Pensions); and David Winslow,
Jr.

The committee met five times since its formation by the 81st General Assembly: July 22,
2014 by conference call; October 8, 2014 at the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Administrative
Offices in Willow Grove, PA; February 5, 2015 at Faith OPC, Long Beach, CA; March 24,
2015 by conference call, and April 9,2015 at the Orthodox Presbyterian Church Administrative
Offices in Willow Grove, PA.

According to its mandate, the committee saw its task as two-fold: identifying the needs of
OPC ministers, and formulating solutions for those needs to suggest to the General Assembly.
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II. IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS

While there are numerous anecdotal examples of ministerial needs, the committee
recognized the importance of gathering baseline information to determine the extent of unmet
or under-met needs of OPC ministers.

In order to accomplish both objectives at the same time, the committee settled on the
use of an anonymous survey to be sent out by email to gather data from a large percentage
of OPC ministers, if not all of them. The committee sought to gather data that would enable
it to evaluate the existing and potential needs of OPC ministers throughout all phases of the
ministry. The committee sought to craft the questions included in the survey carefully, in
order that the answers would yield as accurate and complete a picture as possible. However,
in accord with what the committee sensed to be the Assembly’s main concerns, the survey
emphasized the determination of financial needs, including, especially, preparation and
readiness for retirement. The survey of 40 questions was sent out using an online tool called
SurveyMonkey.com, and responses were gathered during December of 2014.

The survey link was emailed to 504 ministers. Responses were received from 361
participants.. This constitutes an atypically high response rate of 67%. In its meeting of
February 5, the committee evaluated the data the survey gathered. The committee found that
the age bands into which we segregated the respondents reflected rather accurately the age
bands of the entire population of OPC ministers.

The committee came to the conclusion that, with regard to financial condition, roughly
one-third of OPC ministers appear to be in good or adequate financial condition, including
their preparations and readiness for retirement. With roughly one-third of ministers, it was
difficult to determine whether they are in good financial condition. But roughly one-third of
the ministers responding appeared not to be in good financial condition, or were not able to
prepare well in order to be ready for retirement.

In summary, some of the committee’s broad observations include:

Positive Observations:

 Strong survey engagement by OPC ministers indicative of their high interest

* OPC ministers, both working and retired, are willing to live sacrificially and cheerfully,
even to their own detriment, for the sake of the gospel.

* OPC ministers’ wives are willing to work sacrificially in support of their family needs.

* Most ministers do not appear to be incurring unmanageable debt.

* Home ownership among ministers is approximately 80 percent.

Negative Observations:

* Over 40% of OPC ministers do not think they have an adequate compensation package.
Greater than 70% reported that they cannot save money effectively.

» Over 50% of respondents do not appear to have an adequate retirement plan in place.

+ Some ministers are entering retirement age with significant mortgage debt.

» Respondents indicated that there are non-financial needs and concerns, such as help
with their work-life balance/time management, time off, and loneliness or isolation.

Even considering the positives, then, the committee came to the conclusion that
improvement in ministerial care is needed at all levels of church life: the congregation, the
presbytery, and the denomination.

The committee was able to identify several more specific areas where there is concern or
where it is evident that improvement in ministerial care is particularly needed.
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III. GENERAL CONCERNS INDICATED BY SURVEY DATA

A. Gaps in Retirement Savings
This was an area of special scrutiny for the committee, since it was understood
that perhaps the primary reason that the General Assembly erected this committee was to
determine whether current retirees have particular needs or there are trends that indicate future
difficulties for retirees to meet their financial needs, and what may be done about them.

1. Planning for Retirement. This portion of the survey identified several areas
of conspicuous concern. These led to the conclusion that, for a significant number of OPC
ministers, both retirement planning and retirement readiness were inadequate. This should
alert the church to the possibility of a future diaconal challenge if solutions are not found and
implemented.

* 45% have less than 5% of their annual compensation being placed in
retirement accounts; conversely, only 16% are setting aside more than 10%
of their compensation.

* 34% either do not plan to retire debt free or are uncertain

* 56% do not believe their plan for retirement is adequate.

* 25% will have no Social Security benefits due to opting out without other
qualifying work history.

* 64% of those who opted out of Social Security have no other disability
insurance.

* 34% of ministers over the age of 65 are not retired, but are still engaged in
full-time or part-time ministry.

» Of ministers age 56 to 65, 38% expected to continue working for ten or more
years. Of the ministers 65 and older who were still working, one-third of
them expected to continue working for five years or more. This indicated
the possibility that ministers must work longer due to inadequate savings for
retirement, or possibly too much indebtedness.

2. Church Contributions to Ministers’ Retirement Savings.
* 30% indicated that their churches made no contribution to a retirement plan;
they expected any retirement savings to come out of the minister’s salary.

B. Gaps in Non-Retirement Savings

This was an area of conspicuous concern in the survey results, not least because of
the apparent failure to understand that an adequate salary package should allow a minister to
save for future non-retirement related expenses of the kind that every family faces, whether it
be the need to replace major appliances, cover major home maintenance and repair expenses,
or take vacations, etc. While about 59% of respondents considered their salary packages
adequate, 69% either were not saving for such expenses at all, or were saving only minimally.
Another 18% reportedly were saving between 1% and 5%. Moreover, nearly one-third of
respondents said they met such needs by means of debt.

C. Savings and Income Conditions in Retirement
In general, the committee found that for most currently retired respondents, their
savings and income conditions in retirement were fairly strong.
* 50% indicated they had $100,000-$400,000 in personal savings and investments;
the other 50% reported savings in excess of $400,000.
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* 84% of retired ministers said that both they and their wives were eligible for
Social Security benefits.

* 72% indicated they owned their own home free and clear. 86% said they were
completely debt-free.

* 92% indicated that their monthly income was adequate to meet monthly expenses.

The major concerns of current retirees were health related issues, outliving their
retirement savings, and their role in a congregation.

D. Debt

1. Educational Debt
While educational debt was not a pervasive problem among OPC ministers,
the committee was surprised to find that a small number had inordinately high educational
debt. Only 12% carried educational debt greater than $1,000. However, a small percentage
carried unexpectedly high levels of educational debt. Churches should be alerted to the need
to look into whether their minister needs an element in his compensation package to help pay
for seminary debt.

2. Atretirement
Among those over 65 who were still working, mortgage debt averaged $51,000.
Some ministers may be forced to continue working to finish paying for mortgages, when one
might otherwise have expected to retire debt-free.

E. Financial Advice
62% of OPC ministers surveyed did not receive advice from a financial adviser or
professional. However, over half of those who did not would consider it a valuable service.
This suggested to the committee that part of the solution to avert future problems may simply
be to devise a way to provide financial advice/management services to the ministers of the
OPC.

F.  Other Nonfinancial Ministerial Needs

The survey provided an opportunity to identify areas of nonfinancial concern. The
top four areas of concern are noted below:

» Work and life balance, time management, and help with the ministry.

 Study leaves and sabbaticals.

» Loneliness (this was particularly prevalent in the 36-45 age group).

» Retirement issues, such as health, outliving one’s savings, and one’s role in the

congregation.

IV. POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

The committee also began to address the second part of the task given to it by the
Assembly by giving preliminary consideration to various general areas that may serve as
elements of the overall solution to the concerns of ministerial care in the OPC. These potential
solutions are only in the early stage of consideration and are thus not yet in the development
stage. (Therefore, see recommendation below.)
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A. Potential Solutions for Improvement of Ministerial Care at the Denominational
Level

1. Investigate Sister Denominations’ Resources. For example, the PCA’s
Retirement Benefits Incorporated (RBI; www.pcarbi.org) is a rich resource that comes out
of the PCA’s seeking to address issues of ministerial care. They have done a great deal of
research and problem solving to improve the care that congregations give to their ministers.
Some time and effort spent in researching their work may help to find solutions that will
suitably address the OPC’s needs.

2. Guide for Constructing Ministerial Calls. By producing a detailed guide for
constructing ministerial calls, many of the ways for providing more adequately for OPC
ministers could be addressed from the beginning of a man’s ministry, so that they would not
become problem areas during his future. By this means, too, greater consistency in the form
of ministerial calls could be achieved across the denomination.

3. “Ministerial Care Committee.” A possible solution involves establishing a
committee focused on meeting the specific concerns that have been identified, or may surface
in the future, with the ministers of the OPC. Many concerns are financial, but others are not
(as noted earlier). Establishing such a committee could take the form of an entirely new
standing committee, or the modification/enhancement of existing committee(s). Additional
resources are likely to be required. This concept needs to be further evaluated, studied, and
vetted.

B. Potential Solutions for Improvement of Ministerial Care at the Presbytery Level

1. Improve the Original Terms of Calls. This corresponds closely with the
suggestion for a denominational guideline for issuing calls. It also recognizes the primary
responsibility for oversight of the minister’s well-being is with the presbytery, since his
membership is in the presbytery which is the ordaining body.

2. Regular Review of Terms of Calls. Instituting this practice would provide an
element of and incentive for ongoing ministerial care and oversight.

3. Establishment of a Mentoring Corps & Ministerial Fellowship. This would
help to address the non-financial needs that OPC ministers have indicated are a concern for
them. It would be at least a step in providing for ministerial care “in all phases of ministry”
(per the temporary committee’s mandate).

C. Potential Solutions for Improvement of Ministerial Care at the Local Level

1. Compensation Package Improvements. This is obviously the most simple and
direct solution to the financial concerns that face OPC ministers. It is also, perhaps, the most
difficult to achieve, considering that the majority of OPC churches are small enough that more
generous compensation packages are difficult to provide. A number of potential solutions to
this problem need yet to be explored.

2. Regular Review of Compensation Package. This could regularly take
advantage of a denominational checklist, and could be done by the session in conjunction with
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the presbytery’s review during “health and welfare” visits to the local church and its session.
This would provide additional incentive for presbyteries to make visits to local churches. It
would also provide one more way to recognize, practice, and strengthen the connectional ties
among churches and the regional church that Biblical presbyterianism calls for.

3. Improve Sessional Fellowship. This, again, is intended to address the non-
financial needs of OPC ministers. Various ways of achieving this remain to be explored.

V.  RECOMMENDATION

That the 82nd General Assembly continue the Temporary Committee to Study the Care
for the Ministers of the Church, that the committee report back its further findings along with
any recommendations to a future assembly, and that there be a budget of $4,000.

Respectfully submitted for the Committee,

David E. Haney, Chairman
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE
TO VISIT THE PRESBYTERY OF THE NORTHWEST

“Who is wise and understanding among you? By his good conduct let him show his works in
the meekness of wisdom. But if you have bitter jealousy and selfish ambition in your hearts,
do not boast and be false to the truth. This is not the wisdom that comes down from above,
but is earthly, unspiritual, demonic. For where jealousy and selfish ambition exist, there will
be disorder and every vile practice. But the wisdom from above is first pure, then peaceable,
gentle, open to reason, full of mercy and good fruits, impartial and sincere. And a harvest of
righteousness is sown in peace by those who make peace.” — James 3:13—18

SYNOPSIS
I.  COMMITTEE MANDATE AND COMPOSITION
II. OVERVIEW OF COMMITTEE WORK

A. Conference Calls

B. Trips to the Northwest

C. Reading and Research

D. Writing
III. EVIDENCE OF PNW DIVISION

A. Evidences at General Assembly

B. Evidences at Presbytery

C. Evidences within and between Congregations
IV. CAUSES OF PNW DIVISION

A. Presenting Cause: Republication

B. More Fundamental Cause: Failure to Address Concerns
V. WORKING TOWARD UNITY

A. Personal Appeals

B. Corporate Appeals
VI. CONCLUSION

I.  COMMITTEE MANDATE AND COMPOSITION

The eighty-first General Assembly (June 2014) of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
adopted the following:

That the Assembly erect a committee of three ministers and/or ruling elders as well
as one alternate presbyter (all from outside the Presbytery of the Northwest) to be
appointed by the Moderator of the 81st General Assembly to be available to assist the
presbytery in dealing with matters that divide it; and that the committee, contingent
upon receiving a request for such assistance from the Presbytery, begin as soon as
possible to meet with the presbytery and with concerned parties in order to promote
reconciliation; with a budget of $4,000.00.

At a later time, Moderator A. Craig Troxel appointed Messrs. Dale A. Van Dyke, Bruce
H. Hollister, and Stephen J. Oharek, with Jonathan B. Falk as the alternate.

At its September 2014 fall stated meeting, the Presbytery of the Northwest voted to invite
the special committee to visit them, with just under two-thirds of voting members present
voting in favor of the motion.

The eighty-second General Assembly (June 2015) of the OPC, after hearing a report
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from the special committee, approved an additional $10,000 for its ongoing work, expressing
thanks for the work of the committee and urging the Presbytery of the Northwest to continue
to receive its wisdom and counsel.

At the September 2015 fall stated meeting of the Presbytery of the Northwest (PNW), a
motion was made to rescind its invitation for the special committee to visit. The motion failed
and the committee has continued its labors.

II.  OVERVIEW OF COMMITTEE WORK

A. Conference Calls
From September 2014 to September 2015, the committee held conference calls
weekly in order to process its work on a regular basis, meet with members of the PNW, and to
provide a regular time to pray together. Since September 2015 the committee has reduced the
frequency of its conference calls to 23 calls per month.

B. Trips to the Northwest
As of the writing of this report, the committee has made five trips to the northwest
for face to face meetings: November 17-20, 2014; February 2326, 2015; April 2325, 2015 (in
conjunction with the spring stated meeting of the PNW); September 24, 2015; and September
2326, 2015 (in conjunction with the fall stated meeting of the PNW). The committee intends
to take another trip in April, 2016 in conjunction with the PNW’s spring stated meeting.

C. Reading and Research
The committee has consumed a great deal of reading material. This has included
books & articles on church conflict, books & articles on the theological matter of republication,
many hundreds of pages of presbytery reports, and documents of varying length (some brief,
some exceeding a hundred pages) written by PNW members for this committee regarding the
history and substance of issues in the PNW.

D. Writing
The committee has invested considerable time researching and crafting written
responses to some of the aforementioned documents written by PNW members regarding the
history and substance of the issues in the PNW. The committee has also written personal letters
expressing pastoral concern for certain members of the PNW.

III. EVIDENCE OF PNW DIVISION

The evidences of division within the PNW are many and can be found at all levels of the
church: within and between congregations, within the Presbytery, and at the General Assembly
level.

A. Evidences at General Assembly

In 2014, the Assembly received and acted upon an overture from the PNW requesting
help in dealing with the theological issue of republication, which overture included grounds
referring to conflicts between ministers and ruling elders. Also at the 2014 Assembly, a request
was made and granted for the Assembly to erect and send a special committee to visit the
PNW, making reference to matters which divide it and the need for reconciliation. In 2015, the
Assembly heard the appeal of a complaint from the PNW regarding a specially called meeting
of the PNW, alleging that such practices do not promote unity within a presbytery. Therefore,
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the past two Assemblies have heard impassioned speeches from several voices within the
PNW, testifying to several ways in which that presbytery finds itself divided.

B. Evidences at Presbytery

The list of motions and substitutes rising to the level of contentious debate on the
floor of the PNW is too long to recall here. A mere sampling of such debates would include
the examination of candidates, discussions of sermons and Sunday school classes, the
admissibility of certain communications and committee reports, and the list goes on. Two
congregations have withdrawn from the OPC, along with their pastors. A third minister has
renounced the jurisdiction of the OPC. And from the dozens of ministers and elders this
committee has spoken with over the last two years, there is clearly widespread frustration and
discouragement typically focused in three directions: at the conduct of fellow presbyters, at
the ministry of member churches, and at the general sense of the PNW’s inability to move in
a healthier direction.

C. Evidences within and between Congregations
This committee was approached on separate occasions by different individuals
who were not members of the PNW (i.e., they were lay members, not ministers or elders)
rehearsing some of their personal experiences of witnessing divisive speech and attitudes
between members of different congregations. And by the testimony of those congregations
which have withdrawn from the OPC, they have done so in large part because of their desire
not to remain within a divided presbytery.

IV. CAUSES OF PNW DIVISION

A. Presenting Cause: Republication

The issue which was most obvious as this committee began its work was a theological
disagreement between members of the PNW regarding the doctrine of republication. There
is no doubt that republication plays a noteworthy role in the present divisions in the PNW.
However, disagreement over the doctrine itself is not the exclusive, or even primary cause
of what ails the PNW. Indeed, the mistaken notion that the PNW merely suffers from a
theological dispute leads to an unhelpful tendency to inadequately address and acknowledge
the more significant causes of division.

B. More Fundamental Cause: Failure to Address Concerns

The more fundamental cause of division within the PNW is located in a systemic
failure to pastorally and effectively address concerns. This single cause may be assessed on
two levels: both the personal and the corporate. On the personal level, brothers within the
presbytery have failed at crucial times to deal openly and honestly with one another about
various personal grievances. But it appears to this committee that the more significant neglect
was a failure on the corporate level to speak to how ministry ought to be conducted within its
bounds. The OPC’s Form of Government XIV.5 begins, “The presbytery has the power to order
whatever pertains to the spiritual welfare of the churches under its care, always respecting the
liberties guaranteed to the individual congregations under the constitution.” Each presbytery
has at its disposal a number of avenues by which it may speak to and encourage the ministry
of'its ministerial members and its member churches. It is the opinion of this committee that the
PNW simply neglected to adequately utilize its available resources. With the “power to order
whatever pertains to the spiritual welfare of the churches under its care” comes an obligation.
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V. WORKING TOWARD UNITY

Our committee has sought to encourage unity in the PNW through personal and corporate
appeals.

A. Personal Appeals
In our personal appeals, we have challenged men to lay aside their pride, to come to
terms with their own culpability, and to constructively work on ways to promote unity within
the PNW. Our committee has seen some modest fruit from these personal efforts, though in
some cases it does not seem our counsel has been very seriously considered.

B. Corporate Appeals

In terms of corporate appeals, our main objective has been to encourage the
presbytery to take greater stewardship of its ministry as a regional church. We have supplied
the PNW with guidance on the deliberative process as presbyterians. We have encouraged the
PNW as a whole to consider the kind of gospel ministry that it desires to promote, and to have
frank and open discussions when concerns arise. We have discouraged the use of parliamentary
procedure as a mechanism to stifle debate rather than as a mechanism to encourage respectful
and thoughtful debate. On this corporate level, as with the personal efforts, our committee has
seen some modest fruit, while at other times we have been met with strong opposition.

VI. CONCLUSION

This committee believes that we have likely exhausted most avenues of seeking to assess
and assist with the issues which have divided the PNW. We have offered counsel to those who
welcomed it, while there remain others who seem less willing to receive our counsel. We are
praying that the efforts of the General Assembly’s committee to study republication will be
helpful to the Presbytery. We also pray that some of our personal and corporate exhortations
may be helpful to the PNW moving forward. And we commend the PNW, its individual
presbyters and its member congregations, to your prayers.

ADDENDUM TO THE REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE
TO VISIT THE PRESBYTERY OF THE NORTHWEST

Subsequent to the filing of the report of the General Assembly’s Special Committee to
Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest (PNW), the PNW held its spring stated meeting on April
22,2016 in Medford, Oregon. Noteworthy is the following resolution, which was adopted by
the PNW without dissent:

Wethe PNW confess that we have failed to address sins committed by communication,
public and private, in our midst. We therefore repent of our failure to deal with these
sins and commit to watchfulness in following our church order, to restore and to
protect the unity of the body of Christ from here on. May the grace of our Lord grant
us healing and reconciliation!

While the Presbytery still has a great deal of work to do in the pursuit of true reconciliation,
this is not an insignificant step and we commend the brothers for taking it.

With regard to the potential continuation or dissolution of the General Assembly’s special
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committee to visit the PNW, the PNW passed the following motion at its April, 2016 meeting:

On motion Presbytery requested the General Assembly to continue the Committee
to Visit the Presbytery of the Northwest for one more year, on a standby basis, to
provide counsel as may be requested, by the Presbytery, sessions, or individuals,
with the understanding that any travel to the Northwest would be undertaken by the
request of the Presbytery, with the Presbytery assuming the costs thereof.
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON CANADIAN MATTERS
1. Introduction

The Presbytery of the Northwest presented an Overture to the 82nd General Assembly,
which reads:

The Presbytery of the Northwest respectfully overtures the 82nd (2015) General Assembly
to ask the Committee on Ecumenicity and Interchurch Relations (in consultation with
the Committee on Foreign Missions and the Committee on Home Missions and Church
Extension) to study ... issues related to expanding the presence of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church in Canada (including any concerns of sister denominations in
Canada (Phil. 2:1-4)) and to report on the results of its study to both the Presbytery of
the Northwest and to the 83rd (2016) General Assembly.

In response, the 82nd General Assembly established a Special Committee on Canadian
Matters (hereinafter, Committee), mandated “to study the issues related to expanding the
presence of the OPC in Canada, including ecumenical, financial, and strategic matters, with
a budget of $3,000, and report the results of its study to the 83rd General Assembly, and that
this action be deemed the response of the General Assembly to the Overture.” (Minutes of the
82nd General Assembly, Paragraph 123)

The Committee was appointed by the moderator of the 82nd G.A, Rev. Archibald Allison,
and consists of Rev. Dr. Leonard J. Coppes (pastor, chairman), Rev. Douglas L. Bylsma
(Canadian pastor, clerk), Rev. Glenn D. Jerrell (regional home missionary, Presbytery of
Michigan and Ontario), Mr. David L. Welliver (elder, Presbytery of the Midwest), and Rev.
lain A.M. Wright (pastor, Presbytery of the Midwest).

In the course of our meetings, the Committee discussed relevant issues with Rev. Larry E.
Wilson (OPC Pastor serving the congregation of Redeemer OPC in Airdrie, Alberta), Mr. David
Haney, Rev. Ben Westerveld, and Mr. Mark Bube. Mr. Wilson was instrumental in originating
important issues including the financial matters and the future of Canadian involvement. Mr.
Haney advised us in several matters pertaining to the work of the Committee. Mr. Westerveld
described his situation as a minister laboring in another (Canadian) denomination and the
reception he has received as a foreigner ministering in their midst. Mr. Bube provided
helpful insight to the ecumenical issues involved with the Reformed Churches in Canada
and suggestions regarding the OPC’s working within the country, as well as insights and
suggestions regarding the financial considerations.

The Committee also availed itself of the information within the four-way consultation
report of the 2008 General Assembly (Minutes of the 75th General Assembly, Appendix 4).

II.  Synopsis
The Committee humbly submits the following summary of issues and considerations:
A. Financial
1. The Canada Revenue Agency (hereafter, CRA) requires that a registered Cana-

dian charity control all monetary funds travelling out of the country and control their alloca-
tions.
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2. Due to the CRA’s requirements, Canadian churches can no longer simply sup-
port the G.A. ministries, such as Worldwide Outreach. Rather, Canadian churches can support
specific projects and the CRA requires supporting documentation to show that the funds were
used where allocated.

3. Some of the Canadian churches have funds allocated to the OPC in the United
States, yet those funds remain in Canadian bank accounts.

4.  The primary financial question before the Committee is: how can the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church satisfy both OPC polity and CRA requirements?

5. Possible solutions to the above points:

a. Encourage the OPC to consider building up the church in Canada. Keep
the Canadian funds in Canada and used to build up of the OPC in Canada. If there are more
“Canadian projects,” the Canadian churches will have the necessary resources to fund those
projects. This approach obviates the need for a joint ministry/venture agreement, and the as-
sociated costs.

b. Form a committee at the Presbytery level (likely the Presbytery of Mich-
igan and Ontario), made up of ministers and ruling elders from Canada and the U.S. The
Presbytery could mandate the committee to identify and recommend monetary allocations to
particular projects. The committee would track the expenditures for those particular projects,
including the supporting documentation the CRA requires. No longer will the Canadian funds
be able to broadly support initiatives such as Worldwide Outreach.

B. Ecclesiastical

1. The General Assembly established this special Committee, in part, to give a
recommendation regarding the Presbytery of the Northwest’s (PNW) overture to the 82nd
G.A. Initially, the Committee considered a recommendation to the G.A. simply to expand the
boundaries of the PNW to include Alberta and British Columbia. Under consideration was that
as soon as the boundaries of a particular Presbytery are extended, the Presbytery would sense
its calling to seek to expand the OPC within their new geographical boundary. Moreover, sim-
ply to annex a congregation to an existing Presbytery might curb the zeal for expansion into
new regions.

2. The Canadian churches are not offended by a predominately American OPC.
Had the OPC had in its title “of America,” the Canadian churches would likely balk a little.
Having said that, the Canadian congregations self-identify as both OPC and Canadian. Canada
does not see itself as an annex of the United States. Perhaps moving to a Canadian presbytery,
and/or eventually a Canadian OPC, would help the OPC in America better appreciate the sov-
ereignty of Canada and the great need for confessional churches in Canada.

3. Presently, a Canadian presbytery is not feasible. There are only three estab-
lished OPC congregations in Canada and two mission works. There are only two ordained Ca-
nadian pastors. There are insufficient resources present within the Canadian church to sustain
a Canadian presbytery.

a. Bringing all the Canadian churches into one presbytery would prevent
duplicating efforts to expand the OPC in Canada. With all the churches together in one pres-
bytery, the denomination can see how this will develop in time, and when it might be possible
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to form a Canadian presbytery if so desired.

b.  Perhaps the financial question (the formation of a joint venture/ministry
agreement) is more easily solved through a committee of the presbytery. A “foundation,” con-
sisting of Canadian and American presbyters within a committee of the Presbytery (see II(A)
(5)(b), above), could support particular projects/mission fields.

C. Ecumenical

1. The Committee discussed an ecumenical matter regarding the NAPARC
“Golden Rule Comity Agreement.” Each individual church plant would need to be reviewed
to be sure that that church plant is being faithful to the Agreement. The denomination also
needs to keep sister assemblies apprised of developments.

D. Other

1. American ministers laboring in Canada cannot contribute to the OPC pension
fund without first paying Canadian income tax on the income contributed to the fund, and then
paying U.S. income tax on withdrawals.

2. Ministers laboring in Canada cannot invest in any other OPC fund or venture
without again paying Canadian income tax up front.

3. Pastors with only a work visa, temporary residency, or “visitor record,” face the
challenges of renewing documents, sometimes having to do so from the U.S., while they are
in the U.S. This, of course, disrupts ministry in any Canadian congregation. Further, there are
frequent pressures of looming deadlines for reapplication of a particular status, with the threat
that the Canadian government might not grant renewals to work/visa documents.

a. The Committee is considering whether to recommend that pastors who
seek to labor in a Canadian congregation should seek permanent residency. If a non-Canadian
pastor accepts a call to a Canadian congregation, the Committee would encourage consider-
ation of dual citizenship. Dual citizenship also allows a pastor to contribute to the OPC pen-
sion fund.

4. Non-Canadian pastors laboring in a Canadian congregation need to be issued a
call from a Canadian congregation, which becomes evidence at the border allowing the pastor
to enter the country to work.

III. Recommendations

A. The ad hoc Committee believes that it has not yet completed its work and wishes
to consult with others whose expertise would bring greater clarity, particularly a professional
with Canadian tax code expertise. Accordingly, the ad hoc Committee humbly requests the
General Assembly to extend its life for a further year, with a budget of up to $3,000 for its
work.

1. When the General Assembly advisory committee meets to discuss this report,
committee members not present at the General Assembly will be available for consultation via
telephone.
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THE COMMITTEE TO STUDY REPUBLICATION
OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

SYNOPSIS
MANDATE
INTRODUCTION
PART I - THE WESTMINSTER STANDARDS AND COVENANT THEOLOGY
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Ch.2 Typology and Confessional Interpretation
Ch. 3 Law and Covenant
Ch. 4 Merit and the Mediator
PART IT - VIEWS OF REPUBLICATION
Ch. 5 Taxonomy of Views
Ch. 6 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Various Views
Ch. 7 M.G. Kline as Advocate of a Version of Substantial Republication
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PART III - CONCLUSIONS
Conclusion
Recommendations
Topics for the Examination of Candidates
GLOSSARY

MANDATE

The 81st General Assembly, in response to an overture from the Presbytery of the Northwest,
elected a study committee “to examine and give its advice as to whether and in what particu-
lar senses the concept of the Mosaic Covenant as a republication of the Adamic Covenant
is consistent with the doctrinal system taught in the confessional standards of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church.” The men who were elected to this committee are Messrs. Bryan D.
Estelle, Benjamin W. Swinburnson (Secretary), Lane G. Tipton, A. Craig Troxel (Chairman),
and Chad V. Van Dixhoorn. The committee subsequently met on July 16, 2014 (by phone)
and then on September 17-18, 2014 (Wheaton, IL), December 3—5, 2014 (Washington D.C.),
March 16-18, 2015 (Philadelphia, PA), May 18-20, 2015 (Wheaton, IL), August 14-17, 2015
(Seattle, WA), December 2—4, 2015 (Washington D.C.), Feb 24, 2016 (by phone), March
14-16, 2016 (Escondido, CA) and March 30, 2016 (by phone).

INTRODUCTION

Describing the function and role of the Mosaic covenant in relation to the covenant of works
and in relation to the New Testament revelation is arguably one of the most challenging and
complex theological problems in which one can engage. From the beginning your committee
has recognized the difficulty of the assignment set before it and the constant temptation to ad-
dress one or another issue that is tangential rather than touching the very core of our mandate,
especially since the doctrine of republication cuts across many theological disciplines: lexical
semantics, exegesis of biblical texts, systematic theology, historical theology, and church his-
tory. One thing has stood out to your committee: this theological issue is complex.
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On the one hand it may seem that the mandate of the committee is merely one of confessional
exegesis. It certainly involves this, and your committee has taken pains to work with and
comment upon every area of the standards that is relevant to the mandate. On the other hand,
the committee has also worked on numerous passages of Scripture, especially since the very
confession we were tasked to study states quite clearly that “in all controversies of religion,
the church is finally to appeal unto them [i.e., the Scriptures]” (WCF 1.8).

In your committee’s view, the Westminster standards speak to many but not all the issues raised.
To cite only one example, in the Larger Catechism the members of the Westminster Assembly
showed little interest in demonstrating how Old Testament works typologically point to Christ
in detail, a topic of particular interest in recent research and debate.! This silence means that
some issues swirling around the topic of republication are “extra-confessional.”

I. Why the Discussion?

Briefly stated, the doctrine of republication is the concept that the covenant of works is in
some sense echoed in the Mosaic covenant at Sinai with the people of God.? The words “in
some sense” are chosen, not to equivocate, but to acknowledge that the covenant of works
was a unique, unrepeatable administration of a covenant. Just as reflective surfaces in nature
echo sound (like mountains and caves), so also in literature there are intentional, rebounding,
serial echoes of major themes and motifs.> How much more is this the case in redemptive
history, where the divine author works through the human author to teach and remind readers
of various doctrines. The echoes of Adam, and Eden, and the covenant of works are so loud
throughout Scripture that they call for explanation.

Both sides of the controversy see their formulations of the Mosaic covenant strengthening
Reformed doctrine. Critics of republication have alleged that other officers in the church are
in error with regard to their teachings on this subject, deviating from the Reformed tradition.
Many current advocates of the doctrine of republication claim it is integrally connected to the
work of salvation since the Lord Jesus Christ came under the Mosaic law, carrying out his
work as the last Adam and as the faithful Son of Israel by fulfilling the terms of the law per-
fectly. Unfortunately, sometimes the previous claim has been expressed in such a way that it
leaves the other side wondering whether their doctrine of justification is as robust as it should
be. Furthermore, advocates of republication have claimed that an appreciation for republica-
tion provides enrichment for the church’s understanding of her Savior’s work. Nevertheless,
there has long been varying assessment of republication in the Reformed community.

Consider just two examples. Charles Hodge (1797-1898) held to the system of doctrine in the

1 See Robert Cara, “Redemptive-Historical Themes in the Westminster Larger Catechism,” in The
Westminster Confession of Faith into the 21st Century: Essays in Remembrance of the 350th An-
niversary of the Westminster Assembly, ed. J. Ligon Duncan III (Fearn, Ross-shire: Christian Focus,
2009), 3:55-76. However, see LC 34 and WCF 7.5; 8.6.

2 “In some sense” is historic language, which appears, for example, in Edward Fisher’s Marrow
of Modern Divinity (London: G. Calvert, 1645), 7. This is merely a standard way of doing theology
with a complex topic, e.g., the Son is entirely one with the Father in some sense (i.e. in being, power,
and glory but not in personhood).

3 The idea is from John Hollander, The Figure of Echo: A Mode of Allusion in Milton and After
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981), 21-22.
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Westminster standards and yet he described the law of Moses as a re-enactment of the cov-
enant of works.* Conversely, Professor John Murray (1898—1975) disagreed with the doctrine
of republication, as seen in his words: “The view that in the Mosaic covenant there was a
repetition of the so-called covenant of works, current among covenant theologians, is a grave
misconception.” And yet, Murray recognized that the doctrine was commonplace among
Post-Reformation thinking and that it “has exercised a profound influence upon the history of
interpretation and it had cast its shadow over the exegesis of particular passages.”®

How can two stalwart teachers in the Reformed world hold such different opinions with regard
to the covenant God made with Moses? By the end of our report, we expect that sympathetic
readers will have gained a greater appreciation for some of the answers to this question.

Returning to the present, however, there seem to be a few primary reasons for the very real
differences that exist on the subject. No doubt, some of the present disagreements have been
occasioned by a resurgence of writings on the doctrine of republication, which have brought
anew level of discussion and debate to the church on this matter.” Another reason may be the

4 Charles Hodge, An Exposition of the Second Epistle to the Corinthians (1860; repr., Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1973), 57-58. His exact words were, “The law of Moses was, in the first place,
a re-enactment of the covenant of works.” In the same place, he continues by saying that the Mosaic
covenant was also a national covenant. For fuller and carefully nuanced comments on the sub-
ject, see Hodge, Systematic Theology, in Three Volumes (1872—73; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1982), 2.375-77.

5 John Murray, Collected Writings (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977), 2:50.

6 John Murray, Principles of Conduct: Aspects of Biblical Ethics (1957; repr., Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2001), 196.

7 See, for example, the following: Lee Irons, “Redefining Merit: An Examination of Medieval
Presuppositions in Covenant Theology,” in Creator, Redeemer, Consummator: A Festschrift for
Meredith G. Kline, ed. Howard Griffith and John R. Muether (Reformed Theological Seminary,
2000), 253—69; Rowland S. Ward, God and Adam: Reformed Theology and The Creation Covenant
(Wantrina, Australia: New Melbourne Press, 2003); R. Fowler White and E. Calvin Beisner, “Cov-
enant, Inheritance, and Typology: Understanding the Principles at Work in God’s Covenants,” in By
Faith Alone: Answering the Challenges to the Doctrine of Justification, ed. Gary L. W. Johnson and
Guy P. Waters (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2006), 147-170; Bryan. D. Estelle, J.V. Fesko, and David
VanDrunen, The Law Is Not of Faith: Essays on Works and Grace in the Mosaic Covenant (Phil-
lipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2009); James T. Dennison, Scott F. Sanborn, and Benjamin W. Swin-
burnson, “Merit or ‘Entitlement’ in Reformed Covenant Theology: A Review,” Kerux 24.3 (2009):
3-152; Brenton Clark Ferry, “Works in the Mosaic Covenant: A Reformed Taxonomy” (master of
theology thesis, Westminster Theological Seminary, 2009). This thesis contains a bibliography at
the end. Michael Brown and Zach Keele, Sacred Bond: Covenant Theology Explored (Grandville,
MI: Reformed Fellowship, 2012); Mark Jones, “In What Sense?” review of The Law Is Not of Faith,
Ordained Servant 10 (2010): 115-119; Brian Lee, “Reconciling the Two Covenants in the Old Tes-
tament,” review of The Law Is Not of Faith, Ordained Servant 10 (2010):120-26; Cornelis Venema,
“The Mosaic Covenant: A ‘Republication’ of the Covenant of Works? A Review Article: The Law Is
Not of Faith: Essays on Works and Grace in the Mosaic Covenant,” Mid-America Journal of Theol-
ogy 21 (2010): 35-102; David VanDrunen, “Israel’s Recapitulation of Adam’s Probation Under the
Law of Moses,” WTJ 73 (2011): 303-24; Michael Brown, Christ and the Condition: The Covenant
Theology of Samuel Petto (1624—1711) (Grand Rapids: Reformation Heritage Books, 2012); Brian
Lee, “Why I Hold to Republication” Christian Renewal (13 Nov 2013): 41-43; Mark A. Collin-
gridge and Brett A. McNeill, Republication: A Biblical, Confessional and Historical Defense (Paper
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increased reliance on the internet for assessments of current theological debates. The language
used online is often intemperate and has come to infect much of the discourse on the subject.

In the present context, the church would do well to remember that in all disputes we are to pur-
sue the purity, peace and unity of the church. No side of this triangle must be ignored. Charity
must infuse all debate, even as purity of doctrine is sought.

Nevertheless, moments of theological conflict present an opportunity for clarification, char-
ity, growth, and development for all concerned. The members of your study committee have
sought to emulate the Apostle Paul’s words by making “the aim of our charge love that issues
from a pure heart and a good conscience and a sincere faith” (1 Tim 1:5). The Apostle’s well-
chosen words occur in the context of upbraiding some who claimed to be teachers of the law
but were actually without understanding, causing some measure of discord within the church.
At the same time, we have not ignored difficult issues in this report; we have sought to inform
our discourse with mature reflection, serious engagement, and above all, charity. We have
taken pains to present the views described in this report in a fair and equitable manner. In order
for readers to do the same, we recommend that it be read carefully from beginning to end in
order to discern the flow of the arguments in the descriptions it contains. Your committee has
deliberately organized it with such a view in mind, and it is in this context that we present our
conclusions and recommendations to presbyteries.

Disagreement can be a great achievement. Yet, whenever there are theological debates, termi-
nological precision can go a long way towards avoiding miscommunication. We have included
a glossary at the end of this report in order to aid the reader, and throughout this report, the
committee will take pains to define terms precisely, beginning with the term central to this
report: republication.

II. What Is “Republication”?

Republication is the notion that the covenant of works is in some sense echoed in the Mosaic
covenant at Sinai. There are many different understandings of republication. For some, central
to republication is the declarative notion of the law given at Sinai condemning sinners and
leading the elect to Christ. Other understandings of republication accent the parallels between

submitted to PNW Presbytery, available on PDF). This paper also has a 15 page appendix by David
Inks, “What John Calvin Really Said,” which is a polemic against Venema’s claims; J.V. Fesko
(with response by Cornelis Venema), “The Republication of the Covenant of Works,” Confessional
Presbyterian 8 (2012): 197-227; Cornelis Venema (with response by J.V. Fesko), “Sic et Non. Views
in Review: 11. Westminster Seminary California Distinctives? The Republication of the Covenant of
Works,” Confessional Presbyterian 9 (2013): 157-87; Andrew M. Elam, Robert C. Van Kooten, and
Randall A. Bergquist, eds., Merit and Moses: A Critique of the Klinean Doctrine of Republication
(Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2014). This is essentially (with only slight modification) the report
that was submitted by the authors to the PNW Presbytery as “A Booklet on Merit in the Doctrine of
Republication,” (April 2013). This contains a bibliography at the end; J. V. Fesko, The Theology of
the Westminster Standards (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2014), especially 138-67; David VanDrunen,
Divine Covenants and Moral Order: A Biblical Theology of Natural Law, Emory University Studies
in Law and Religion, ed. John Witte, Jr. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014), especially 282-367; Lee
Trons, “Review of Merit and Moses,” located at http://www.upper-register.com/papers/response-to-
merit-and-moses.pdf.
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Adam, Israel, and Christ (Lk 3:38; Exod. 4:22-24; Lk 1:35). Additional views of republication
that have occasioned the current debate in the church are described below in the report.

As a term, republication describes how the Mosaic covenant is a renewed proclamation or
reenactment of the original covenant of works in Israel’s history.® It has also been used to un-
derstand patterns and parallels between Adam, Israel and Christ. Some views of republication
may not be described as re-enactive and some views see the Mosaic covenant as more than
merely re-enactive. For example, Charles Hodge thought that the Mosaic economy was not
only “a re-enactment of the covenant of works,” but also a national covenant; he nonetheless
maintained that salvation was only by faith, not works.’

It is important to emphasize that there are clear differences between the pre-fall covenant and
the post-fall covenant with Israel. For example, since the fall, there is ultimately only one
perfect mediator between God and humankind, the Lord Jesus Christ. The pre-fall covenantal
administration is not simply repeated. M.G. Kline did not hold this nor do other proponents of
republication who will be discussed below. Jesus is the only Redeemer, Savior, and Mediator,
and the sonship of Jesus is unique in contrast with the sonship of Israel in Scripture. It is basic
to this report that the church maintain the proper distinctions between Israel (the typological
son) and Christ (the true son).

Although self-evident, it bears repeating that there are many distinctions between Israel as a
typological son (either corporately, or individually as in the case of the king) and Christ as the
true Son of God, who is categorically unique in his person and work. For example, Israel is
never called nationally to be a mediator, to remedy sin as a substitute, or to impute righteous-
ness to those demonstrating faith by grace. That is the call of Christ alone. Nevertheless, there
are types, shadows, and symbols in the wonderfully rich tapestry of Israel’s history that pro-
vide all that is necessary for moving from the type to the antitype. Jesus is the only redeemer
of God’s elect, the ultimate mediator between God and his people, the second Adam, and the
Son of God. In some sense Israel’s history recapitulated Adam’s experience, and in some sense
Jesus’ ministry recapitulated Israel’s history. The great difference is that where Adam and
Israel failed, Jesus prevailed.

Consequently, two requirements must be satisfied for our rescue from sin: someone must obey
the law and he must receive the curse of the law. What sinful man could not do, Christ Jesus has
done as our probation keeper and penalty payer.'” We know that Christ was obedient to the law
as the last Adam, in fulfillment of the covenant of works. This is especially clear from Romans
5 where the instrumentality of Adam and Christ are compared. Whereas Adam brought about
sin and death, Christ reversed the effects of Adam’s high-handed sin. In Rom 5:12, Paul sets
up the comparison, “By the sin of the one the many died.” Paul initially leaves this comparison
unfinished in 5:12; however, he returns to it later in the same section (5:15-21) explaining the
comparison between the acts of Adam and Christ (after the parenthesis in 5:13—14). Indeed,
in 5:18 Paul confirms the full, balanced statement of the comparison between the figures of
Adam and Christ: the one man Jesus Christ has secured, through his obedience, the promises
Paul wrote about in Rom 5:1-11.

8 Hodge, Systematic Theology, 2.375.

9 Hodge, Second Epistle to the Corinthians, 58.

10 See J. Gresham Machen, “The Active Obedience of Christ,” in God Transcendent and Other
Selected Sermons (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1949), 172-80, but especially 172-73.
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III. What Is Typology and Symbol?

Already in this introduction we have found repeated reason to mention typology. Typology,
or symbol, is an area

that is particularly germane to current debates surrounding republication. Typology has to do
especially with people, places, and events that are set forth in the OT in a shadowy form in
order to point forward to a reality to come.

In other words, typology teaches that OT events, individuals, many of the laws of Israel,
Israel’s religious practices and the nation itself looked beyond for their ultimate fulfillment and
interpretation. In a very real and profound sense, when we study the history of Israel, we see
that she was not behind the times but was actually ahead of her time."

Typology is intimately related to symbol.'> Symbols in Scripture should be the gateway to ap-
propriate typological method and practice. However, in the practice of biblical interpretation
throughout church history, symbols were often inappropriately wrested from their material
moorings. Historical essences and legitimate external references of words to phenomena out-
side the text were left behind when the biblical text was seen to emphasize spiritual meanings
or alleged deeper meanings. The wings of the human imagination lifted various and sometimes
ungrounded abstract meanings from the moorings of earthly, real phenomena and hence from
the reality of the biblical text itself. Since our confession directly comments on typology it will
be discussed below at various points in the report.

Typological exegesis has been under serious attack since the Enlightenment. Hijacked by “free
range allegory,” typological meanings and senses of Scripture seemed fanciful and exagger-
ated to post-Enlightenment sensibilities, as if there were no textually grounded and historical
controls in typology (as there are none in allegory). This dissecting tendency devastated the
story and plot structure of the Scriptures, as Geerhardus Vos so clearly pointed out years ago.

IV. Need for Terminological Distinctions: What Is Merit?

The topic of merit has always proven controversial in theological discussions. Indeed, there
has been a long and protracted debate about the use of this term such terms in Western theol-
ogy. The same is true in this recent intramural debate on republication within our own church.

Nonetheless, some things are clear. No sinful human being can merit salvation or forgiveness
from God, or satisfy the righteous demands of God’s law with personal, perfect, and perpetual
obedience after the fall (Rom 3:23; Eph 2:1-10; WCF 16.5; 19.1-2). Christ’s merit alone is
sufficient for that end according to our confession. To subscribe to the WCF is to affirm “the
merit” of our Lord Jesus Christ (WCF 17.2). We cannot and should not exclude the language
of merit when talking about Christ’s active and passive obedience. Both were works that can
be included under the rubric of merit, properly defined.

11 This is not meant to contradict the confessional principle (WCF 1.9) about the “true and full
sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold, but one).” The Reformers were well aware of me-
dieval views on the interpretation of Scripture and wanted to avoid excesses that sometimes mani-
fested themselves at that time.

12 See Edmund P. Clowney, Preaching and Biblical Theology (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and
Reformed, 1961), 100-112.
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The question of the good works of believers will be considered in our report. The WCF states
clearly that the “good” works of believers, albeit imperfect, are wrought by the Spirit and
accepted in the covenant of grace in Christ (WCF 16.5-6). We must affirm this as a primary
principle in any discussion of the good works of believers, which in turn touches on the issue
of both merit and typology. “Good works” produced by the self-effort of humans apart from
or antecedent to God’s grace do not exist (contra Pelagian, semi-Pelagian, or Roman Catholic
qualifications). This too will be discussed below.

There is no doubt that at the time of the Westminster Assembly many were aware of the long
prehistory of the words and phrases used to express different kinds of merit. For example, the
Assembly divines were aware of specific criteria of a definition of merit, which may be called
proper, as discussed in Chapter 4.

Another concept of merit, especially relevant with respect to Adam’s probation, is the notion
of ex pacto merit."” In other words, it has to do with “the notion that the merit (or demerit)
of Adam’s act was determined not by inherent value but by God’s promise of reward (or
punishment).”™ In other words, Adam could merit eternal life because God said so.

Since the relationship of the covenant of works to the Mosaic covenant is such a significant
part of our mandate, this is one issue that we will address in light of the subject of merit. It
seems to the committee that Chapter 7 of the WCF permits one to use the language of grace
to describe the pre-fall situation; not redemptive grace, but in a more general manner or for
other reasons—even as it was commonplace in the seventeenth century to do. Nevertheless,
the Westminster Confession does not invoke the category of grace to explain Adam’s pre-fall
state, but God’s voluntary condescension (WCF 7.1). This may be a deliberate choice in light
of shifting paradigms of the time. However, it is also permissible to use the language of merit
in order to describe the possibility of Adam’s obedience in the covenant of works (and perhaps
it is even wise this side of Karl Barth, the Federal Vision proponents, and uncritical advocates
of the New Perspective on Paul). Seventeenth-century Reformed theologian Johannes Braun
did so, as did the Dutch Reformed theologian, Salomon Van Til (1643—1713).1°

Both parties can affirm WCF 7.1 wholeheartedly (on the issue of grace or merit before the
fall). There is room for further reflection and dialogue on this point over which hearty and
brotherly discourse may occur.

V. What Is a Works Principle, Broadly and Narrowly?

A. Broadly Considered

A fourth phrase commonly associated with the discussion of republication is the “works prin-
ciple.” When defining the works principle, it is first important to distinguish it from what it

is not. It is not identical to the idea of retribution as discussed in biblical studies. Retribution
can be stated simply as the notion that God rewards the good that men do and punishes their

13 See Aaron C. Denlinger, Omnes in Adam ex Pacto Dei: Ambrogio Catarino s Doctrine of Cov-
enantal Solidarity and Its Influence on Post-Reformation Reformed Theologians, Reformed Histori-
cal Theology Series 8 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010).

14 Tbid., 284.

15 See ibid., 240.
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evil. In 1955, Klaus Koch published an essay that made the issue of retribution a major focus
in OT wisdom literature studies and other aspects of OT studies as well.'* Koch’s seminal
and influential essay and those that responded to it called the identified phenomena the “act-
consequence nexus.” It has also been observed that this discussion has ramifications for the
whole of Scripture, including the OT and the NT. It is true that the discussion of retribution
has an overlapping relationship with the works principle under examination. Nevertheless, a
works principle, broadly and strictly conceived as it relates to republication, is not merely a
discussion about the retributive principle found in the Scriptures.

Broadly defined, a works principle is merely communicating obligations with sanctions. Such
a principle is seen clearly in the covenant of works (Gen 2:16—17). This principle, or some-
thing like it, has also been observed in the Mosaic covenant. As Geerhardus Vos stated, “The
covenant with Israel served in an emphatic manner to recall the strict demands of the covenant
of works.”'” This law really did carry the content of the covenant of works “as made service-
able for a particular period of the covenant of Grace.”'® Although obeying such a demand was
unattainable for Israelites since they (like all humans after the fall) were only able to sin, it
does not negate that there was a real operative works principle in the old covenant.! Indeed,
such a broadly defined works principle is introduced in many places in the law, in many of the
cultic rituals, and in the cultic precepts that God gave Israel to perform.

If the Mosaic law does introduce a works principle, it has direct application to the merit and
ministry of Christ our Savior. We can say with confidence that the law was necessary for in-
troducing a works principle that Christ would fulfill. Since Christ was the second Adam, the
Mosaic law was an administration that reemphasizes a works principle for him to perform.
Christ did fulfill the righteousness of the law (Matt 3:15; 5:17-29; Rom 3:21-22, 31; 5:12-21;
8:4; etc.). Moreover, it was the curse of the law that Christ took upon himself (Gal 3:13; 2 Cor.
5:21), and this he did for the elect, “the just for the unjust” (1 Pet 3:18). Thanks be to God
that he performed this work as the guarantor and mediator of a new and better covenant (Heb
7:22; 8:6; 9:14-15)!

The Apostle Paul clearly speaks in Galatians 4 about this works principle that our Savior
performed.? Paul reminds his readers succinctly of Christ’s redemptive work in the Gospel:

16 Klaus Kock, “Is There a Doctrine of Retribution in the Old Testament?” trans. T.H. Trapp,
in Theodicy in the Old Testament, ed. J.J. Crenshaw, IRT 4 (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983);
originally published as “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten Testament?” ZTK 52 (1955): 1-42.
17  Geerhardus Vos, Reformed Dogmatics: Volume Two: Anthropology, trans. and ed. Richard B.
Gaffin, Jr. (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2012-2014), 130. Vos continues on this page to make
it clear that he does not understand the law as an “independent covenant of works in Gal 3:19ff.”
18 Ibid.

19  See Geerhardus Vos, “Legalism in Paul’s Doctrine of Justification,” in Redemptive History and
Biblical Interpretation: The Shorter Writings of Geerhardus Vos, ed. Richard B. Gaffin Jr. (Phil-
lipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1980), 383-99, especially 388. Vos says, “These [i.e.,
several Pauline passages that demonstrate the ineffectiveness of the law method of justification] are
commonplaces of the Pauline theology. But it is plain that judgments of this class imply nothing
derogatory to the law method of securing eternal life in the abstract. The disability under which the
legal system labors is not inherent in the system itself, but arises wholly from the fact that men at-
tempt to put it in operation in a state of sin.”

20  See Justification Report of the Committee to Study the Doctrine of Justification (Willow Grove,
PA: The Committee on Christian Education of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 2007), 35-36.
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Christ was born “under the law” (Gal 4:4), the very estate from which we Christians have
been redeemed and to which estate the Apostle insists that we must not return (Gal 4:21;
Rom 6:14-15). Therefore, the condition under which Christ voluntarily put himself was one
which put him under the curse of the law (Gal 3:10, 13); one in which he must do the law (Gal
3:12); and one in which he must perform all the requirements of the law by perfectly obeying
it (Gal 5:3-4). This he did, as Gal 4:5 says, in order to accomplish two purposes: in order “to
redeem those under law, [and] that we might receive the full rights of sons.” Paul has no desire
to disparage the law of God. Quite the contrary. Nor does he mean that the law is contrary to
the grace of the Gospel. As the WCF says, the uses of the law “do sweetly comply with it.”?!

Rather, Paul’s point in the above passages from Galatians teach that our Savior fulfills the
conditions introduced through the law in order to merit blessings on behalf of his elect.? This
is integrally related to notions of republication. If the Bible communicates that the covenant at
creation in the garden (covenant of works) was a covenant in which God assigned a stipulated
work to Adam as the representative head of the human race with the promise of a reward upon
the condition of performance of that work, and if creation precedes redemption, then law must
be the foundation of any biblical covenantal system. The upshot of this Scriptural use of the
works principle for Christ’s merit is that the forensic foundation of our salvation is upheld.

Although Adam was created upright, he had not yet reached the highest estate possible: not
being able to sin (“incorruptible”, cf. 1 Cor 15:50-54). Adam was obligated not to sin in his
role in the garden. But he was also to render positive righteousness in order to win God’s ap-
proval. As the first representative, that was Adam’s role in the garden. Yet Adam failed. As the
second representative, an analogous role was given to Christ through his whole life, and in a
heightened way at its end. Christ prevailed. Christ alone, as the second Adam, paid the price
for sin and obeyed God’s law by perfectly fulfilling the stipulations necessary for the blessing
ofunion and communion with a holy God. This grounds our confidence in and before our God.
In short, the Apostle Paul sees the obedience of Christ in terms of the fulfillment of the works
principle introduced in the Mosaic law (cf. Rom 3:31; 10:4; Gal 4:4).

B. Narrowly Considered

Some theologians with sympathies for republication speak of a works principle in a more
specific sense, with reference to external blessings. They recognize that in no way was a
works principle connected with the individual salvation of the Israelite. Rather, they are wres-
tling with biblical passages that attach sanctions with the enjoyment of the nation’s theocratic
standing, especially Israel’s tenure in the land, or their exile from the Promised Land (cf. Deut
28, Lev 26).% Still others, proponents of republication (e.g., M.G. Kline), consider the works
principle as more strictly typological. In other words, there are obligations with sanctions here
as well; however, the works principle is still considered typological.

These constructions are not a denial of the classic Augustinian and Reformed positions regard-

21 WCF 19.7.

22 See Geerhardus Vos, Reformed Dogmatics: Volume Four: Soteriology, The Application of the
Merits of the Mediator by the Holy Spirit, trans. and ed. Richard B. Gaffin, Jr. (Bellingham, WA:
Lexham Press, 2015), 154.

23 See, for example, Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1939), 298.
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ing categories of merit and the impotence of fallen human beings and their ability to perform
the works of the law. Rather, the view expressed is that in some sense God gave the Mosaic
law in part to take Israel through a recapitulation of Adam’s experience under a covenant of
works. This view suggests that the Mosaic law provides a perfect framework in which the Son
of God could come and fulfill his work, making legible his perfect fulfillment of the works
principle that governed “the Father’s Covenant of Works with the Son.”* This will be dis-
cussed at length below under the sections covering Kline’s biblical theology.

VI. What Is the Answer?

This introduction has tried to orient the reader to the body of the report. We attempted to ad-
dress the circumstances surrounding the present debate over this teaching, and noted the recent
increase in publications on this topic. We also tried to address fairly other factors that have
precipitated the controversy present in the church, including an increase in the use of social
media. Finally, we have introduced a number of major topics that will be covered in greater
detail in subsequent pages.

In the three parts of this report that follow, we first consider the teaching of our confessional
standards on the issues raised in our mandate. In the second part we explore the history of
views on our subject, with special attention to readings of Meredith Kline. The tempo of our
discussion slows markedly in our chapters on Kline given his pivotal importance to dialogue
on covenant theology within the Reformed community. (Both of these parts of our report con-
tain frequent reflections on the teaching of Scripture, but do not attempt to make an exegetical
case for or against various conceptions of republication, which we did not understand to be our
remit as a committee). The brief finale of the report moves abruptly from legato to staccato:
we summarize conclusions, make recommendations, and, suggest for the use of presbyteries
relevant topics to be considered in the examination of candidates for licensure and ordination.

PART I - THE WESTMINSTER STANDARDS AND COVENANT THEOLOGY
Ch. 1 — Substance and Administration
I. Defining Terms
A. “Covenant”
This foundational chapter seeks to manage the first part of this report by establishing a roster
of key terms and offering definitions for each term that we will seek to apply consistently in
the following chapters. We begin with “covenant” and “law.” Rather than providing an over-

arching definition of “covenant” the Westminster standards describe two kinds of covenants,
the covenant of works and the covenant of grace.? This is because the two differ in nature,

24 See especially Meredith G. Kline, Kingdom Prologue: Genesis Foundations for a Covenantal
Worldview (Overland Park, KS: Two Age Press, 2000), 138. Representing M.G. Kline’s view fairly
at this point, it is not the Mosaic covenant per se but the works principle of the eternal covenant
(traditionally called the pactum salutis) intruded into the Mosaic covenant that Christ fulfilled. For
comments on this congruence between the works principle in history and Jesus’ mission, see Kline,
Kingdom Prologue, 352.

25 In its discussions of covenant theology, the Westminster standards presume some degree of
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particularly in their federal heads and in what they require. They differ in their federal heads in
that Adam was the federal head in the covenant of works and Christ is the federal head in the
covenant of grace. They differ in their requirements or conditions since the covenant of works
required “personal, entire, exact, and perpetual obedience,” whereas the covenant of grace
requires faith in Christ (WCF 19.1; 7.2,3). They also differ in their pledges. In the covenant
of works God gave Adam and Eve the tree of life as a pledge of eternal life, should they pass
their probation test (LC 22). In the covenant of grace God places the Holy Spirit in the hearts
of believers as a guarantee of their future inheritance and the fullness of their redemption (2
Cor. 1:22; 5:5; Eph. 1:13; 4:30). The sacraments also function as God’s pledges to the believer
since they not only signify the grace of God, but through them the Holy Spirit seals the prom-
ises of God to their hearts.?

Yet one assumption they share in common is that which is foundational to all covenant theol-
ogy: the Creator-creature distinction. How can there be fellowship or any covenant relation-
ship between man and his Creator except by God’s “voluntary condescension” to him (WCF
7.1)? He must descend to us; we cannot ascend to him. Thus, it is God who entered into a
“covenant of life” with our race, and this through a “special act of providence” (WCF 4.2; LC
17,20, SC 12).7

B. “Law”

The “law” is used variously in our confessional standards, and with three different nuances.
It is used redemptive-historically, to refer to the Mosaic covenant in general, and to refer to
one of the three aspects of the Mosaic law in particular—the moral law, the ceremonial law,
and the civil law.

1. Redemptive-historical. The standards distinguish how the covenant of grace was
administered “in the time of the law” or “under the law” as compared to “the time
of the gospel” (WCF 7.5). In the same paragraph, it states that God “delivered to the
people of the Jews” this covenant by way of “promises, prophecies, sacrifices, cir-
cumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances.” The confession also
notes the redemptive-historical context of the judicial and ritual laws, by highlight-
ing that the civil law is tethered to Israel “as a body politic” or as a unique “State”;
and it says that the “ceremonial” law was given to Israel “as a church under age”
(WCF 19.4,3). Also, that same chapter teaches that if a person is performing good
works it does not mean he or she is “under the law; and, not under grace” (WCF
19.6). That sentence references Rom. 6:15, which refers to a particular stage of re-
demptive history, not to the moral law (which is the chief concern of WCF 19.6).

2. Mosaic covenant in general. The standards refer to the era of the law (or, “the old

liberty in nomenclature, as is seen in the interchangeable designations “covenant of works” and
“covenant of life” (WCF 7.2;19.1; LC 20; SC 12). The phrase “commonly called the covenant of
grace” also suggests an awareness that other terminology may be used to refer to the same covenant
arrangement (WCF 7.2).

26 G. C. Berkouwer, The Sacraments (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969), 134; and Belgic Confes-
sion, Article 33.

27 Although God’s entering into covenant with humankind is an act of his providence, the law
written on humankind’s heart as an act of his creation.
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testament”) as the administration of sacrifices, ceremonies, and types (WCF 19.5).
By referring to the types and ordinances of the old covenant, the standards are refer-
ring to the “Torah,” the first five books of the Old Testament written by Moses; or,
to the Mosaic administration as a whole (“Sinaitic administration,” “Mosaic cov-
enant,” “Mosaic economy”).?

3. Mosaic law in particulars. “Law” also can refer to the classical threefold distinction
of the Mosaic law given to Israel in its moral, ceremonial, and civil capacities. The
civil law pertained to the judicial order of Israel as a state and it expired with the the-
ocracy (WCF 19.4). The ceremonial law is that which regulated the sacrificial sys-
tem, priesthood, and purification laws of Israel, all of which is now abrogated since
it was fulfilled by Christ (WCF 19.3). The moral law reflects God’s holy will and it
continues as a “perfect rule of righteousness” for all humanity, whether under the
law or under the gospel (WCF 19.2; LC 93; SC 40). It is summarily comprehended
in the Ten Commandments revealed through Moses, which in turn are summed up
in the two great commandments as stated by Christ (Matt. 5:17-19; 22:37-40; WCF
19:2; LC 98,102, 122; SC 41,42).

II. Covenant of Grace: Substance and Administration
A. Substance

When it comes to the covenant of grace, John Ball’s famous statement summarizes the overall
principle well: “For manner of administration this Covenant is divers, as it pleased God in sun-
dry manners to dispense it: but for substance it is one, the last, unchangeable and everlasting.””

The confessional standards assume that the covenant of grace is one and the same substance
no matter where it is found in redemptive history. Despite the differences between the Mosaic
economy and the Gospel age, they both share the same covenantal substance: “There are not
therefore two covenants of grace, differing in substance, but one and the same, under various
dispensations” (WCF 7.6). In short, there are not two ways of salvation, “but one way, that of
grace.”°

What is that substance? According to our doctrinal standards the substance of the covenant
of grace is Christ. The covenant was fulfilled “under the gospel, when Christ, the substance,
was exhibited” (WCF 7.6). Christ supplies the substance (or blessings) of the covenant of
grace due to the dignity of his person and the merit of his work. Regarding his person, the
Confession of Faith places significant emphasis on the hypostatic union—the full endowment
of his divine glory inseparably joined to the integrity of a full human nature (as well as the
anointing of his human nature by the Holy Spirit). Regarding his work, the standards expound
the benefits purchased by the perfection of his obedience, the satisfaction of his substitution-
ary death, and the vindication of his exaltation, which fulfill all righteousness and satisfy
everything necessary for the salvation of his people (WCF 8.5). From this vast treasury Christ

28 More often than not, this is what Paul means by “law” in his epistles (e.g., Gal. 3:17). Zacharias
Ursinus, Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism (1852; repr., Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, n.d.), 100.
29 John Ball, 4 Treatise of the Covenant of Grace (London, 1645), 23.

30 Rowland S. Ward, The Westminster Confession of Faith: A Study Guide, 3rd ed. (Wantirna,
Australia: New Melbourne Press, 2004), 94.
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supplies endless blessings and an eternal inheritance to his people in all ages.

These confessional assertions are grounded in Scripture. WCF 7.6 looks to Gal 3:8-9,14,16,
which state that God “preached the gospel beforehand” to Abraham (v.8), that the blessing
of Abraham came to the Gentiles “in Christ Jesus” (v.14), and that the promises were made
to Abraham and his offspring, “who is Christ” (v.16). Christ is the substance in both God’s
promise to Abraham and to his offspring who are justified by faith. The confession also cites
Rom 10:6-10, and in verses 67 Paul says: “But the righteousness based on faith says, ‘Do not
say in your heart, “Who will ascend into heaven?””’ (that is, to bring Christ down), ‘or “Who
will descend into the abyss?”’(that is, to bring Christ up from the dead).” Paul is expounding
Deut 30:12,13—words originally spoken by Moses in his exhortation to Israel to obey the
commandments of the Lord and not to excuse ignorance of them. Paul shows that Moses’
exhortation is ultimately fulfilled by and in Christ, the one we confess (Rom 10:9).

Whether we are speaking of the types and pictures of Christ in the old covenant or the real-
ity and fullness of Christ in the new, what is applied to God’s elect, in principle, is the same.
Although the ceremonies, sacrifices, and ordinances of the Mosaic covenant were types of
Christ, the efficacy of what they pictured was communicated through them to the elect of
Israel. As the confession states: “Although the work of redemption was not actually wrought
by Christ till after His incarnation, yet the virtue, efficacy, and benefits thereof were commu-
nicated unto the elect in all ages successively from the beginning of the world, in and by those
promises, types, and sacrifices, wherein He was revealed, and signified to be the seed of the
woman which should bruise the serpent’s head; and the Lamb slain from the beginning of the
world: being yesterday and to-day the same, and for ever” (WCF 8.6).

Israel was a church under age. Nevertheless, in that age those who looked in faith to God’s
promised Savior were strengthened in their faith, enjoyed the forgiveness of sins, and shared
in the hope of eternal life (WCF 7.5). The ordinances and types given to Israel were God’s
ordained means by which the Spirit communicated Christ and his benefits to them. In and
of themselves the sacrifices and the “sacraments” of the old covenant were not sufficient or
efficacious for salvation. As Scripture says, the “gifts and sacrifices” of the Mosaic cove-
nant “cannot perfect the conscience of the worshiper” and that age was “set aside because of
its weakness and uselessness” for “the law made nothing perfect” (Heb 7:18-19; 9:9). And
yet the sacrifices and symbols given in that covenantal administration, “were, for that time,
sufficient and efficacious, through the operation of the Spirit, to instruct and build up the
elect in faith in the promised Messiah” (WCF 7.5). Those who walked by faith under the
law received the same spiritual nourishment as those under the Gospel. They “partook of
the same spiritual rock” and “that rock is Christ” (1 Cor 10:1-4). They participated in all the
benefits of Christ and experienced every blessing in the order of salvation, just as the new cov-
enant believer does. However, the old covenant believer did not receive these blessings in the
same manner, nor in the fullness as the new covenant believers does. They experienced the
same things, but not to the same degree. After all, the covenant of grace is differently admin-
istered.

However, it is also true that some Reformed theologians have seen the idea of substance in
a more technical way; namely, the core condition that governs the covenant. Thus, when the
condition is essentially the same, the covenant is also essentially the same; and when the
condition differs, so does the essence of the covenant. For example, Zacharias Ursinus ar-
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gues that the “substance of the covenant” is “the principal conditions” of the covenant.’! The
covenant of grace is one in substance because in each covenant “God promises to those that
repent and believe, the remission of sins; whilst men bind themselves, on the other hand, to
exercise faith in God, and to repent of their sins.”* John Ball explained that the “essence of
the Covenant properly consisteth in the Promise and stipulation.” Francis Turretin states the
same thing when he refers to the “substance and essential parts of the covenant, i.e., both as
to the covenanted themselves and as to the federal pact consisting in the mutual obligation of
the parties.”* Speaking of the covenants of works and grace, Thomas Blake points out that
the difference between them is “brought to height” when we consider the “conditions annext
unto either of them.” In his view, a change of the condition “alone so diversifies them; that
they are not barely, in circumstance and way of administration, but in substance two distinct
covenants.” Therefore the “Old covenant entered with the Jewes, and the New Covenant en-
tered with Christians” are “one and the same in substance” because “a covenant entered by the
same parties, upon the same terms and propositions on either hand, is the same covenant.”¢

The confession seems to communicate this basic idea when it states that the Old and New
Testament are not “two covenants of grace, differing in substance, but one and the same un-
der various dispensations.”’ This involves the idea that the old and new covenants have the
same essential promises on God’s part, and the same essential obligations on the part of elect.
These mutual covenantal obligations are helpfully summarized in WCF 7.5: on the part of the
elect, this covenant involves “faith in the promised Messiah,” along with the bestowal of “full
remission of sins and eternal salvation” on the part of God. Thus, WCF 7.6 highlights Gen.
15:6 (which states that Abraham “believed the Lord, and he counted it to him as righteous-
ness”) and its subsequent treatment in Rom 4:16-17,23-24, where Paul says that these words
were written for our sake, for those—who like Abraham—place their faith in God’s promise
of grace.

There are some historic presentations of the Mosaic covenant which hold that although it is
different in substance from the covenant of grace, it does not institute a new way of salvation.
As chapter five will explain, both the “subservient covenant” position and the position of
historic Lutheranism are examples of this.*® One may hold that the Mosaic covenant differs in
substance from the covenant of grace, without necessarily compromising the idea of the one

31 Ursinus, Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism, 99.

32 Ibid.

33 Ball, Treatise of the Covenant of Grace, 4.

34 Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, ed. James T. Dennison, trans. George Mus-
grave Giger, 3 vols. (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 1994), 2.194.

35 Blake, Vindiciae Foederis (London, 1658), 99. He adds: “The least difference in conditions,
diversifies bargains and agreements on what part soever the difference is” (ibid). This point is so sig-
nificant for Blake that he structures his subsequent discussion of the substantial differences between
the covenants of works and grace around it (pp. 99-112).

36 Ibid., 99.

37 Note how Blake’s use of the phrase “one and the same” to describe the substantial unity of the
old and new covenants parallels that of the Confession in 7:6.

38 Turretin explicitly notes this point when he deals with both the Lutheran view (Institutes,
2.235) and the subservient covenant view of the Amyraldians (2:263). In spite of the broad points of
agreement among Protestants on this point, Turretin still highlighted serious inconsistencies in the
positions of these other views.
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way of salvation throughout history. The question our report is addressing is whether one can
hold to such positions without compromising the system of doctrine taught in our standards.

B. Administration

There is both unity and diversity in the covenant of grace. The different administrations of
the covenant of grace share in the unity of substance, yet this is balanced by the ways in
which those administrations are distinguished. The standards do not understate these differ-
ences (WCF 7.5; LC 33). The confession addresses these differences by the way in which
the covenant itself is administered, and by the way in which the blessings of the covenant are
enjoyed. It does this by organizing these two issues through its unified treatment and emphasis
on typology: “This covenant was differently administered in the time of the law, and in the
time of the gospel: under the law, it was administered by promises, prophecies, sacrifices,
circumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances delivered to the people of the
Jews, all fore-signifying Christ to come ...” (WCF 7.5).

The covenant of grace was administered in the time of the law “by promises, prophecies, sac-
rifices, circumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances.” The phrase, “other
types and ordinances” shows that typology functions as a general rubric to summarize the
symbols and ordinances of the old covenant. The standards remind us that those types were
“sufficient and efficacious” for the time of the law and by them believing Israelites enjoyed
the “full remission of sins, and eternal salvation” (WCF 7.5). Yet this is true only because they
were more than symbols for that covenant administration. They also functioned as types of the
fullness to be unveiled with Christ’s coming. Their ultimate efficacy is dependent upon their
functioning as types. The tabernacle, ritual sacrifices, priesthood, mercy seat, annual feasts
and the Sabbath were the means by which God communicated the spiritual realities, which
they pre-figured. But the level to which that substance could be received was not the same.
This is the nature of the case with types. The type comes “on a lower stage of development
in redemption,” and its anti-type comes later “on a higher stage.”®* Continuity relates them,
degree distinguishes them.

On the one hand this means that the spiritual power communicated through the old covenant
was mitigated due to its typological means of grace. The ceremonial laws and their ordinances
were intended as provisional means of God’s grace because they were given to Israel, “as a
church under age” (WCF 19.3). This fits with the overall design of the law as a “guardian
until Christ came,” managing the under-aged child until the appropriate time of full sonship
arrived (Gal 4:2-4). Under the law the covenant of grace remains immature and undeveloped.
By design the ritual laws prefigured Christ and his benefits, so that when he fulfilled them they
had to be abrogated. On the other hand this means that the believer who lives on this side of
Christ’s death and resurrection, and Pentecost, enjoys fuller blessings than the believer in the
time of the law. Christ is “held forth in more fullness, evidence, and spiritual efficacy” under
the Gospel (WCF 7.6). Believers in the new covenant have greater boldness, greater freedom,
and greater communications of the Spirit than those under the law:

The liberty which Christ hath purchased for believers under the Gospel consists in their
freedom from the guilt of sin; the condemning wrath of God, the curse of the moral law;

39  Geerhardus Vos, Biblical Theology: Old and New Testaments (1948; repr., Edinburgh: Banner
of Truth, 2014), 145.
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and, in their being delivered from this present evil world, bondage to Satan, and dominion
of sin, from the evil of afflictions, the sting of death, the victory of the grave, and ever-
lasting damnation; as also, in their free access to God, and their yielding obedience unto
Him, not out of slavish fear, but a child-like love and willing mind. All which were com-
mon also to believers under the law. But under the new testament, the liberty of Christians
is further enlarged, in their freedom from the yoke of the ceremonial law, to which the
Jewish Church was subjected; and in greater boldness of access to the throne of grace,
and in fuller communications of the free Spirit of God, than believers under the law did
ordinarily partake of. (WCF 20.1)

When our doctrinal standards compare the covenant of grace in its two administrations, they
are only reflecting Scripture itself. The book of Hebrews details how Christ has inaugurated
a “better covenant” through the new covenant, which speaks a “better word” with its “better
sacrifices” and “better promises,” and offers a “better hope” and a “better possession” as com-
pared to the old (Heb 7:19,22; 8:6; 9:23; 10:34; 12:24). The priestly ministry of Christ in the
new covenant makes the old covenant “obsolete,” and “what is becoming obsolete and grow-
ing old is ready to vanish away” (Heb 8:13). Similarly, Paul states that the glory of the older
administration dims when compared to the glory of the new, which far surpasses it. He likens
the Mosaic covenant to a “ministry of death” or “ministry of condemnation” which gives way
to the “ministry of the Spirit” or “the ministry of righteousness” (2 Cor 3:7—11). This same
agenda is found in the wording of the prologue to the Gospel of John when it states that “the
law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (John 1:17). The
point is not that grace and truth were nowhere to be found in the Mosaic covenant and that the
gospel age is devoid of law.*! The point is one of comparison. The grace and truth revealed
by Jesus far surpasses that which was revealed to Moses. What Moses heard and proclaimed,
Jesus embodied and realized.

The church’s doctrinal standards reflect this delicate biblical balance—the balance of holding
in harmony the same substance along with the different administrations of the covenant of
grace. Believers in the age of the law are truly brothers and sisters with those in the age of the
gospel. They both partake of Christ and his benefits. Nevertheless, those united to Christ since
his appearing enjoy his benefits more fully. It is as if Christ says to believers in the Gospel age:
“Blessed are your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they hear. For truly, I say to you, many
prophets and righteous people longed to see what you see, and did not see it, and to hear what
you hear, and did not hear it” (Matt 13:16-17).

Ch. 2 — Typology and Confessional Interpretation

I. Typology

An important, but indirect way of addressing the question [of republication] is to consider
how our confession views typology, for those who hold to a republication of the covenant of

40 In fact, the main burden of the book is to explain the superior priestly ministry of the Lord
Jesus Christ over the old (Heb 8:1).

41 See Exod 34:6: “The LORD, the LORD, a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and
abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness.” The phrase, “grace and truth” (John 1:14, 17) is prob-
ably best taken as an allusion, if not a reference, to the phrase “steadfast love and faithfulness” in
Exod 34:6.
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works in some sense tend to see a more expansive than limited understanding of typology in
the Mosaic economy.

There can be no question that our confessional standards affirm that various features of the
Mosaic economy have a typological purpose, including “promises, prophecies, sacrifices, cir-
cumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances” (WCF 7.5; see LC 34).

And yet for the most part, our confessional standards do little to develop or expound a ty-
pology of offices, persons, places, events, corporate Israel, or the moral law in the Mosaic
economy, especially as those types might relate to Christ. The standards assume something
about the typology of office. Perhaps they imply something about old covenant persons when
they reflect on Christ as prophet, priest and king (WCF 8.1; LC 42-45, SC 23-26). If not the
typology of place, at least the symbolic significance of place in the old covenant is affirmed,
indirectly and negatively, in WCF 21.6, where we are told that “now under the gospel” the
place where one prays has no significance. Additionally, in explicating the preface to the Ten
Commandments, the Larger Catechism appears to ascribe a typological significance to the
event of the Exodus, to the nation of Israel, and perhaps to Egypt (LC 101). Nonetheless, there
is little positive explication of these biblical theological commonplaces.

The more involved question is what the assembly intended by “other types and ordinances,”
mentioned in WCF 7.5. It seems possible that the proof texts that the assembly supplies may
offer some clues about the “other types and ordinances” referenced by the authors of the
Confession and Larger Catechism. The original scriptural texts in support of Westminster
Confession of Faith 7.5 and Larger Catechism 34 reference not only circumcision, unleavened
bread, and the paschal lamb (Rom 4:11; Col 2:11-12; 1 Cor 5:7), but also the Red Sea crossing
as baptism, the Rock-fountain as Christ, and the forward-looking faith that Abraham and oth-
ers placed in Christ and his promises (1 Cor 10:1-4; Heb 11:13; John 8:56). Citations for WCF
8.3 further comment on the typological significance of Abel and Aaron (Heb 5:4-5, 12:24). We
ought to add the larger-than-life signification ascribed to the woman, the seed and the serpent
in WCF 8.6 (citing, of course, Gen 3:15). What is more, the assembly, as further support of
WCEF 7.5 and LC 34, refers readers to the whole of Heb 8-10, passages that reflect deeply on
the temple, the priestly office, and Christ as high priest.

Do these passages, however, suggest anything specific about other types and ordinances?
Not really. It is a commonplace that post-Reformation divines reflected on the typology of
Hebrews; but these citations, so broad in scope, do not suggest any particular typological
positions or commitments. This point is significant because republication paradigms typically
(!) encourage a particular typological understanding of corporate Israel, temporal blessings
and curses, and obedience to the moral law pointing to Christ and his active obedience. The
Westminster standards have little to say on these subjects beyond a reference in WCF 19.3 to
corporate Israel as a “church under age.” Our standards neither affirm nor reject a typological
approach to the moral law in the Mosaic economy or to persons in the Old Testament text.
Of possible relevance by way of contrast, the confession does explicitly ascribe a typological
function to the ceremonial laws, and relates them to the covenant of grace (WCF 19.3).

But might the nomenclature of sacrifice and the proof texts supplied by the assembly for WCF
7.5 plausibly point to priestly work as a kind of active obedience (in distinction from the
sacrifice itself as a type of passive obedience)? Might the specific case of priestly obedience,
and Israel’s participation in and cooperation with that obedience, offer evidence of an active
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works principle in the Mosaic economy? To answer this question we have turned to assembly-
member-produced literature that discusses the active obedience of Christ and have come up
dry. Discussions of active obedience, or ‘whole obedience,’ tend to focus either on defending
the imputation of Christ’s active obedience or on demonstrations of a believer’s continuing ob-
ligation to actively obey his or her Lord: “The active obedience of Christ is the pattern and the
causa exemplaris of all that holiness and purification that is required of us.”* While priestly
work is always seen to prefigure Christ, discussions of the work of priests in the writings of the
divines do not appear to give rise to reflections on the active obedience of Christ in particular.
This is not to say that the Bible does not teach this idea. Nonetheless, neither in reflections on
active obedience nor in reflections on priestly work did assembly members seem to have in
mind accounts of Levitical priestly obedience that adumbrate the active obedience of Christ.*
Further research may show otherwise, but from the angle of priestly work, then, it seems
unlikely that a works principle may be intended in mention of “other types and ordinances ...
delivered to the people of the Jews” (WCF 7.5; LC 34).

II. Varieties of Views

Perhaps the search for particular points of evidence is not the best conceived method of ap-
proach. John Fesko, following Brenton Ferry, argues that in writing the Confession the as-
sembly’s members “explicitly exclude only one position regarding the relationship between
the covenant of works and grace: ‘There are not therefore Two Covenants of Grace, differing
in substance, but one and the same, under various dispensations,”” a reference to WCF 19.6
and its rejection of views such as those taught by Tobias Crisp. This is manifestly correct. But
could it be an overstatement to conclude then that “the Confession therefore precludes only
one view” and that the assembly, while not endorsing “other views” also “does not rule ... out”
other perspectives? Might this announce a conclusion greater than that which the evidence
actually allows? While the assembly does not adopt the pattern of narrowly prescriptive texts
such as the 1675 Formula Consensus Helvetica, for example, it is quite possible that other
positive statements in the assembly preclude particular views of republication.*

Even if the assembly only explicitly rejected one understanding of substantial republication
of a covenant of works, we considered it to be incumbent on our committee to ask if there are
other construals of republication that are compatible with, in tension with, or contrary to the
system of doctrine taught in the Westminster standards. We asked if a case can be made that

42 William Strong, The Worm That Dyeth Not (London, 1672), 105. Edward Reynolds speaks of
the actions of a priest that were needed to offer a sacrifice, Christ’s priestly work, and a Christian’s
active obedience in doing the whole law of God; perhaps with this raw material parallels could be
drawn between a priest’s work and the active obedience of Christ, but these would be lines that a
reader would have to supply, for Reynolds does not appear to draw them himself. Edward Reynolds,
An Explication of the Hundreth and Tenth Psalme (London, 1632), 424-25.

43 Perhaps the closest thing to an understanding of a priest’s work typifying Christ’s active obedi-
ence is a comment by William Gouge: “Priests stood in Christs roome, and by offering sacrifices
were types of Christs offering himself a sacrifice for our sins.” The significance of the comment is
that Christ’s offering himself is often seen as an example of his active obedience. But again, the
connection is one that a reader has to make him or herself. William Gouge, A Learned and Very
Useful Commentary on the Whole Epistle to the Hebrews (London, 1655), part 2, 447 (section 34).
44 See John Fesko, The Theology of the Westminster Standards, 155, 158; Ferry, “Works in the
Mosaic covenant,” 100.
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our confessional standards might disallow one version of substantial republication but pos-
sibly allow other versions or substantial republication. Or do our standards recognize anything
more than an impressionistic parallel between a prelapsarian covenant of works made with
Adam and the covenantal arrangement that was established in the Mosaic economy?

One of the most striking statements in our standards, read through the lens of a substantial re-
publication of the covenant of works in the Mosaic covenant, is found in the Larger Catechism
which, in addressing the moral law, speaks of “life upon the fulfilling ... death upon the breach
of'it” (LC 93). At the risk of oversimplifying biblical data, promises and threats usually feature
in covenantal arrangements, whereas bare precepts normally characterize law (but see WCF
19.6). That the Westminster assembly would use this language to describe the moral law as
summed up in the Decalogue may be indicative of an inclusive attitude amongst its members
toward some variety of a covenant of works in the sense of substantial republication.

Along these lines, one of the most striking decisions of the Westminster assembly, in some
way underlying or even informing its discussion of the law, is the decision to reference texts in
support of WCF 7.2 describing the Mosaic covenant in order to explain the Adamic prelapsar-
ian covenant of works: Gal 3:12 and Rom 10:5 (quoting Lev 18:5), and Gal. 3:10 (quoting
Deut 27:26).* How could the assembly think these passages relevant if a majority of its mem-
bers did not see substantive continuities between the prelapsarian covenant of works and the
Mosaic covenant?

III. Confessional Interpretation
A. The Place of Proof Texts in Confessional Study

Admittedly the use of a given proof is not strictly a confessional issue per se. Further work
needs to be done to determine the interpretive compass of meaning ascribed to these texts
by Westminster divines, which surely ranges from those seeing relevance to a covenant of
works to those who see reference to the law, or works of the law, abstracted from a covenant
of works; or from those actually asserting redemptive-historical differences in the means of
justification between Sinai and Calvary, to those who see differences that always exist between
legitimate and illegitimate means of justification. These and other interpretations of these texts
will be discussed in Chapters 5 to 8 of this report.

Nonetheless the use of these texts in this place in the Confession raises a legitimate inter-
pretive issue. While by no means do these citations offer support for any known substantial
republication paradigm per se, theologians have wondered whether they are nonetheless sug-
gestive of something more than an administrative republication of the covenant of works,
if that were possible. These texts are, after all, a useful interpretive tool of the confessional
texts. “After each phrase and chapter of the Confession was drafted, the assembly debated and
then approved a series of scriptural passages in support of that doctrine. Later, the gathering
was required by Parliament to provide references to Scripture alongside the confession. The
assembly did so reluctantly as it had no opportunity to explain, by a mere citation of a text,
the exegesis of that text. But once the assembly’s members accepted the task, they chose
supporting passages of Scripture carefully, refining the list of scriptural passages approved
in their earlier debates.” It is a worthwhile endeavor to attempt “to use these biblical texts to

45 These biblical texts are retained in the OPC’s revision of the Confession’s proof texts.
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understand confessional phrases” in any study. And while “modern editions of the Confession
sometimes employ alternative proof-texts which sometimes offer even better biblical support
to the assembly’s own doctrines” they “offer no insight into the assembly’s own thinking.”* It
is for that reason that the historic proof texts are studied in this report.

B. Not Names, but Things

In its debates, the Westminster assembly insisted that it was committed to considering con-
cepts, not mere labels: “we inquire not after names, but things.”’ We have endeavored to
follow this rule for ourselves in reading both historic and recent works on the subject, and
especially with respect to references to “the covenant of works” or to typological or pedagogi-
cal purposes to “temporal blessings.”*

Other cautions in reading early-modern texts could be issued.” Here we want to draw special
attention to the fact that seventeenth-century writers commonly qualified their positions with
oppositional statements, a practice requiring careful listening and reading on the part of their
contemporaries, and on our part as we approach these texts centuries later. There were divines
at the Westminster assembly (a chorus of them, in fact) who routinely offered full-bodied par-
allels between the Mosaic covenant and the covenant of works with Adam, but then argued in
the clearest of terms that the Mosaic covenant was in substance the covenant of grace. That is
to say, an assembly member might insist that the Mosaic covenant is a covenant of works—
and then a paragraph (or page) later insist that it was a covenant of works in its administrative
form only.

For instance, in 1647, the year after the text of the Westminster Confession of Faith was
finalized, Robert Baillie juxtaposed statements about the Mosaic covenant in a book against
Baptist practice and hermeneutics:

It’s true, the covenant of grace, in its administration before Christs comming in the flesh,
was cloathed with many shadows of now abolished ceremonies, and had adjoined to it
upon mount Sinai the old covenant of works to be a severe paedagogue for the pointing
out the way to Christ, unto the very unruly children of Israel, and for keeping them in awe
and terrour by its threats and curses; also for alluring them to obedience by its temporall
promises: we grant because of those adjuncts the covenant of grace is sometimes spoken
of as an old covenant, and is distinguished from its very self as it was administred by
Christ after his incarnation, the old dresse of Sinai being changed as of an old garment:
but that the thing was ever the same, advised Christians must be loath to doubt, for if the
covenant which the Lord made with Abraham and his seed under the Law be not truly and
substantially the new covenant of grace, we desire to know by what means they obtained

46 Chad Van Dixhoorn, Confessing the faith: A Reader s Guide to the Westminster Confession of
Faith (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 2014), xxiv—xxv.

47 Chad Van Dixhoorn, ed., The Minutes and Papers of the Westminster Assembly (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 2012), vol. 5, Doc. 52, 8 (hereafter MPWA).

48 A “pedagogical purpose” is a “teaching purpose.”

49  We also encourage readers to heed the “errata,” or lists of corrections that the printer asks the
reader to make of the text. E.g., William Bridge asserts that that Mosaic administration is a cov-
enant of works, but the errata corrects the text to say the contrary. Bridge, Christ and the Covenant
(London, 1667), 64.
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either grace or glory: and to put all the Fathers of the Old Testament in so beastly a condi-
tion as excludes from grace and glory, who dare be so insolent? Now if we grant them a
covenant which did bring them to a state of grace in this life, and of glory hereafter, how
can we deny it to be gracious?

That which they speak of [as] a mixed covenant is not much to the purpose, we did
never deny the adjunction of ceremonies and temporall promises, and the whole cov-
enant of works unto the covenant of grace under its first administration: yea, under the
very New Testament where the administration is much changed, the new covenant wants
not both its sacramentall ceremonies and the promises of this life; but none of those
adjuncts doe change the state and nature of the principall; it remains ever a covenant of
pure grace without any mixture; it is neither in the whole, nor in any substantiall part
turned into a covenant of works; it may not lose its denomination if it keeps its nature;
it may neither be counted wholly a covenant of works, nor a mixed covenant of grace and
works.*

Readers will no doubt note the following. First, in one way or another, Baillie twice says in his
own way that a covenant of works was adjoined to the covenant of grace in its first administra-
tion (by which he means the Mosaic economy, or even the whole Old Testament). Second, this
works-flavored administration promised temporal blessings. Third, he notes that ceremonies
and promises also characterized the New Testament administration of the covenant of grace,
“where the administration is much changed.” Fourth, in an important qualifying statement, he
adds that the “state” or “nature” or “substantial part” of the covenant of grace, even during
the Mosaic administration, “may neither be counted wholly a covenant of works, nor a mixed
covenant of grace and works.”!

At least two points emerge from this text and these observations. On the one hand, we can
see clearly that the application of the label “covenant of works” to the Mosaic economy does
not mean that the author finds the Mosaic economy to be a covenant of works in substance;
he calls the Mosaic economy a covenant of works, but argues that it is a covenant of works
in administration only. He chose to juxtapose his statements rather than avoid “covenant of
works” language. This juxtaposition renders Baillie’s formulation orthodox. It also required a
wide-angle lens to get this whole picture; a brief quotation would have been misleading.

On the other hand, interpreters will also see that Baillie saw temporal blessings (and even
curses) with a pedagogical purpose in the Mosaic economy; but he also saw these things in
the New Testament, and for believers and unbelievers alike. If anything, this is even clearer
in the writings of other divines, and one reference will have to suffice: Thomas Goodwin ar-
gued that “whilst Christ governs, he is pleased, I grant, to reward such legal performances ...
with rewards within their own sphere,” such as longer life to “Ahab for humbling himself,”
or examples Goodwin draws from the New Testament.’> For Goodwin, pedagogical lessons
connected to temporal promises or curses are not only extended to the Ahabs of this world,

50 Robert Baillie, Anabaptism the True Fountaine of Independency, Brownisme, Antinomy,
Familisme, and the Most of the Other Errours, Which for the Time Doe Trouble the Church of Eng-
land, Unsealed (London, 1647), 141-42.

51 Ibid. For “mixed covenants” see the following chapter.

52 Thomas Goodwin, The Works of Thomas Goodwin, ed. T. Smith (Edinburgh: James Nichol,
1863), 6.353.
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but even “vouchsafed [to] the heathens.”* Further work needs to be done on this subject. Here
our point is simply that historians of theology cannot “reverse-engineer” a substantially re-
published works-principle unique to the Mosaic economy by means of references to temporal
blessings in the writings of the divines.

The Robert Baillie quotation is mentioned here for one additional reason. It is helpful for
us to see at the outset that the description of the Mosaic economy as covenant of works in
some sense did not alarm seventeenth-century ministers and theologians. Students of the Word
merely wished to know what was meant by the application of the label “covenant of works” to
the Mosaic economy before they proceeded to endorse or oppose a person’s particular view.
We commend this spirit of attentive reading and listening before responding, especially with
regard to the subject of republication.

C. Interpreting Confessional Paragraphs

The most significant chapter in our confessional standards, with respect to republication, may
be the nineteenth, “Of the law of God,” the relevant sections of which read as follows:

19:1 God gave to Adam a law, as a covenant of works, by which He bound him and all
his posterity to personal, entire, exact, and perpetual obedience; promised life upon the
fulfilling, and threatened death upon the breach of it: and endued him with power and
ability to keep it.

19:2 This law, after his fall, continued to be a perfect rule of righteousness, and, as such,
was delivered by God upon Mount Sinai, in ten commandments, and written in two ta-
bles: the four first commandments containing our duty towards God; and the other six
our duty to man.

19:3 Besides this law, commonly called moral, God was pleased to give to the people
of Israel, as a church under age, ceremonial laws, containing several typical ordinances,
partly of worship, prefiguring Christ, His graces, actions, sufferings, and benefits; and
partly holding forth divers instructions of moral duties. All which ceremonial laws are
now abrogated, under the new testament.

A key question that has confronted recent interpreters of the confession pertains to the
meaning of “as such” in WCF 19.2. The words “as such” refer either to the “rule of righ-
teousness” (in 19.2), or to “this law” defined as “a covenant of works” (19.1) and a “rule
of righteousness” (19.2). To pose these possibilities is, in fact, to restate one of the critical
issues under examination by our committee.

Arguments for confessional compatibility with substantial republication note that the first
two paragraphs of chapter nineteen must be read together. The numbering of paragraphs in
a chapter should not distract us from the fact that the chapter is a literary whole. When read
together, there is at least the possibility that a republication-friendly reading was permitted or
encouraged by the assembly: “after the fall” the Mosaic law was both “a covenant of works”
and a “rule of righteousness” (WCF 19.1-2). The most meaningful response to this line of
argumentation is simply to extend it: for surely the third paragraph must also be read in the

53 Ibid.
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context of the preceding two paragraphs. When the three are taken together, it no longer ap-
pears plausible to read the law delivered on Mount Sinai as offered as some form of a covenant
of works, but rather as a rule of life.

A more detailed form of the argument could be rendered as follows. It is true that the words
“as such” in WCF 19.2 refers either narrowly to the “rule of righteousness” (as mentioned in
19.2) or comprehensively to “this law” defined as “a covenant of works” and a “rule of righ-
teousness” (as mentioned in 19.1 and 19.2). The narrow reading can enlist in its support the
idea that the phrase “as such” might more naturally modify the immediately preceding phrase
(“a perfect rule of righteousness”). The latter, more comprehensive reading, can claim as its
strength the fact that it treats the paragraphs of the confession in an holistic and not atomistic
fashion. Nonetheless, the phrase “this law” is used yet again in 19.3, and in that continued dis-
cussion (a continuation signaled, as in 19.2, with a proximal pronoun) the confession clarifies
that “this law” under discussion is simply the “moral law”; what the assembly has in mind in
19.1-3 is the law which is “commonly called moral.”

Needless to say, if one denies that the “this law” of 19.3 does not refer to the law of the previ-
ous paragraph one should, equally, apply the same process of reasoning (whatever that might
be) to the use of “this law” found in 19.2. But to say so is already to say more than is needed,
for no such reading of 19.1-3 has, to our knowledge, been advanced. It should be noted that
the need to read these three paragraphs together has not been noted in republication-friendly
discussions of WCF 19.%

And of course we do want to read these paragraphs together. Not only is a continuous and
dependent reading of the paragraphs of a chapter grammatically necessary here, it is also
necessary throughout the confession. The paragraphs of the confession’s chapters are written
to be read together. It is due to a discontinuous and independent treatment of paragraphs that
has led, to cite only one example, to the suggestion that WCF 3 is hospitable to (or at least ac-
commodating of) hypothetical universalism; for only when paragraphs 6 and 7 of that chapter
are read independently of one another can confessional interpreters come to this doctrinally
and textually dubious reading.

The analogy of hypothetical universalism sports some utility for this discussion of substantial
republication. Yes, there are discontinuities between the two teachings: hypothetical universal-
ism is corrosive to Reformed theology in a way that some forms of substantial republication
are not; hypothetical universalism involves subtleties of doctrine that are almost incomprehen-
sible to the person in the pew where a good presentation of substantial republication is readily
intelligible; hypothetical universalism has as its driving motivation the softening of Reformed
theology, whereas republication hopes to bolster it. Yet there are real continuities too. Both,
to some degree, are attempting to address exegetical complexities; both views were held by

54 An exception to this trend is provided by Mark A. Collingridge and Brett A. McNeill who think
that in WCF 19.1-3, and in WCF. 7.2 and LC 93, we find evidence that the “Westminster Confes-
sion of Faith and Catechism use the ‘moral law’ and the ‘covenant of works’ synonymously.” But
they add: “This is what is meant by the law was given to Adam as a covenant of works,” offering a
definition of republication that seems to be one of administration rather than substance. See Mark
A. Collingridge and Brett A. McNeill, “Republication: A Biblical, Confessional and Historical De-
fense,” Report to the Presbytery of the North West, Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 23-24; see also
108-9.
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important members of the Westminster assembly; both views could have been much more
obviously excluded from the Westminster standards if the assembly had so wished. Perhaps
most importantly, while neither view is denounced with any enthusiasm, neither finds a wide
open door in the system of doctrine offered by the Westminster assembly.

Nonetheless, perhaps a clearer understanding of WCF 19.6 would still enable us to find a
place for substantial republication in our confessional standards. The paragraph begins with
the statement that “although true believers be not under the law as a covenant of works, to be
thereby justified or condemned; yet it is of great use to them ...” Proponents of substantial
republication agree that believers, because they are under the covenant of grace, cannot be
justified or condemned by the covenant of works, but argue that, at least in the Old Testament,
believers could be “under the law” for purposes other than personal justification or condemna-
tion.

It would have been easier to make this case if the comma was not present after the word
“works.” Additionally, it should once again be noted that the text of the confession does not
appear to have in view the Mosaic economy, and the proof texts cited here also have little or
nothing to do with the condition of old covenant believers specifically. Rom 6:14; Gal 2:16;
Gal 3:13; Gal 4:4-5; Acts 13:39; and Rom 8:1 have in view only concerns about the applica-
tion of redemption and interests with respect to Christ’s accomplished work. What is more,
WCEF 19.6 goes on to assert that divine promises show Christians “God’s approbation of obe-
dience, and what blessings they may expect upon the performance thereof; although not as due
to them by the law, as a covenant of works.”

This is not to judge at this point that there is a lack of system-compatibility with substantial
republication or with a works principle; it is to say that there appears to be a lack of system-
hospitability. The theological and exegetical framework of the confession is not necessarily
hostile to substantial republication, but nor is it an obvious ally. Maybe the most that can be
said at this point in our inquiry is that our confessional standards sometimes flirt with ideas
that could be themselves friendly to substantial republication—but remain, nonetheless, a step
removed from any real relationship with republication itself. However additional confessional
topics must be addressed, especially on the subjects of creation, covenant, law, and merit if we
are to substantiate even this supposition.

Ch. 3 — Law and Covenant
I. Creation and Covenant

The treatment of prelapsarian and Mosaic covenants in our confessional standards is not un-
complicated in its details. The standards reflect Scripture in insisting that we are made in God’s
image, and that our first parents understood from the beginning the true nature of “knowledge,
righteousness, and holiness.” Adam and Eve knew this because the law of God, reflecting the
character of God, was “written in their hearts” (LC 17; WCF 4.2).

That said, while our first parents bore this image and were embedded with this law, the dis-
tance between God and humanity is so great that God voluntary condescended to us, without
which we would have no benefit from him at all. God’s act of “voluntary condescension”
was to establish a covenant (WCF 7.1). In other words, the law of God was implanted in us
at creation, and yet we cannot flourish without covenant, and so God brought our first parents



356 Eighty-third General Assembly

into a covenantal relationship with himself through a “special act of providence” (SC 12).%
This means, among other things, that creation does not seem to be synonymous with covenant.

For some, the relationship of covenant to creation must have a controlling function in this
debate. For reasons that we cannot detail here, some theologians think that the very acknowl-
edgement that covenant is within the realm of providence is enough to preclude some positions
in the current debate. Your committee is not convinced that this is the case, since Reformed
theologians on different sides of the republication discussion have respectfully disagreed even
with their ‘co-belligerents’ as to whether covenant is an aspect of creation or work of provi-
dence or both. In spite of contentions to the contrary, then, the issue does not necessarily carry
a determinative significance.

II. Law and Covenant

It appears, then, that the implantation of the moral law in the human conscience is coincident
with creation, and yet the creation of a covenant falls under the realm of providence. In other
words, from the viewpoint of the confession, this law on their hearts was not naked; it was
clothed from (almost?) the beginning in a covenantal arrangement. It is for that reason the man
and the woman were not alone together in the garden; it is in that way they were enabled to
live in relationship with God. Natural law does not seem to be synonymous with the covenant
of works.

Nonetheless, law and covenant, as presented in our confessional standards, have much in
common, not least that they both contain the requirement of perfect and personal obedience
(cf. LC 93, 99 and WCF 7.2; 19.1). This relationship between covenant and law is carefully
nuanced in our standards.

First, the confessional description of the conditions of the covenant of works presents only
the perfect and personal elements of obedience, omitting the perpetual, perhaps suggesting a
promise of an accelerated eschatological life for Adam and his descendants if he or they were
to pass some probationary period (WCF 7.2). The law, by contrast, including the law for Adam
in his prelapsarian state, entailed demands that were perfect, personal, and perpetual (WCF
19.1 and LC 93, 99). And yet although law and covenant are presented as similar but differ-
ent, the confession can still state that “God gave to Adam a law, as a covenant of works”—a
surprisingly robust statement of identity (19.1).%

Second, it appears that covenant is a larger category than law; that covenant contains law, for
law itself, it would seem, does not include threats and promises for sin and success in the same
manner as does covenant (WCF 19.1, and especially 19.6).5” Nonetheless, in descriptions of
the law in LC 93, the catechism notes that there are threats and promises contained within the
law. The law has covenantal features, and is presented in a covenantal context. Perhaps the
catechetical text intends for us to see that that there are ways in which law does promise a
general pattern of blessing for obedience, and harm for disobedience; or it may see threats and

55 Because of what is written in SC 12, we can conclude that the tightly written summary in SC
15, Adam’s and Eve’s fall “from the estate wherein they were created,” refers to their state of in-
nocence, and not to a covenantal arrangement as an aspect of creation.

56 Law and covenant are always to be distinguished; before the fall they were actually different.
57 There are other differences too. For example, some covenants, unlike laws, have federal heads.
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promises as features of every covenant administration, and not merely that of the covenant of
works. And yet it is in statements like these that advocates of a substantial republication of a
works principle see an olive branch being offered to their seventeenth-century forbears, and
by extension to themselves.

III. Historical Exegesis

Further complicating this account, and to return now to an issue raised above, the Westminster
assembly voted to supply biblical texts describing the Mosaic covenant in order to explain
features of the Adamic prelapsarian covenant of works. WCF 7.2 states that “the first covenant
made with man, was a covenant of works,” and describes it as one “wherein life was promised
to Adam, and in him to his posterity, upon condition of perfect and personal obedience”—in
support of which the members of the assembly cited Rom 10:5 (quoting Lev 18:5), that “the
person who does the commandments shall live by them” and Gal 3:10 (quoting Deut 27:26)
that “cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things written in the Book of the Law, and
do them.” Needless to say, it only adds to the intrigue that in supplying these proof texts to
the confession, and a subset of these same texts in the catechisms, a majority in the assembly
would see some features of the Mosaic law so well representing the prelapsarian covenant of
works.*

With respect to the presence of these biblical texts in the assembly’s footnotes, the precise
question is this: what did the assembly’s members and commissioners intend by citing these
passages in support of their statements in WCF 7.2, set forth here?

The first covenant made with man, was a covenant of works [Gal 3:12], wherein life was
promised to Adam, and in him to his posterity [Rom 10:5; Rom 5:12-20], upon condition
of perfect and personal obedience [Gen 2:17; Gal 3:10].

If the proof texts assigned by the assembly are to serve as pointers to some kind of a covenant
of works or works principle in the Mosaic economy, then we must demonstrate that the cita-
tion of these particular texts served as possible pointers to a substantial republication of a
works principle unique to the Mosaic economy. In other words, we must determine if the cita-
tion of these texts in this place was intended to communicate or permit a works principle not
only as part of the prelapsarian covenant, or as a continuing rule for unbelievers living under
the covenant of works, but also in some sense as a unique (perhaps typological) aspect of the
nature of the Mosaic economy for Old Testament believers. For after all, the assembly, in the
citations offered for each of the three clauses of WCF 7.2, could be making more general or
generic points not in support of substantial republication.

Quite apart from the general points articulated with these same texts in WCF 19.1 (and in LC
92, 93 and SC 40), general purposes for these citations are obviously plausible for each of the
three clauses of WCF 7.2. For example, Gal 3:12, itself quoting Lev 18:5, is cited to support
the idea that the “first covenant of man was a covenant of works.” The citation from Galatians
(and thus Leviticus) could simply be stating that the terms and the standards articulated in
the garden of Eden and embedded in a covenant of works continues to apply to all persons
in human history. Thus, this point is clarified by the assembly in that it did not cite a text that
explicitly refers to the prelapsarian economy, but a text from the Mosaic economy (Lev. 18:5)

58 Gal 3:12, Rom 10:5, and Gen. 2:17 are cited for similar purposes in LC 20 and SC 12.
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quoted in the New Testament era (Gal 3:12)—texts which flag the fact that the language of law
and life is expressive of the terms of the covenant of works.*

Again, the reference to the Romans passages might merely substantiate that eternal life was
promised as a feature of the covenant of works (Rom 10:5, quoting Lev 18:5), and that the
terms of the covenant pertained not only to Adam but to all people after him (Rom 5:12-20). In
other words, it might hold out a hypothetical and unattainable works principle, but a principle
as true during the days of the Roman empire as it was in the time of the Pharaohs.

Finally, the citation of Gen 2:17 and Gal 3:10 may only hold out the enduring high standards
of the covenant: “condition of perfect and perpetual obedience.”

Since these “generic readings” of these texts are possible, it will require at least two layers of
argumentation to find clear support for substantial republication in the citation of Rom 10:5
and Gal 3:10, 12. Nothing less will carry water.

First, and most obviously, we must find members of the assembly who are discussing these
texts of scripture, and not merely the topic of republication. Recent accounts of seventeenth-
century adumbrations of a works principle in the Mosaic economy often outline the range
of views expressed by early-modern theologians on the topic of republication. This study,
on the other hand, desires to understand the range of interpretations of these particular texts.
Certainly surveys of views on the topic of republication have been fruitful, but they are not
useful in explaining the citation of these texts. In other words, it is not enough to demonstrate
that members of the assembly saw some kind of a works principle in the Mosaic economy. A
waterproof argument must also find discussions of substantial republication tethered to cita-
tions or quotations of Rom 10:5 or Gal 3:10,12 in which authors or speakers conclude that
these passages provide evidence for a substantial republication of the covenant of works or of
a works principle unique to the people of Israel.

Second, we must test the assumption that an assembly member quoting Lev 18:5 or Deut
27:26 (texts of the Mosaic economy) and applying it to the prelapsarian covenant of works is
also, inevitably, saying something about the Mosaic economy in particular. If we are to build
a case that does not leak, we must demonstrate that these passages are understood to pertain to
believers in the biblical nation of Israel. Arguably, a quotation from Leviticus or Deuteronomy
employed as a description of the prelapsarian covenant of works might not prove that a given
author thinks that the Mosaic economy is itself uniquely a covenant of works for believers, or
that a works principle unique to the Mosaic economy is in view. For example, it could merely
demonstrate that a divine sees some material (rather than a formal) point of continuity between
the prelapsarian and Mosaic economies, or demonstrate that all unbelievers in any economy
are under a covenant of works.®® At any rate, it is clearly the case that some divines cite these

59 This attention to one particular aspect of a biblical passage is not unusual. The assembly often
cited a biblical text and had in view only one feature of that text relevant to the discussion at hand
(e.g., WCF 3.2 citation of 1 Sam 23:11-12).

60 Contrary to this position, it appears that Ferry does see bare citations of Lev 18:5, for example,
applied to the prelapsarian covenant of works, as proof that divines saw the Mosaic economy as a
covenant of works in some sense. See TLNFE, 91, and his citations of Harris [sic.: actually 168] and
Sedgwick, both of whom are discussing only the prelapsarian covenant of works and do not appear
to have in view formal or substantial republication.
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texts as descriptive of a covenant of works in some sense who yet see the Mosaic economy as
part of the covenant of grace, and the nuances of their positions must be understood.®' Only
when we have clarified these matters can we begin to ask in what sense an author understands
Rom 10:5 and Gal 3:10, 12 to support the idea of a works principle republished in the Mosaic
economy, if at all.

In reading exegetical comment on these texts we find both complementary and competing
interpretations. Furthermore, it is not uncommon for these texts to be cited in discussions of
the moral law only (that is, discussions that make no explicit connection to the covenant of
works). To illustrate the variety of interpretations we can consider treatments of Gal 3:10.
Amongst members of the assembly the verse was often used as proof that the standards of the
law are so rigorous as to require Christ to keep what we cannot;* that the requirements of the
moral law are unchanging;® that if we are to be saved, it will not be “for nor by our own works
or deservings”;* that penalties (or promises) are attached to the law;® that naturally, in Adam,
we deserve the curse of the law;* and that Jesus Christ has graciously taken that curse for us.®’
Often Gal 3:10 is only one of many passages cited to make these points, not infrequently in
conjunction with Deut 27:26, Gal 3:12 and Rom 5 (but seldom with Lev 18:5). Against the
grain of these citations as a whole, William Gouge saw Gal 3:10 (and Gal 3:12 and Rom 10:5)
as evidence that there is a kind of “legal righteousness” in the “moral law ... given to Adam”
that is not characteristic of the “evangelical righteousness” of the new covenant.®

The previous paragraph offers interpretations of Gal 3:10 focused on the moral law only—
interpretations that varied. But the issue before this committee is not simply about law, but

61 Anthony Tuckney, Emmanuel College Library, Manuscript I11.1.13, fo. 32r.

62 Cornelius Burges, Cambridge University Library, Additional Manuscript 6164, 211; Thomas
Gataker, God's Eye on His Israel (London, 1645), 70n.; Thomas Goodwin, Aggravation of Sinne
and Sinning against Knowledge (London, 1637), 9; Edward Reynolds, Three Treatises on the Vanity
of the Creature (London, 1631), 131, 146, 226; Israel s Prayer in Time of Trouble (London, 1649),
154; Samuel Rutherford, Christ Dying and Drawing Sinners to Himself (London, 1647), 29-30, 31
(with the same interpretation of Deut 27:26).

63 Anthony Burgess, CXLV Expository Sermons (London, 1656), 122; The True Doctrine of Jus-
tification (London, 1651), 204; Edward Reynolds, An Explication of the Hundred and Tenth Psalme
(London, 1632), 395, 441; Obadiah Sedgwick, Bowells of Tender Mercy (London, 1661), 596, 646.
64 Comment by the Westminster assembly, in Van Dixhoorn, ed., MPWA, vol. 5, 327 (Doc. 122).
65 Thomas Gataker, 4 Sparke toward the Kindling of Sorrow (London, 1621), 9 (with the same
interpretation of Deut 27:26); Reynolds, An Explication of the Hundred and Tenth Psalme, 186n.;
Henry Scudder, A Key of Heaven the Lord's Prayer Opened (London, 1633), 492.

66 WCF 6.6; Cornelius Burges, Cambridge University Library, Additional Manuscript 6164, 226;
William Gouge, 4 Guide to Goe to God (London, 1626), 127, 136; Rutherford, Christ Dying and
Drawing Sinners to Himself, 31 (with the same interpretation of Deut 27:26); William Strong, 4
Discourse of the Two Covenants (London, 1678), 22.

67 Herbert Palmer, An Endeavour of Making the Principles of the Christian Religion, Namely the
Creed, the Ten Commandments, the Lords Prayer, and the Sacraments, Plain and Easie (London,
1644), Q&A 60; Rutherford, Christ Dying and Drawing Sinners to Himself, 131 (with the same
interpretation of Deut 27:26); Sedgwick, Bowells of Tender Mercy, 596, 646; Richard Vines, Gods
Drawing, and Mans Coming to Christ (London, 1662), 121.

68  William Gouge, An Exposition of Part of the Fift and Sixt Chapters of S. Paules Epistle to the
Ephesians (London, 1630), 156; Gouge, The Progresse of Divine Providence (London, 1645), 27,
Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 172 (section 70); also citing Rom 10:5 and Deut 27:26.
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covenant. We must determine that a person quoting the passage is referring to the Mosaic
economy, and more specifically, to a works principle for believers unique to the Mosaic econ-
omy. After all, WCF 7.2 both speaks about life promised and the conditions under which it is
to be granted. In other words, this paragraph in the confession does not merely articulate the
high standard of God’s law and the punishment to be incurred by its breach, but the promise
of God’s covenant, and the means for obtaining its blessings. Again, it is for this reason that
scholars in favor of republication wonder if the biblical texts cited by the assembly suggest
some kind of works principle shared by both the Mosaic and the prelapsarian economies.

The best measure of interpretive plausibility is a consideration of how assembly members
employed these texts themselves. This is more difficult than historians of exegesis might wish,
in part because of the less-than-precise ways in which members would often discuss matters
of the covenant. The variety of exegetical positions taken and theological positions held with
respect to covenant theology is vast—much vaster than that which exists today, and much
vaster amongst those early-modern theologians who wrote full monographs on the topic of
covenant theology than amongst systematic theologians who discussed covenant theology as
one locus among various loci (e.g., Calvin or Turretin). Conversely, theologians, including
Westminster divines, routinely refer to the “covenant of works” in their writings as though
it were a term interchangeable with the “moral law,” and the “covenant of grace” as though
it were synonymous with the “gospel.”® As a result, every effort needs to be made to escape
slippery citations from historic sources, avoiding confusion between an argument for adminis-
trative republication with an argument for substantial republication of a covenant of works. To
that end, we have first examined the use of these texts only when they are explicitly linked in
assembly literature to the covenant of works in some sense, and second, we have attempted to
look for evidence that assembly exegetes were employing these texts to substantiate or bolster
a case for substantial republication or some kind of works principle.

Inconveniently, but understandably, we rarely see all of these texts tidily clustered together as
they are in WCF 7.2. William Gouge brings them under one roof in order to argue that Lev
18:5, Gal 3:12 and Rom 10:5 express the conditions of the prelapsarian covenant of works
positively, and Deut 27:26 and Gal 3:10 negatively.”’ More often these passages are discussed
alone or in pairs, and often with the Pauline citations of the Pentateuch in view. Nonetheless,
when we survey the writings of assembly members with an eye to these biblical citations in the
context of discussions about the covenant of works, it is possible to offer some generalizations.
With respect to covenant in particular (and not merely to the moral law) the usual trend in the
interpretation of these texts can be summarized as follows:

Galatians 3:12 (quoting Leviticus 18:5)

Gal 3:12 is often cited with no explicit association to covenant theology at all,”! but when it is,
it is not uncommon to find it in the company of Gal 3:10, subpoenaed simply as witness to the
existence of a prelapsarian covenant of works with an emphasis on obedience.’”? Occasionally
the text is cited to emphasize that the covenant of prelapsarian works offered life to Adam

69 E.g., Sedgwick, Bowells of Tender Mercy, 105; Daniel Featley, A4 Second Parallel Together
with a Writ of Error (London, 1626), 50.

70  Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 253 (section 42).

71 E.g., Gouge, Hebrews, part 1, 176 (section 83).

72 Gouge, Hebrews, part 3, 283 (section 43); Sedgwick, Bowels of Tender Mercy, 7
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and Eve.”

Romans 10:5 (quoting Leviticus 18:5); Romans 5:12-20

Of the two Pauline passages in the letter to the Romans, the one that is of most interest to
proponents of a republication of a works principle is Rom 10:5. In the writing of assembly
members, the appearance of this passage in discussions of covenantal theology serves (1) to
accentuate the need for obedience in a prelapsarian covenant of works, a covenant which en-
dures in the postlapsarian period for all unbelievers,’ or (2) to emphasize the promise of life
in the covenant of works in the prelapsarian covenant of works only, or (3) a promise of life
extended hypothetically for all people in all time,” or (2) and (3).7

These readings often allow that the Mosaic economy involved a substantial republication—but
only as one aspect of an all-inclusive postlapsarian republication and not as anything unique-
ly Mosaic. What is more, the republication of the covenant of works applies to unbelievers only
and not to believers. Perhaps the best-known articulation of this view is by William Strong.”
Ferry terms this the “relative, formal” republication of the covenant of works, and as he points
out, a variety of this idea is articulated in the Larger Catechism (LC 93).” Significantly, Rom
10:5 and Gal 3:10, 12 are cited in the catechism as proof.

Once again, an odd man out, William Gouge thought that Lev 18:5 indicates a principle that
is true for both the covenant of works and the covenant of grace: “something is required on
man’s part in both”; in one, obedience, and in the other, faith.” Gouge more frequently re-
lated Lev18:5 to the prelapsarian covenant of works and the promise of life upon obedience.*
Understandably he also took Rom 10:5 to be offering a promise of life in the prelapsarian
covenant of works and in the covenant of grace.®!

Genesis 2:17; Galatians 3:10

Two Genesis and Galatians texts are commonly paired in assembly member literature, one or
the other of which is most often as evidence that there were conditions attached to the cov-
enant of works,* or that these conditions are damning to those in Adam but outside Christ,

73 William Twisse, 4 Treatise of Mr. Cottons Clearing Certain Doubts Concerning Predestination
(London, 1646), 62.

74 Jeremiah Burroughs, Christ Inviting Sinners to Come to Him for Rest (London, 1659), 36;
Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 253 (section 42); Strong, Discourse, 64, 78, 88; Vines, Gods Drawing,
and Mans Coming to Christ, 184.

75 Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 260 (section 48).

76 Reynolds, A Sermon Preached before the King (London, 1669), 21.

77 Ferry writes that for Strong the Mosaic covenant is “independent of the covenant of grace”
(TLNF, 97). But Strong argues that one’s description of the Mosaic economy depends on the pur-
pose of the Mosaic covenant that one has in mind: it can be viewed either as part of the covenant
of grace (for believers) or the covenant of works (for unbelievers). Ferry cites Discourse. Strong’s
quotation is found on 90; for the fuller discussion see pp. 86—90.

78 Ferry, TLNF, 93.

79  Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 259 (section 47).

80 Gouge, Hebrews, part 3, 371 (section 129).

81 Gouge, Hebrews, part 2, 252 (section 40); 259 (section 47).

82 Samuel Rutherford, The Covenant of Life Opened (Edinburgh, 1655), Part I, 3; Sedgwick,
Bowels of Tender Mercy, 7; or Gal 3:10 alone; Sedgwick, The Humbled Sinner (London, 1656), 59.
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or as evidence of conditions and of threat of damnation.*® Francis Cheynell’s conclusion is
characteristic of assembly exegetes in seeing Gal 3:10 as illustrative of the covenant of life in
the garden, “requiring perfect and perpetuall obedience under the paine of a curse.”®*

With respect to the Mosaic economy, assembly members were conscious of Paul’s quotation in
Gal 3:10 of Deut 27:26. Nonetheless, associations with these passages repeatedly emphasize
only “that the Covenant of Works was a work of justice™’ and that as a result, in Adam all
unbelievers are under the threat of the curse of the covenant of works.*¢ Again, these readings
allow that the Mosaic economy involved a substantial republication—but a republication ap-
plied only to unbelievers and not unique to the Mosaic administration.

While not all examples of the usual lines of exegesis are represented here, and there are other
permutations which we have not listed, no example of a substantial “republication” of a cov-
enant of works or works principle in the Mosaic economy has knowingly been omitted.’” The
paucity of support for a works-principle reading of these passages thus far is surprising to
your committee, and striking, leading to the conclusion that however close assembly mem-
bers might come to expressing some kind of substantial republication of a works principle in
the Mosaic economy, there seems to be no clear association of that principle with these texts
among members of the assembly. Indeed, it appears that at most divines understood these
texts, when discussed in relation to the covenant of works, in just the way they have been pre-
sented above. They do not employ these texts to argue for a typological and thus pedagogical
works principle unique to the Mosaic economy, but as an expression of the abiding conditions
of the prelapsarian covenant of works to which all unbelievers are subject, including a threat
of death for the disobedient, and perhaps an unattainable promise of life for the obedient. In
other words, assembly members do not write as though these texts suggest a works-principle
for old covenant believers, or a principle of inheritance for national Israel that is distinct from
the principle of inheritance that operates in the covenant of grace, or as if these texts supported
the attainment of temporal blessings, or the avoidance of temporal curses, by means of works
rather than faith.

IV. Strands and Systems

Even if further research were to find clear evidence that the majority of Westminster divines
understood the texts cited in WCF 7.2 as indicative of a work principle unique to the Mosaic
economy, one still has to ask how these subtleties are to be understood in light of the main
lines of thought offered in the confession and catechisms. How are we to consider these

83 Rutherford, The Covenant of Life Opened, 3—4; Goodwin, Works, vol. 6, 353.

84  Francis Cheynell, An Account Given to the Parliament (London, 1647), 10.

85 Rutherford, The Covenant of Life Opened, 200-201.

86 Samuel Rutherford, Examen Arminianismi (Utrecht, 1668), 303, 452; Strong, Discourse, 2.
The wonder of heaven is that there will be “no more curse”—“the law of works as threatning a
curse, shall no more be there,” citing Gal 3:10-11, 13—14 and Deut 27:26; Rutherford, The Cov-
enant of Life Opened (1655), 367.

87 For example, Rutherford (citing Deut 4:13) sees “The law as a covenant of works (for so the
Scripture calleth it)” and Gal 3:10 and other texts as evidence that it “is now so farre forth abrogated
as that we are freed from the necessity of justification, by the law, and the curse of it.” But then these
statements in turn must be set within his fuller discussion in his ‘A Modest Survey of the Secrets of
Antinomianism’, in 4 Survey of the Spirituall Antichrist (London, 1648), 7; see pp. 5-7).
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strands of thought in terms of the overarching systematic concerns in our confessional texts?
After all, as argued in Section I of this chapter, throughout the standards every postlapsarian
covenant is fundamentally characterized as an aspect or administration of one covenant of
grace, a covenant with an unchanging substance, even if the manner of that administration
varies (WCF 7.3; LC 33). Any symbolic or redemptive-historical contrast within and between
the two testaments is only an overlay for a substantial and trans-testamental unity that does not
change (WCF 7.5, 7.6; LC 34).

Furthermore, the only condition of that covenant of grace for human beings is that of faith in
Christ (LC 32). If all this is so, then faith is characteristic of God’s people in the covenant of
grace before and after the time of Christ, in which case the assertion of WCF 19:6, that “true
believers be not under the law, as a covenant of works,” must have determinative significance
for understanding the role of a republished works principle for believers living in the Mosaic
economy. The confession and catechisms make these assertions with significant emphasis.
These are not incidental considerations, but repeated assertions occupying entire paragraphs
in the confession and series of questions and answers in the Larger Catechism.

By way of contrast, the trains of thought prompted by the biblical citations in WCF 7.2 never
seem to leave the station. Perhaps a door is cracked open but nothing enters the rest of the con-
fession to support the systematic development of any substantial republication of the covenant
of works or a works principle. No such principle is ever granted any typological importance
in our confessional standards. Nor is the Mosaic economy bracketed off in the confession, or
even offered a unique place within the Old Testament—indeed, the whole Old Testament is
simply characterized as “the time of the law” (WCF 7.5).%8

The inclusion of threat and promise language in the assembly’s description of the law, and
then the citation of texts that have sometimes been used to articulate a works principle, are
both interesting features of the confession; there may be an intention expressed through these
citations pianissimo, but not forte. Alternatively, they may be absorbing artifacts of the as-
sembly’s debates. But it seems that strong evidence for any intention is wanting, not least with
respect to the citation of Rom 10:5 and Gal 3:10,12, for there is no obvious biblical meaning or
tradition of exegesis tying these texts to a works principle which the divines could expect their
contemporaries to recognize. What is more, even if we are to ascribe the highest importance
to this data, it cannot easily be absorbed into our current confessional framework. For against
these few incongruent features we must set the all-embracing covenantal rubric of the confes-
sion and catechisms framed in terms of covenantal substance and administration; indeed, in
considering the overall picture provided by our standards, and not merely by WCF 19.1-3, the
word ‘incongruent’ seems entirely justified.

Ch. 4 — Merit and Mediator
I. Merit and Demerit
We have sought to understand the place of republication concepts in relation to confessional

materials treating the subjects of typology, law, and covenant. Republication concepts must
also be considered in relation to the grounds and the means of merit (and demerit). If we are to

88 Others have made a similar observation. See D. Patrick Ramsey, “In Defense of Moses: A
Confessional Critique of Kline and Karlberg,” Westminster Theological Journal 66 (2004), 394-95.
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understand the place of a works principle vis-a-vis our confessional standards, then we must
understand what our standards have to say about works and rewards.¥

One important subject raised in some discussions about republication is the relationship be-
tween a work and a reward. Is it the case that there is some necessary correspondence between
a work and its reward? Or is a connection between the two a matter which God himself can
freely determine as he pleases, but once determined, is obliged, in faithfulness to his own
word, to maintain? In terms of classical theology and philosophy, is the relationship between
works and rewards real or nominal (the latter being a position sometimes called “simple jus-

CEINT3

tice”, “ex pacto merit”, or “covenantal justice”).

Our confessional standards highlight both of these aspects—the glory of God’s freedom and the
consistency and goodness of God’s character and choices. On the one hand, the Confession’s
doxological description of God in WCF 2:2 emphasizes that “to Him is due from angels and
men, and every other creature, whatsoever worship, service, or obedience he is pleased to
require of them.” On the other, the Larger Catechism carefully explains that sin is an offence
“against the sovereignty, goodness, and holiness of God” and also “against his righteous law”
(LC 152). Note that this deliberate distinction between the person of God and the will of God
is that which explains why “sin, even the least” sin, deserves God’s wrath and curse, and why
it “cannot be expiated but by the blood of Christ.” Significantly, the explanation offered by
the catechism is that the definition of sin and standard for obedience are determined by, or in
relation to, the person and character of God.

The insistence on this understanding of work and reward, or “merit,” while most succinctly
noted in the Larger Catechism, is present throughout our confessional standards. It suggests
that while anything that God demands is due to him, God will demand and reward only what
is consonant with the holiness and justice of his character. Both in their lament of our demerits
and in their praise of Christ’s merits, our standards describe a consistent relationship between
work and rewards that contains important elements. They can be summarized under five head-
ings, for it appears from our standards that a properly meritorious work must be free, perfect,
personal, profitable, and proportional.

The first aspect of a properly meritorious work (a work deserving of reward) is that it is free.
If one must perform a work as a matter of debt, he or she can hardly request a reward for that
work when completed. Under this heading, as in every aspect of a discussion of merit, we en-
counter a contrast between ourselves and our Savior. Such is our debt to the one who has made
us and rules over us, such is the relationship of man to his maker, that as reasoning “creatures”
we “owe obedience unto” God as our “Creator” (WCF 7.1). Indeed, quite apart from the fact
that we “are guilty both of original and actual sin, and thereby [have] become debtors to the
justice of God” (LC 194), every one of us knows that we owe “whatsoever worship, service,
or obedience he is pleased to require of”” us (WCF 2:2). But Jesus Christ, by way of contrast, is

89 There are many issues related to merit that we are not discussing, such as distinctions between
broad and strict usage of the term, differences among merits of congruency, worth or condignity,
etc. See, for example, Daniel Featley, Clavis Mystica (London, 1636), 329-34 (citing the uncen-
sored printing); Thomas Gataker, Certaine Sermons, First Preached, and After Published (London,
1637), 269-94; Gouge, 4 Guide to Goe to God, 158; William Gouge, The Full Armour of God
(London, 1627), 74-75; Sedgwick, The Bowels of Tender Mercy, 353-58; and esp. Turretin, Insti-
tutes, 2.710-24.



Appendix 365

no mere creature and he owed no obedience to the creator. This was a subject about which the
assembly debated at length,” and thus the gathering’s statement that the incarnate “Lord Jesus
did most willingly undertake” his work as our mediator should be read as a deliberate and not
an accidental comment on his meritorious work (WCF 8.4). His actions were performed freely,
and not as a matter of debt. His work was meritorious because it was free.

The second aspect of proper merit is that it be perfect. There must be nothing lacking in the
performance of the work that would make it unworthy of reward. Unsurprisingly, the stan-
dards’ discussion of sin clarifies that as fallen persons—and even as redeemed—"“our best
works” fall short of God’s standard for obedience (WCF 16.5). Echoing the pronouncements
of the Word of God, we are told that “in Adam, and by our own sin, we have” also “forfeited
our right to all the outward blessings of this life”—something that is apparently true in any
postlapsarian and preeschatological placement of humanity (LC 193). The most that we can
do is to offer work that is “sincere” and “accompanied with many weaknesses and imperfec-
tions”—which is diametrically opposed to offering work that is “unblamable and unreprov-
able in God’s sight” (WCF 16.6). The whole of WCF 6 precludes the possibility of making a
beneficial covenant of works (in substance) with fallen man. That chapter only underscores
what is said elsewhere: that God provided a mediator who is perfect himself (WCF 8.2), who
was made under the law (WCF 8.4) and who can offer “perfect obedience” in our place (WCF
8.5). His work was meritorious because it was perfect.

The third property of a work properly deserving reward is that it be personal. If we are to claim
a work as our own, we must not be borrowing the efforts of others. Here too, we fall short.
Outside of Christ our personal works cannot be accepted at all (for the reasons mentioned
above). “They may be things which God commands, and of good use both to themselves and
others: yet, because they proceed not from an heart purified by faith; nor are done in a right
manner according to the Word; nor to a right end, the glory of God; they are therefore sin-
ful, and cannot please God” (WCF 16.7). Conversely, works that we do united to Christ are
only accepted “through Christ.” Our Father is “pleased to accept and reward” what we do
because he looks “upon them in his Son” (WCF 16.6). If we do have works that are good,
“they are good” as “they proceed from His Spirit” (WCF 16.5). We completely depend on the
Triune God acting on our behalf, not least the mediator “anointed with the holy Spirit, above
measure,” to whom “all power” has been given on our behalf (WCF 8.3). So far are we from
standing on our own two feet that “we wholly lean on Jesus’ name.” His work was meritorious
because it was personal.

(Incidentally, these first three considerations might prompt us to ask how, or in what way, land
rights and blessings in Canaan can, under this construction, be considered as meritoriously
earned under a works principle of any sort and, secondly, whether the concept of typological
legibility informs or undermines these key confessional ideas. That is to say, there is in the
Reformed tradition a dominant understanding of “legibility,” but it is not typological. It is the
legibility of grace worked in a child of God, as viewed by God the Father. As William Strong
put it, prior to our redemption under the old covenant, “He hates the persons for the works
sake, Gen. 4:7, Gal. 3:10, but under the New Covenant he loves the service for the person’s
sake.”! These truths are spelled out in WCF 16.7 and 16.6.)

90 Van Dixhoorn, ed., MPWA 2.48-107 (Sess. 47-52; Sept. 612, 1643).
91 Strong, Discourse, 3.
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In the fourth place, a properly meritorious work is profitable. It gets its reward; it has purchas-
ing power. Admittedly this is but a logical conclusion of that which precedes it; another facet
of the same truth. And yet it is commonly discussed in theological literature on merit and is
obviously present in our confessional standards. This is presented in the starkest of terms in
WCEF 16.5. There we are reminded that “we cannot, by our best works, merit pardon of sin,
or eternal life, at the hand of God.” Indeed, quoting Christ’s comment in Luke 17:10, we are
told that “when we have done all we can, we have done but our duty, and are unprofitable ser-
vants.” God is a just master, and what we do “cannot endure the severity of God’s judgment”
(WCF 16.5); indeed, we cannot even do anything to make ourselves acceptable candidates
“to receive grace from God” (WCF 16.7). Our Lord Jesus Christ, on the other hand, found all
of his work profitable. He could “procure” the Lord’s favor and “purchase a peculiar people”
(LC 38). As mediator he “purchased, not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inheritance in
the kingdom of Heaven, for all those whom the Father hath given unto him” (LC 8.5). Christ
“purchased” liberty for believers. He has bought for us “freedom from the guilt of sin; the
condemning wrath of God, the curse of the moral law; and, in their being delivered from this
present evil world, bondage to Satan, and dominion of sin, from the evil of afflictions, the sting
of death, the victory of the grave, and everlasting damnation; as also, in their free access to
God” (WCF 20.1). His work was meritorious because it was profitable.

Finally, a properly meritorious work will be proportional to its reward. A day’s pay for an
hour’s work is a matter of grace not works. And so how are we to consider a reward consisting
of an eternity of joyful fellowship with God? It can hardly be surprising that the confession
insists on a “great disproportion” that “is between” the works of the redeemed “and the glory
to come” (WCF 16.5). The eschatological advancement offered in the Scriptures is way out of
proportion to even our best works, even if they were offered freely, perfectly, and personally.
The chasm between what we deserve and what we inherit can only be bridged by a beneficent
covenantal agreement.

Furthermore, not only is there a “great disproportion” between the works of the redeemed “and
the glory to come,” but also an “infinite distance that is between us and God” (WCF 16.5).
Even pre-fall merit is thus excluded, in any proportional sense, because of the ontological dif-
ference between the Creator and the creature. Adam had a capacity for perfect, personal, and
perpetual obedience, but the value of that obedience was far less than the promised reward.
Quite apart from the problem of sin (also discussed in 16.5), it seems, there was no possibility
of Adam or his descendants accelerating an eschatological or glorified state by means of any
real merit of his own; he could only do so through a covenantal arrangement, where God, in
his benevolent freedom, would reward his obedience with a gift beyond that which he had
earned.

Thus in Adam’s case, in discussions of merit, theologians face a fork in the road. On one side,
theologians can shy away from applying merit categories altogether, since it is inappropriate
to speak of real merit even for Adam in his prelapsarian state. On the other side, some argue
that there is merit in a covenantal (ex pacto) sense for prelapsarian Adam, an arrangement of
works and reward which God determines that can legitimately be described in terms of merit.
Reformed and post-Reformation theologians have been divided on this question—a controver-
sy only heightened when it comes to considerations of merit in a postlapsarian condition. The
Reformed orthodox uniformly deny ex pacto human merit for eschatological blessings. Some,
however, accept a modification of the concept (what might be termed typological merit) in
light of the post-fall realities of sin and redemption when applied to temporal blessings under
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the Mosaic economy.’? This is intended to explain what appears to be some unique instances
of biblical obedience and disobedience, as in the case of Abraham.

Confessional statements about disproportionality are significant in themselves, but they also
serve to tee up, once again, a discussion about the Savior. Little wonder that the Confession
of Faith and the Larger Catechism argue that our mediator must be God (LC 38), must be full
of the Spirit (WCF 8.3) and must be perfectly obedient (WCF 8.4 and 8.5). All three of these
elements are non-negotiable aspects of the system of doctrine in our standards—not merely
that all of this obtained in the person and life of Christ, but that they must obtain in order for
our Lord Jesus to freely, perfectly, personally, and for us profitably grant all of his people a
reward. What else could be proportional to so great a gift than a divine Savior? Only he could,
only he has “fully satisfied the justice of his Father” and “purchased, not only reconciliation,
but an everlasting inheritance in the kingdom of Heaven, for all those whom the Father hath
given unto him” (WCF 8.5).

Of course it is also true, and must be emphasized, that in order to save us the Messiah needed
to be a man, had to be born under a woman, and placed under the law. He needed to come as
the last Adam. Indeed, our Confession emphasizes that Christ was Mediator according to both
natures (WCF 8:7). It is not without significance that the Apostle says, “For there is one God,
and there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Tim 2:5). As a sure-
ty, he must be very man, a partaker of flesh and blood (Heb 2:14) and he must be a man like
us in order that he might satisfy the justice in the same nature that originally offended God’s
majesty through Adam’s highhanded sin. He must be a man since the Apostle links the incar-
nation and being under the law (Gal 4:4). He must be a man because he must perform God’s
law, something which the Godhead could not do; that “Christ was obedient to the law” is a
statement proper to Christ’s human nature (Heb 10:5-7; Phil 2:5-11; Gal 4:4-5). Moreover,
Christ must be a holy man, “innocent, unstained, separated from sinners, and exalted above the
heavens ...” since his sacrifice was “once for all when he offered up himself” (Heb 7:26-27).

Nevertheless, there is another accent in our standards, and it is of particular interest in the cur-
rent discussion. WCF 8.3 emphasizes that the divine person of the mediator (an ontological
matter) and the indwelling of the Spirit (an economic reality) are necessary for the removal
of demerit. Similarly, WCF 8.4, 8.5 and LC 38 emphasize that the divine person of Christ is
necessary for the provision of merit. In the words of LC 38, “It was requisite that the media-
tor should be God” to “give worth and efficacy to his sufferings, obedience, and intercession”
as well as “to satisfy God’s justice.” Or as Cornelius Burges put it, “Why should not Christ’s
meritts be of infinit value by suffering in his flesh, since that God suffered”?’* We can speak of
an “efficacy” to “the merit and intercession of Jesus Christ” (WCF 17.2). His work was meri-
torious because it was proportional. And this brings us back to where this discussion of merit
began: with an insistence on real, rather than nominal categories in defining biblical concep-
tions of merit as articulated in our confession. This is why the confession speaks of Christ, by
his obedience and death, fully discharging debt and making “proper, real, and full satisfaction
to His Father’s justice” (WCF 11.3).

92 E.g., see Aaron Denlinger, Omnes in Adam ex Pacto Dei: Ambrogio Catarino’s Doctrine of
Covenantal Solidarity and Its Influence on Post-Reformation Reformed Theologians (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010).

93 Cambridge University Library, Additional Manuscript 6164, 36.
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I1. Typology of Merit

In considering merit, we have not addressed the subject of a typology of imperfect human
merit, types related to temporal blessings, or types issued for pedagogical purposes. If we were
to do so, we would want to acknowledge with proponents of substantial republication and
many others that types always offer incomplete correspondence to the antitype—whether it be
to Christ, his work, or his benefits. Types are only types, and the temperature of any conversa-
tion about typology should take this important fact into consideration.

That said, given what the confession has to say about types and what it has to say about merit
and demerit, real questions are raised which are not easily answered. After all, our imperfec-
tion under the moral law is intended to point us to Christ. But does a works principle do the
same? This question is especially pointed if the works principle requires a less-than-perfect
obedience. What is the typological import of this imperfection with respect to merit and obedi-
ence, both ours and Christ’s? How is such a principle really analogous—even typologically—
to the Adamic covenant of works? It is not particularly controversial to argue for the confes-
sional compatibility of seeing in the Mosaic, indeed, in the whole Old Testament economy,
reiterations of Adam’s demerit, failure, and rebellion in Ahab and the kings of Israel, or types
of Christ’s merit in Abraham the patriarch or Aaron the priest. On the other hand, since a type
should reflect its symbolized reality, it is quite another step to argue for “typological legibility”
and to ask what it might represent about works, faith, and the work of Christ.

III. Other Observations

In trying to understand the ethos of our standards as a whole, one cannot help but notice the
manner in which the confession and catechisms stress a core commonality in the manner of
God’s dealing with people both covenant administrations of the covenant of grace. Within
the Reformed community we often note, in contrast to other evangelical believers, the conti-
nuities between the Old and New Testaments. This is affirmed in our confessional standards
and it provides an important, albeit indirect, commentary on constructions of republication.
Whatever we are to think about republication, we must affirm that all “true believers,” presum-
ably believers in any administration of the covenant of grace,” are “not under the law, as a
covenant of works, to be thereby justified or condemned” (WCF 19.6; also LC 97).

More to the point of this study, it should also be noted that in our confessional standards the
Mosaic economy is not given any particularly unique place. The liberties that Christ purchased
for believers “were common ... to believers under the law” (WCF 20.1). God “manifesteth
his sovereignty ... as with Israel of old, so with all his people” (LC 101). Disability in keep-
ing the moral law is declared to be God’s standard method for directing sinners to Christ (LC
95-96)—without reference to a corresponding failure to merit temporal blessings unique to
the Mosaic economy. All of the blessings and cursings experienced by his people are explained
in terms of the purposes in line with the covenant of grace without any typological reference
(WCF 19.6; LC 133).®

94 In WCF 11.6 and 20.1 Old Testament saints are called “believers.”

95 Patrick Ramsey notes that in LC 133 “The temporal blessing of long life and prosperity is
promised to all those who keep the fifth commandment. That this promise is not restricted to Old
Testament Israel is evident by the use of Eph 6:2-3 as a proof txt.” Ramsey, “In Defense of Moses,”
388. In the same vein Ramsey reflects relevant passages in LC 110 and 114 (see 388—89).
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IV. Preliminary Conclusions

1. This part of our report argues that it is basic to our confession’s presentation of
covenant theology to distinguish between the substance and administration of the
covenant of grace—that the accidents of the covenant of grace change while the
substance remains the same. Persons on all sides of the contemporary debate want
to avoid a movement from a prelapsarian to a Mosaic covenant of works that focuses
on covenantal similarities that are only accidental, but where in the process the gra-
cious covenantal substance is transmuted into a gospel of self-righteousness.

2. Itis clear that the confession allows for an administrative republication of the cov-
enant of works, and thus a covenant of works in some sense in the Mosaic covenant.
After all, the prescriptive contents of the moral law, or the prelapsarian covenant of
works made with Adam, along with its high standards, are reissued on Mount Sinai.

3. Our standards are very modest, on the other hand, with their use of typology, stick-
ing to well-established types, many (all?) of them enjoying New Testament verifica-
tion and explication.

4. Biblical and theological cases for substantial republication of some kind are stronger
than the confessional case for substantial republication, not least because there is
always more material in the Bible to support any given view than there is the more
limited confessional corpus.

5. The assembly hardly expended much effort to exclude the idea of republication

of the covenant of works in every sense, even if it excluded republication in some
senses. This is not surprising. Statements of faith are like varieties of vehicles in
a royal motorcade. Some are open top carriages—like the Apostle’s creed, which
openly displays a doctrine but makes no effort to defend it. Some are armored cars,
sturdy vehicles for conveying concepts, sacrificing elegance in favor of protect-
ing the truths most often targeted by the enemy: the Chalcedonian Definition and
Athanasian Creed come to mind.
Other confessions are elegant limousines with protective glass. The Westminster
Confession of Faith—and this may be a stretch—appears designed to be this kind of
a medium for transporting truth. It contains dignified statements of doctrine, but it
is not impregnable. It offers some protection from unwelcomed construals and pre-
dictable errors. Some ideas are explicitly rejected. Other views are left unaddressed,
including most varieties of substantial republication.

6. That said, and to change the metaphor, it is also the case that the stated doctrinal
system of the confession is not a natural host to the idea of a works principle in sub-
stance, rather than administration. With respect to a substantial or formal republica-
tion of the covenant of works, the confession does not explicitly teach the doctrine,
nor is it obvious that its system of doctrine welcomes such a principle in the Mosaic
economy.

7. Atthe very least, for such a principle to be admitted by those committed to our con-
fessional standards, perhaps under the rubric of “other types” (WCF 7.5; LC 34), it
would need to be carefully and diligently defined—perhaps more diligently than has
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been done publicly thus far. Likewise, if church officers subscribing to the system of
theology contained in our confessional standards refer to the Mosaic administration
as a covenant of works in some sense, it would seem that there must be qualifiers
added to explain what is and is not meant by the use of this terminology. The next
chapters will outline the many ways in which theologians, with varying degrees of
success, attempted to navigate the straits of biblical theology and doctrinal preci-
sion. The qualifiers that your committee recommends can be found at the conclusion
of our report.

PART II - VIEWS OF REPUBLICATION
Ch. 5 — Taxonomy

The mandate from the General Assembly asks our study committee to determine “whether
and in what particular senses” the covenant of works was republished in the Mosaic covenant
and to relate our findings to our doctrinal standards. In our Reformed tradition, this subject
was regularly addressed in terms of understanding the substance of the Mosaic covenant.
Sometimes this question was asked in absolute terms, focusing on the Mosaic covenant in it-
self. Is the Mosaic covenant itself a covenant of works, a covenant of grace, or something else?
At other times, the question was asked relatively, focusing on the relationship between the old
and new covenants. Is the Mosaic covenant the same in substance as the Abrahamic and new
covenant administrations of the covenant of grace?”® Whatever the approach, the focus was
same: identifying the substance of the Mosaic covenant. The key question turns on whether
there is a substantial difference between the Mosaic covenant and the covenant of grace.

By addressing the question in this way, writers in the Reformed tradition were able to assess
the question of “republication” in a way that kept the most important systematic and exegeti-
cal issues at the forefront. Viewing the issue through the lens of the “substance” of God’s
covenants allowed them to assess the question of republication with a direct eye upon how it
fit within the deep structures of the Reformed tradition’s system of doctrine, as summarized in
its confessional documents.

The systematic distinction between the substance and the administration of God’s covenant is
perhaps the most basic in covenant theology. It was utilized as early as the 1520s by Huldirch
Zwingli in Zurich, and carried over into the work of Heinrich Bullinger, John Calvin, and other
reformers in subsequent decades.”” It quickly became embodied in the Reformed confessional
tradition in the latter half of sixteenth century and well after. It is also an essential and inte-

96 Interestingly, Francis Turretin deals with the question of the substance of the Mosaic covenant
in both ways under two different sections. The first deals with the relative question: “How the old
and new testaments differ from each other: whether essentially (as to substance of doctrine) or ac-
cidentally (as to the manner of dispensation)” Turretin, Institutes, 2.233. The second deals with it
absolutely: “Whether the Sinaitic legal covenant ... was a certain third covenant distinct in species
from the covenant of nature and the covenant of grace” (2.262).

97 Charles S. McCoy and J. Wayne Baker, eds., Fountainhead of Federalism: Heinrich Bullinger
and Covenant Theology (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991), 120. John Calvin, The
Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford Lewis Battles, LCC (Philadel-
phia: Westminster Press, 1960), 2.429. Wolfgang Musculus, Common Places of Christian Religion
(London, 1563), fol. 123. Peter Martyr Vermigli, The Common Places (1574), 2.583.
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gral aspect of the Reformed system contained in the Westminster standards (WCF 7:5-6; LC
33-35), as is argued in the opening chapter of our report. There we outlined the definition and
meaning of the terms “substance” and “administration” as used in our doctrinal standards. The
idea of the “substance” of the covenant involves its core content. In the covenant of works,
the substance involves the condition of perfect, personal obedience, and the promise of life
upon the fulfillment thereof. In the covenant of grace, the substance involves Christ himself
(with his perfect, personal, obedience, and the promise of life through him alone) as he is
appropriated by the elect through faith. The “administration” of the covenant is the outward
means by and in which God communicates these benefits to believers. In the Old Testament,
the administration of the covenant of grace consisted of various promises, prophecies, types,
and ordinances. In the New Testament, the administration of the covenant of grace consists
primarily in the preaching of the word and the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper.

This chapter offers an organized survey or taxonomy of views of republication within the
Reformed tradition. Throughout this taxonomy the term “substance” refers to the nature of
the essential condition of covenant. Conversely, the term “administration” when applied to
the covenant of grace refers to the outward means by and in which the grace of Christ is com-
municated to the elect. This basic distinction provides a central conceptual framework for
understanding the taxonomy presented in this chapter, and it offers those studying the history
of the doctrine of republication at least three advantages.

First, as already noted, it helps us keep the central systematic concerns of our tradition at the
forefront of our work. The doctrine of the covenant is a major “intersection” of the Reformed
theological metropolis. It is the place in our system where several other important doctrines
meet, including merit, grace, sin, reward for good works, and the person and work of Christ.
The taxonomy will help us to send clear signals on fundamental doctrines as we address more
complex issues related to republication.

Secondly, the taxonomy will provide a basic framework to understand and assess the array
of disputed issues specifically related to various views of republication, such as the nature of
obedience under the Mosaic covenant, the function of redemptive typology, and the role of the
law in various administrations of the covenant of grace.

Thirdly, the proposed taxonomy will help us discern what is peripheral and what is central
in discussions regarding the doctrine of republication. Our confessional tradition has always
been one that seeks consensus on the system of doctrine, while tolerating diversity on matters
non-essential to that system. The substance-administration distinction is basic to the Reformed
system of doctrine concerning the covenant of works and the covenant of grace. By analyzing
various proposals through the lens of this substance-administration distinction, we will be bet-
ter equipped to assess present discussions of republication and assist the church in identifying
the guidelines and boundaries set forth in our doctrinal standards. To focus on the substance of
the Mosaic covenant is not to ignore the question the General Assembly has placed before the
committee. It is simply to delimit the way we will address the question.

I. Toward a Taxonomy
While convinced that the distinction between substance and administration is the most useful

lens through which views on republication need to be assessed, this committee has faced a
considerable challenge in determining how to categorize the various “senses” of republica-
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tion in the Reformed tradition. Any attempt at a taxonomy is bound to have shortcomings
due to both the possibility and reality of inconsistency within individual positions. Writers
indigenous to the seventeenth century recognized the problem, lamenting the lack of clarity
and contradictions within previous discussions. As the Presbyterian minister Francis Roberts
noted, “Very many and learned writers are much intangled and perplexed in their Notions
and Expressions bout the Nature of this SINAI-COVENANT, wherein they not only dissent
oft-times from one another, but sometimes from themselves so far, that it is hard to discover
their sense and meaning.”® Similar statements have been uttered by a number of seventeenth-
century writers. In addition to the inherent difficulty of the subject, the reality of inconsistency
in some writers (as mentioned by Roberts) renders the construction of a comprehensive tax-
onomy a difficult task.

Therefore, in the course of our discussion, we need to establish some principles to delimit our
taxonomic framework of this issue. We would propose the following threefold criteria. First,
the taxonomy should be historically accurate and reflect the way the questions have been
addressed in the Reformed tradition, especially leading up to and contemporaneous with the
Westminster Assembly. This would help us avoid anachronism (i.e., reading present categories
back on the past), and also give us a starting point for our present debate that is rooted in our
tradition. Secondly, the taxonomy should be systematically useful for analyzing the discus-
sion. It should provide, insofar as is possible, not only a descriptive statement regarding the
presence of various views in the tradition, but also an investigative framework for continued
analysis of the issue. Thirdly, the taxonomy should reflect the diversity of opinion within the
tradition, but without being overwhelmed by minutiae in terms of less significant differences.

For the sake of brevity and clarity, it is useful to observe that there are basically only two
forms of republication: substantial republication and administrative republication. Substantial
republication occurs when God is said to institute at Sinai a covenant that is essentially charac-
terized as a covenant of works (as in the Garden of Eden) in terms of its principle or constitu-
tive condition. Administrative republication occurs when the covenant of works is declared,
materially presented, or redemptively reenacted in the Mosaic administration of the covenant
of grace. Hopefully, these terms will become clearer as we proceed. Nonetheless, hybrid posi-
tions were held throughout the history of Reformed thought, and we are constrained to present
four varieties within our taxonomy.

With this in view, we would approach the question of republication according to a four-fold
taxonomy that is commonly found in the Reformed tradition. It can be found in Reformed
writers such as John Ball, Anthony Burgess, Francis Roberts, and Francis Turretin, to name a
few.” Other taxonomies can certainly be found, but this is arguably the most common frame-
work in which the topic is addressed, and, we believe, the most helpful.

This fourfold taxonomy of the substance of the Mosaic covenant is as follows:

View 1: The Mosaic covenant is in substance a covenant of works, promising eternal life

98 Francis Roberts, Mysterium et Medulla Bibliorum: The Mysterie and Marrow of the Bible
(London: George Calvert, 1657), 738.

99 John Ball, Treatise of the Covenant of Grace (London, 1645), 93-94. Anthony Burgess, Vindi-
ciae Legis (London, 1647), 232. Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 738-39. Francis Turretin,
Institutes, 262.
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and/or salvation upon condition of perfect, personal, and perpetual obedience.
View 2: The Mosaic covenant is in substance a mixed covenant, containing elements of
both a covenant of works and a covenant of grace.

View 3: The Mosaic covenant in substance is a subservient covenant, promising temporal
life in Canaan upon condition of perfect obedience to the moral, ceremonial, and judicial
laws.

View 4: The Mosaic covenant is in substance a covenant of grace, although uniquely
administered in a manner appropriate to the situation of God’s people at that time.

It is important to note at the outset that this fourfold taxonomy can also be further simplified
terms of the basic categories for classifying versions of republication. As stated above, there
are two forms of republication, substantial and administrative. Views 1-3 fall into the desig-
nation of substantial, since they place the republication of the Adamic covenant works in the
substance of the Mosaic covenant in some fashion (e.g., in terms of its principle or constitu-
tive condition). Whereas, View 4 is seen as administrative, since advocates of this position
remove any “works” element from the substance of the covenant, and restrict it to an aspect of
the administration of the covenant of grace.!® Thus, our taxonomy will also include a section
outlining the various distinctions used by proponents of the fourth view to account for the role
of the law in the Sinaitic administration of the covenant of grace. The following chart may
help to visualize the key differences among the four historic positions on the Mosaic covenant.

WORKS == » GRACE
View 1 View 2 View 3 View 4
Covenant of Works Mixed Subservient Covenant of Grace
Works alone Works + Grace | Pure works in essence | No works in essence

in essence in essence but on temporal level only grace

Positions one and four represent opposite poles of the spectrum: from no grace to pure grace.
Positions two and three represent attempts to mitigate this polarity. The mixed covenant view
does this by combining works and grace as equally ultimately aspects of the essence of the
Mosaic covenant. The subservient covenant does this by temporalizing the works element,
restricting the relationship of works to blessings on the earthly realm only, thus mitigating the
tension with works and grace at the level of eternal salvation.'®!

100 It should be noted that not all writers choose to utilize this language or speak of a republica-
tion of the covenant of works in any sense.

101 Granted, the heuristic usefulness of this taxonomy may have some shortcomings. Various
advocates of each position may not always fit neatly within this analysis. As Roberts noted, some
writers seem to contradict themselves, and attempt to combine elements of various positions. At this
point it may be helpful to remind the church that the key issue is not the person who advocated the
view, but the ideas and views themselves. Thus, a criticism of a particular formulation or particular
statement should not be read as a criticism of a particular person or their view as a whole. Given our
inherent sinful proclivity to moral and intellectual inconsistency, we should be able to embrace the
gold and sift out the perceived dross among various views.
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Finally, we must explain how focusing on the substance of the Mosaic covenant addresses our
mandate regarding the question of whether and in what particular sense the Mosaic covenant is
a republication of the Adamic covenant of works. Each of the four views outlined above speak
to this question, albeit in different ways.

1. The first view states that the substance of the Adamic covenant is republished to
Israel pure and simple. God makes a covenant with Israel requiring perfect, personal
obedience and promises eternal life upon condition of such obedience.

2. The second view states that the substance of the covenant is in part a republication
of the Adamic covenant of works pure and simple.

3. The third views states that the substance of the covenant is a republication of the
Adamic covenant of works, although adjusted to temporal blessings in Canaan.

4. The fourth view argues that the substance of the Sinaitic covenant is in substance
not a republication of the Adamic covenant of works, but instead an administration
of the unfolding covenant of grace. Any republication or restatement of the covenant
of works appears solely on the administrative level, and in a way that is consistent
with its fundamentally gracious substance.

Finally, with regard to the two interpretations of Kline’s view in this report, the first read-
ing of Kline sees him holding out the Sinaitic covenant itself as a direct and non-redemptive
republication of the Adamic covenant of works, adjusted to the temporal blessings within the
land of Canaan. This reading of Kline views him as advocating substantial republication. The
second reading of Kline understands him to advocate an indirect, redemptive reenactment of
Adam’s sin and exile by Israel as a typological son of God. This reading of Kline views him
as advocating administrative republication.

I1. Outlining the Four Traditional Views

Most of these views have regularly been advocated by figures in the Reformed tradition,
broadly considered, and in rival traditions.'”> While not every view outlined here has a “pure”
advocate in their contemporary context, consideration of them will prove useful in the course
of our analysis. A careful analysis of the polemical interaction between these traditional views
reveals the basic questions at stake in the debate, as well as their importance to the basic struc-
ture of a Reformed doctrine of the covenant.

For the sake of brevity, we will adopt the following procedure as we survey the four traditional
views of the Mosaic covenant. (We will slightly modify our format in the next chapters where
we address the views of Kline.)

1. First, we will explain each view.
2. Second, we will identify its main proponents.
3. Third, we will isolate a key historic criticism(s) leveled against it.

Throughout this taxonomy, we are aiming here at clarity as opposed to comprehensiveness. In
particular, we take a degree of liberty in seeking to highlight only one key historic criticism
leveled against each view. These criticisms are noted primarily for taxonomic purposes in or-

102 For example, Anthony Burgess and Francis Roberts identify View 1 as finding advocates
among Lutheran theologians (Burgess, Vindiciae Legis, 251; Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 740).
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der to highlight the distinctives of each view in polemical engagement with the others. A later
section will outline more fully the strengths and weaknesses of each view as we subject them
to analysis in light of the system of doctrine contained in our doctrinal standards.

A. View : The Mosaic Covenant as a Covenant of Works Pure and Simple

The first view is perhaps most clearly outlined and summarized by Francis Roberts in his
taxonomic analysis of the subject: “I. Opinion That the Law given on Mount Sinai, was given
as a Covenant of Works, not as a Covenant of Grace. And so the Asserter of this Opinion,
makes the Old and New Testament, as the Covenant of Works and Grace, not only differing
Gradually in some degree of Manifestation and Ministration, but also Opposite Specifically in
Substance and in Kind.”!® In other words, this view sees the covenant made at Sinai as being
in substance a covenant of works, and thus not in substance a covenant of grace. The relation-
ship of the Mosaic and new covenants is such that they differ not simply in degree, or merely
in administration, but in substance and in kind.

Likewise, it is important to note that this view did not deny the presence of redemptive grace
during the Mosaic era. Instead, it denied the location of grace within the substance of the
Mosaic covenant. Assembly member Anthony Burgess makes this point well when he con-
trasts what he calls the “Calvinist” and “Lutheran” approaches to the subject:

It is true, the Lutheran Divines, they doe expresly oppose the Calvinists herein, main-
taining the Covenant given by Moses, to be a Covenant of workes, and so directly con-
trary to the Covenant of grace. Indeed, they acknowledge that the Fathers were justified
by Christ, and had the same way of salvation with us; onely they make that Covenant
of Moses to be a superadded thing to the Promise, holding forth a condition of perfect
righteousness unto the Jewes, that they might be convinced of their owne folly in their
self-righteousnesse.'*

According to this first view, then, the way of salvation is the same for the fathers and for us, but
the Mosaic covenant itself is not a covenant of saving grace. Saving grace was always pres-
ent and available in the Mosaic era, but it was not available by means of the Mosaic covenant
itself. The Mosaic covenant, per se, was a non-redemptive covenant in the sense that it did not
administer saving grace.

Although this position was self-consciously adopted by scholastic Lutheranism, its basic fea-
tures were also adopted by some of the Reformed. John Owen is an example of this phenom-
enon. While he was aware of the differences between the Lutherans and the Calvinists on this
point, his exegesis of Hebrews around 1680 led him to a position closer to the Lutheran view
than that of most Calvinists, arguing that the substance of the Mosaic covenant, in common
with the substance of any OT covenant, was not formally a covenant of grace, but a promise
of grace.'” Francis Roberts also coordinated the view of the Reformed authors of the Leiden
Synopsis with that of the Lutheran Johann Gerhard. This is not to say that Owen or the au-

103 Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 739.

104 Anthony Burgess, Vindiciae Legis, 251.

105 John Owen, An Exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Volume 6 (Edinburgh: Johnstone &
Hunter, 1855), 71-75. For Owen, while the substance of the covenant of grace is available to the
people of God, the covenant itself is not inaugurated until the new covenant.
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thors of the Leiden Synopsis were ‘“Lutherans” or that their views on covenant theology were
identical to the mainstream covenant theology of Lutheranism. It is simply to recognize that
this view was generically associated in the seventeenth century with Lutheranism, while at the
same time being self-consciously adopted by some (albeit a minority) of the Reformed.

As noted above, Roberts himself identifies the authors of the Synopsis Purioris (Leiden
Synopsis), as well as the Lutheran theologian, Johann Gerhard as holding this view. Edward
Fisher, in his Marrow of Modern Divinity, identifies Amandus Polanus, John Preston, and
Westminster assembly member George Walker as holding this view.!? Whether or not each
of these ascriptions is accurate, they demonstrate a shared understanding among Reformed
writers that variations of the substantial republication view could be found among most
Lutheran and some Reformed divines. Nonetheless, it should be recognized that especially in
the Reformed tradition theologians utilize language that suggests this view, but later qualify it
in such a way as to raise questions about its precise sense.

A historic criticism of substantial republication pure and simple is that it seizes on upon those
portions of Scripture which emphasize some form of antithesis between the Mosaic and new
covenant (such as 2 Cor 3:6-7, Gal 4:23-24), and takes such passages to refer to the substance
of each covenant. However, critics point out that such an understanding fails to account for the
Scriptural data ascribing gracious elements to the Mosaic covenant.'?’

B. View 2: The Mosaic Covenant as a Mixed Covenant

Explaining the mixed covenant view poses a challenge not only in terms of its inherent com-
plexity, but also the paucity of its proponents. It is difficult to find identifiable advocates in
published writings. The main published primary source for this view is a work by George
Walker entitled The Manifolde Wisdome of God. However, later theologians seem to have
largely interacted with this view through a summary of it offered by John Ball. The two pre-
sentations of the mixed covenant view have some important differences, but both seem to
affirm the distinctive element of the view, namely, that the covenants of works and grace were
parts of the substance of the Mosaic covenant.

For example, Francis Roberts references Ball in his concise summary of the mixed covenant
view: “II. Opinion. That the Law was given on Mount Sinai was a Mixt Covenant, Partly
of Works, Partly of Grace.” Again, both Ball and Roberts (neither of whom held this view
themselves) address it without naming any specific proponents. As summarized by them, the
mixed covenant position distinguishes between two “givings” of the law at Mt. Sinai, and con-
versely between two distinct covenants given through Moses. First, the moral law alone was
presented to Israel, which is said to contain in substance a perfect covenant of works that stood
in full opposition to the covenants of grace. This was the first giving of the law, which Moses
inscribed in tablets of stone. After bringing them down to the people and then discovering the
people worshipping the golden calf, Moses broke these tablets as a sign of their breaking this

106 Edward Fisher, Marrow of Modern Divinity, (London, 1646), 41. See also Fisher’s statement
on 38 that the “Ten Commandements, as they were delivered to them on mount Sinai ... were deliv-
ered to them as the Covenant of works.”

107 For further reading, Roberts and Turretin provide representative and detailed examples of
how divines registered this criticism. Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 740-45, cf. 764—72. Turretin,
Institutes, 2.234-37, 267-69.
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covenant. The law was then issued a second time, but with moderation, promising pardon to
the penitent, and thus in substance offering a covenant of grace.'®

We have not yet found an author who holds to the curious exegetical distinctives of the mixed
covenant view as summarized above. It may be that those features of this view have been
promoted from pulpits and not in print. The only possible candidate, George Walker’s The
Manifolde Wisedome of God, captures the main theological outlines of this view.!” Although
he does not speak of “two givings of the law,” Walker does refer to the Mosaic covenant as “the
mixt Covenant wch God made with Israel on mount Horeb by the Ministery of Moses which
consisted partly of the Covenant of workes, and partly of the Covenant of grace.”'!* The key
to this view is that it places the “mixture” of the two covenants at the essential or substantial
level. As Walker argued:

The matter and substance of the Covenant made by the Ministery of Moses, it was mixt,
it was partly conditionall, and partly absolute; partly legall, and partly Evangelicall; it
required to justification both workes and faith, but after a divers manner, and it was a
mixt Covenant of two divers Covenants, both the Covenant of Workes, and the Covenant
of Grace.!!!

Thus, the covenant of works is not simply an administrative element of this covenant, but
a substantial element. The covenant of works was part of the “matter and substance” of the
Mosaic covenant. This is the primary reason the mixed covenant view is classified as a form
of substantial republication. Others in the tradition use terms like “mixture” in the context of
their discussions of the Mosaic covenant, but imply nothing more by this than that there is
some kind of administrative restatement of the covenant of works.!"> Admittedly, Walker’s
own presentation is complicated, which may explain why the Marrow of Modern Divinity as-
cribes to him view 1. While he does speak of the covenant of works and grace being a part of
the “matter” and “substance” of the covenant, he also sometimes speaks in a way that suggests
that only the moral law is republished at Mt. Sinai."® Likewise, he also speaks of the fact that

108 John Ball, Treatise of the Covenant of Grace, 95-102. Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Mar-
row, 745.

109  George Walker, The Manifold Wisedome of God (London, 1641), 127-54.

110 Ibid., 128.

111 Ibid., 133.

112 To take just one example, William Ames describes one difference between the Old and New
Testaments in terms of the greater “clarity and freedom” characteristic of the latter. Specifically, he
speaks of the “government by law, or mixing of the covenant of workes, which did hold the ancient
people in a certain bondage” (William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity [London: 1639], 176).
Earlier he specified that this “mixing” was present only on the administrative level: “It is the New
Testament, in respect of that which was from the time of Moses, and in respect of the promise made
to the Fathers: not in respect of the essence, but in respect of the manner; because in them in respect
of the manner of administering, there was some representation of the Covenant of works, from
which this Testament doth essentially differ; and so seeing there did not appeare an integrall differ-
ence, of the New Covenant from the Old, but in that administration which is most properly called
the New Covenant and Testament” (p. 175). In other words, the Old Testament remains in substance
or essence a covenant of grace. The covenant of works is only “mixed” in on the administrative level
or “manner of administering.”

113 George Walker, Manifolde Wisedome of God, 141, 143.
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Israel “did still imagine themselves to be in a covenant of works,”!™* which suggests that some
kind of “misinterpretive republication” (see below) plays a role in his view—at least in terms
how Israel viewed their relation to this covenant.

Still, given the way he describes the covenant of works as being a “part” of the “substance of
the covenant,” and that the Mosaic “Mix’t covenant” differs in “matter and substance” from
the “pure and plaine covenant of the Gospel” it seems plausible to classify his views as a ver-
sion of substantial republication.!'> According to his own presentation, the covenant of works
is part of the substance of the Mosaic covenant. As we shall see below, many of Walker’s
contemporaries did see the mixed covenant view as advocating a republication of the covenant
of works in the substance of the Mosaic covenant. If this reading is correct, we can therefore
view the mixed covenant positon as a version of substantial republication.

If the strength of the mixed view is that it tries to account for both legal and gracious aspects
of the Mosaic covenant, the basic criticism of this position is that it lacks exegetical and theo-
logical coherence. For this reason, Anthony Burgess dismisses it briefly in a terse statement:
“Others call it a mixt covenant of works and grace; but that is hardly to be understood as pos-
sible, much lesse as true.”''® Perhaps Thomas Blake’s analysis states the point most clearly
and comprehensively:

Fourthly, this covenant (delivered by Moses and epitomized in the Decalogue) being a
covenant of Grace, it could by no meanes be, in the whole and entire nature of it, a cov-
enant of Works. This is plaine, God doth not at once, with the same people enter covenant
upon so opposite termes. These are asusato, either of them destructive to the other, We
may argue concerning the covenant, as the Apostle doth concerning Election, If'by grace,
then it is no more of works, otherwise grace is no more grace; but if it be of works, then
it is no more grace, otherwise work is no more work. This I speak as for their sakes,
that make it a mixt covenant, such a one as Pauls adversaries preacht in the Churches
of Galatia; so also for their sakes, that assert it to be a covenant of Works, never under-
taking any answer to those arguments, which so clearly conclude it to be a covenant of
Grace.'"”

Blake believes this argument applies to both those who view the Mosaic covenant as a cov-
enant of works and a mixed covenant. The key criticism lies in a fundamental incoherence em-
bedded in the view. Scripture (i.e. Rom 11:6) teaches that the doctrines of “works” and “grace”
are so contrary that they cannot coexist as substantial principles in the same covenant.'"® This

114 Tbid., 144.

115 Ibid., 128, 133.

116  Anthony Burgess, Vindiciae Legis, 213.

117 Thomas Blake, Vindiciae Foederis, 212—13.

118  Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 746, makes a similar argument against the mixed
covenant view: “1. In this twofold Proposal of the Law fore-mentioned, the one, with rigour, the
other with moderation, This Opinion supposeth two distincst and opposite kinds of Covenants to
be propounded; viz. A Covenant of Works, in the former; A Covenant of Grace, in the latter. But
this cannot be admitted. For ... the Covenant of Works and the Covenant of Faith, or of Grace are
so essentially opposite and inconsistent one with another, that they cannot be comprized in one and
the same Sinai-administration. For as the Apostle in another case said of Gods Election, so in this
case we may say Gods Covenant-administration; If by Grace, then it is no more of Works: otherwise
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may be the reason that this view was not adopted by a great number of theologians.
C. View 3: The Mosaic Covenant as a Third “Subservient Covenant”

The third view of the Mosaic covenant outlined in the traditional four-fold taxonomy is the
“subservient covenant” view. This view maintained that there were three kinds of “special” or
“hypothetical” covenants made between God and man: (1) a covenant of works with Adam,
(2) a subservient covenant made with Israel, (3) and a covenant of grace with both old and
new administrations.""” The similarities and differences between these covenants are outlined
in great detail by their proponents, but for the sake of simplicity they can be summarized in
terms of their conditions and promises:

Condition:
1. Covenant of works: perfect obedience to the moral law
2. Subservient covenant: perfect obedience to moral, ceremonial, and judicial laws
3. Covenant of grace: faith in the Redeemer, Jesus Christ

Promise:
1. Covenant of works: earthly life in the Garden of Eden
2. Subservient covenant: blessed life in Canaan
3. Covenant of grace: eternal life in Heaven

Thus, the subservient covenant could be defined as follows: “The Old Covenant is that, where-
by God doth require from the people of Israel, obedience of the Morall, Ceremoniall, and
Judiciall Law; and to as many as doe give it him, he promises all sorts of blessings in the pos-
session of the land of Canaan; on the contrary, to as many as deny it him, he denounces, most
severely, curses and death; and that for this end, that he might bring them to be Messias which
was for to come.”'?° Thus, the subservient covenant is a third covenant distinct in kind from
the covenants of nature and grace.

It seems clear that proponents of the subservient covenant view did not view themselves as
advocating a version of View 4 outlined below (i.e., that the Mosaic covenant is in substance
a covenant of grace with a unique administration). John Cameron, for example, argued that

Grace is no more Grace. But if it be of Works, then it is no more Grace; otherwise work is no more
work.” See also the statement of Patrick Gillespie: “The Scripture plainly asserteth an impossibility
of mixing the nature of Works and Faith, as con-causes, or concurring conditions of righteousness
and life; so that it cannot be a Covenant that stands partly of Works, and partly of Faith. Rom. 4.4, 5
... 11.6” (Ark of the Testament Opened [London, 1661], 156).

119 According to John Cameron, the first explicit proponent of the three-covenant model out-
lined above, all covenants can be divided into two basic types: absolute or conditional. Absolute
covenants (such as the covenant with Noah and God’s covenant with the elect) have no stipulations
annexed to them. Conditional covenants (such as covenant of works, the subservient covenant, and
the covenant of grace) do have a stipulation annexed: perfect obedience to the moral law in the
covenant nature, obedience to the moral, ceremonial and judicial law in the subservient covenant,
and faith in Christ in the covenant of grace. See: Samuel Bolton, The True Bounds of Christian
Freedome (London, 1656), 353-56.

120 This is Bolton’s translation of John Cameron’s definition of the subservient covenant as found
in his The True Bounds of Christian Freedom, 400—-401.
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the covenant of grace and the subservient covenant were to be distributed into their “severall
kinds” (sua genera). This indicates a substantial distinction between the covenant of grace and
the Mosaic covenant. When a covenant differs in “kind,” it also differs in substance. Likewise,
Assembly member Samuel Bolton distinguishes the subservient covenant view from the idea
that the Mosaic covenant was in substance a covenant of grace in the following words: “Yet
it was not a Covenant of Works for salvation [view 1 above]; nor was it a third covenant from
Workes and Grace [i.e., a subservient covenant]: but it was the same Covenant for nature and
kinde, under which we stand in the Gospel.”"?! In other words, Bolton saw the idea that the
Mosaic covenant was in substance a covenant of grace (which he elsewhere identifies as the
majority view) as categorically and taxonomically distinct from his own. If our reading is cor-
rect, then the subservient covenant position is best described as a form of substantial republi-
cation, as opposed to a version of view 4 outlined below, because it made temporal blessings
in Canaan obtainable on condition of perfect obedience to the moral, ceremonial and judicial
laws of the Mosaic covenant.

Who advocated this position? John Cameron may have been the first to propose the subser-
vient covenant as far back as 1608, but it was not widely known until the publication of his
Opera in the 1630s. Moise Amyraut and several theologians in France who were students of
Cameron and associated with the Academy of Saumur took this position. In Britain, Samuel
Bolton was the only member of the Westminster Assembly who publically and unequivocally
advocated this position (writing around 1656), although fellow member Jeremiah Burroughs
seems to have adopted something close to it in a sermon published in the mid-1640s. Thomas
Goodwin also seems to take this view in a work published posthumously sometime after the
assembly.'?

This view sought to do justice with the uniqueness of the Mosaic covenant as presented in the
Scriptures. Some proponents (like Bolton) recognized the theological problems with view-
ing the Mosaic covenant as simply a covenant of works (view 1 above). At the same time,
they were not content with the view of most divines, who viewed it as being in substance a
covenant of grace with a unique administration. Their proposed solution (i.e. a third covenant
distinct from both) clearly sought to do justice to the uniqueness of this covenant in redemp-
tive history.

What was a basic criticism of this view? As we will note later, the criticisms were various,
but a core theological objection to this view is that it is indistinct. In other words, although
it claims that the “subservient covenant” is distinct in kind from the covenants of works and
grace, its essential component does not adequately differ from the covenant of works to con-
stitute it a third kind of covenant. Francis Roberts articulates this criticism in his survey of
the subservient covenant view.'? Although Roberts uses some technical language, his point

121 Ibid., 146.

122 Thomas Case, The Morning Exercise Methodized (London, 1660), 233—-60. Thomas Good-
win, The Works of Thomas Goodwin, vol. 6, The Work of the Holy Ghost in Our Salvation (Edin-
burgh, 1863), 353.

123 “That The Covenant of Nature, The Covenant of Grace, and the Subservient Covenant or old
Covenant, are made three distinct sorts or Kinds of Covenant essentially and specisicaly different
one from another: and yet, The Covenant of Nature before the all, and the Covenant subservient
at Mount Sinai, are both of them made ... Covenant of Works, having one and the same stipulation
in respect of the Moral Law, Do this and live. The Division of a Genus into its Species, must be into
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is fairly simple. This view holds to three covenants different in “species” or “kind” (and thus
differing in substance). The problem is that the covenant of works and the subservient cov-
enant have the same basic stipulation regarding the moral law. This positions the covenant of
works and the Mosaic covenant as part of the same “species” or “kind,” and is not sufficient to
make them two substantially different covenants. For this reason, the distinction between the
covenant of works and the subservient covenant appears “neither Logical nor Theological.”'?*
Patrick Gillespie argues that to establish three kinds of covenants is “not only without all
ground in the Scripture, but against the same.”'® Furthermore, he says, “(I)t is impossible that
there can be a third kind of Covenant that were of a distinct nature from both these, and which
tendered righteousness and life upon some other terms then Works of Faith.”'? In other words,
the subservient covenant is indistinct, and does not differ substantially from the covenant of
works, seeing that both require perfect obedience to the moral law.

Thus, many of the objections leveled against the first view (i.e., that the Mosaic covenant is in
substance a covenant of works) were often leveled at this view as well. For all the distinctions
the proponents of this view made between the covenant of works and the subservient covenant
(Cameron listed thirteen differences), they still viewed “legal” obedience to the moral law as
part of the basic condition of the covenant.'”’

D. View 4: The Mosaic Covenant as a Covenant of Grace, Uniquely Administered to Israel

The fourth position is the one which your committee understands to be the most commonly
advocated among the Reformed. Indeed, Samuel Bolton (himself holding to a subservient
covenant view) asserted that it was held by the greatest number of Reformed divines, and
this kind of comment was not unusual.'® This view teaches that the Mosaic covenant is
substantially a covenant of grace, although uniquely administered in a way appropriate for
God’s people of that time. Some writers describe this as a “legal” administration of the cov-
enant of grace.

This view is affirmed by the Westminster Confession of Faith. WCF 7.5-6 describes the cov-
enant of grace being administered “under the law.” Likewise, it lists the “paschal lamb” as
a means by which this covenant of grace was administered. Since the paschal lamb was a
sacrament of the Mosaic covenant, it seems plausible to conclude that Mosaic covenant is in
view. Furthermore, Larger Catechism 101 outlines the preface to the Decalogue in a way that
defines the covenantal transaction at Sinai as substantially gracious in character. Thus, when
the confession states that there is “one and the same” covenant of grace “under various dis-
pensations,” one would be hard pressed to argue that the confession does not see the Mosaic
covenant in substantial unity with this one and the same covenant of grace. Whatever else the
confession may affirm about the Mosaic covenant, it seems difficult to argue that it does not

members specisically distinct and opposite but these are Co-incident” (Francis Roberts, Mysterie
and Marrow, 751).

124 Ibid.

125 Patrick Gillespie, Ark of the Testament Opened, 153.

126 Ibid., 156.

127 Samuel Bolton, The True Bounds of Christian Freedome, 382—84. Note again how he pointed
to the essential similarity of the covenant of works and subservient covenant in that in both “the
stipulation is the same, as touching the morall law” (Ibid., 382).

128 Ibid., 146.
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affirm the Mosaic covenant is in essence a covenant of grace.

This view was advocated by a great many theologians in the mid-seventeenth century, in-
cluding: John Ball, Anthony Burgess, Samuel Rutherford, Thomas Blake, Obadiah Sedgwick,
Francis Turretin, among many others.'?

What criticisms were leveled against this view? Interestingly, this view does not receive much
programmatic criticism, although writers who take different positions will note their demurral
from it. Perhaps the most extensive criticism of the position comes from the works of John
Owen and Samuel Bolton."*® Owen in particular bases his argument on the fact that the con-
trast between the old and new covenants in various passages of Scripture (2 Cor 3:6-9; Gal
4:24-26; Heb 7:22, 9:15-20) “can hardly be accommodated unto a twofold administration of
the same covenant.”"! Instead, such texts seem to require a substantial difference between old
and new covenants. Owen’s line of thought is indicative of the basic criticism offered against
the idea that the Mosaic covenant is in essence a covenant of grace. How is this view able ad-
equately to account for those passages of Scripture which seem to indicate that this covenant
possesses a strictly legal character, and therefore must differ not only in administration and
degree, but in substance and kind from the covenant of grace?

To take one example from another Protestant tradition, Martin Chemnitz (a Lutheran theolo-
gian) takes issue with Martin Bucer and Calvin’s view that the Mosaic covenant is a covenant
of grace. Appealing to many of the same texts as Owen (Jer 31:33, Gal 4:24-26, and 2 Cor
3:6-9) he asserts: “It is clearly evident that the matter and substance of these two covenants are
not the same. For the teaching of the old covenant is the Law, but of the new the Gospel.”'3?
He also contrasts his position with that of Calvin and Bucer: “Shall I follow Calvin when he
says there is actually only one covenant? Or shall I follow Scripture which testifies that the
new covenant is better than the old?”'** His basic criticism of Calvin and Bucer’s view is that
it does not adequately account for those passages which seem to indicate more than an admin-
istrative difference between the old and new covenants.

To be sure, proponents of the view that the Mosaic covenant is in essence a covenant of grace
had numerous responses to this criticism, complete with a full engagement with all the bibli-
cal passages to which appeal was often made.'** Here we simply note that the most basic and
pervasive criticism of view four is its perceived failure to account for passages of Scripture
that highlighted strong contrasts between the old and new covenants.

The following chart may prove useful in summarizing our discussion thus far:

129 John Ball, 4 Treatise of the Covenant of Grace, 92—143. Anthony Burgess, Vindiciae Legis,
231-37. Samuel Rutherford, The Covenant of Life Opened, 57-65. Thomas Blake, Vindiciae Foede-
ris, 202-30. Obadiah Sedgwick, The Bowels of Tender Mercy, 172-81. Francis Turretin, Institutes,
2.262-69.

130 John Owen, An Exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 6:74-76. Samuel Bolton, The True
Boundes of Christian Freedome, 127-63.

131 John Owen, An Exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 6:76.

132 Martin Chemnitz, Loci Communes, trans. J. A. O. Preus (St. Louis: Concordia, 1989), 662.
133 Ibid.

134 Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 746—79. Anthony Burgess, Vindiciae Legis, 233-37.
Thomas Blake, Vindiciae Foederis, 215-19.
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Chart Summarizing the Four Views
Covenant of Mixed Covenant Subservient Covenant of
Works Covenant Grace uniquely
administered
Explanation Mosaic covenant | Mosaic covenant Mosaic covenant Mosaic covenant
is in substance is in substance is distinct in is in substance a
a covenant of both a covenant substance from covenant of grace.
works, not a of works and a both the covenants Legal elements
covenant of grace. | covenant of grace. of works and belong to the
grace, and administrative
serves a purpose level.
subservient to the
latter.
Proponents Lutherans, George Walker, John Cameron, Majority view
Amandus anonymous Moise Amyraut, held by numerous
Polanus, John divines Samuel Bolton divines (arguably
Preston affirmed in WCF)
Criticisms Inadequate: does Incoherent: Indistinct: does Inadequate: does
(from other not account for combines not adequately not account for
views) gracious elements incompatible distinguish alleged works
of Mosaic elements of subservient elements in the
covenant. works and grace covenant from substance of the
in essence of the | covenant of works, | Mosaic covenant
covenant thus falling into itself.
criticism of View
1.

III. Distinctions for Describing the Role of the Law on the Administrative Level

We have seen how views 1-3 outlined above all articulate a form of “republication.” In spite
of'their differences, they all have common cause in placing this “republication” of the Adamic
covenant within the substance of the Mosaic covenant. That is why this report refers to them
as versions of “substantial” republication. With views 1 and 3, this republication composed the
sole essence of the covenant. In view 2, it was but part of the essence. View 4 can speak of the
Mosaic covenant containing some form of a republication of the covenant of works. For this
reason, this report refers to it as holding to an “administrative” or “accidental” republication of
the covenant of works in the Mosaic covenant because two concerns are usually kept in view:

1. First, the republication of the covenant of works is strictly relegated to the admin-
istration of the covenant, not its essence.

2. Secondly, this administrative republication of the covenant of works never operates
in a way that is contradictory to the essence of the covenant of grace.

Proponents of view number four utilized a number of distinctions to account for and to qualify
the legal aspects of the administration of the Mosaic covenant. From a theological point of
view, these distinctions were used as an attempt to bring systematic coherence and harmony
to the relationship between law and grace. To borrow from the Westminster standards, they
attempted to show how the law in its redemptive context “did sweetly comply with [the grace
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of the Gospel]” (WCF 19.7). From an exegetical point of view, these distinctions were utilized
to account for those passages of Scripture which seemed to make the Mosaic covenant a cov-
enant of works in kind, opposite the covenant of grace. These six distinctions are as follows.

First, the Reformed who adopted this view could distinguish between the law considered
broadly, strictly, and most strictly. For example, Patrick Gillespie explained the distinction in
detail. He distinguished between the Sinai covenant in three ways: (1) broadly, (2) strictly, and
(3) most strictly. Broadly speaking, the Sinai covenant was the whole economy or dispensation
of the Mosaic covenant inclusive of both the moral and ceremonial laws. Strictly speaking,
the Sinai covenant could also be considered as simply the Decalogue given at Mt. Sinai with
the preface, promises, and threatenings added to it. According to Gillespie, “In either of these
respects, it was certainly a Covenant of Grace.” However, when we consider the law most
strictly for the “meer perceptive part of the Law,” which “commanded perfect obedience” and
was a “draught of the Law of nature,” the law of Mt. Sinai “in abstract consideration ... may
be called a legal covenant of works.”'* Thus, the Mosaic covenant ought to be considered
essentially a covenant of grace, broadly or strictly. However, the law considered very strictly
(i.e. the law itself abstracted from Moses’s economy) can be considered a covenant of works.

A second distinction was made between the matter and form of the moral law. Assembly
member Obadiah Sedgwick articulates this distinction by considering the law in two ways:
(1) in terms of the matter, and (2) as to the form or sanction of it as given to Israel. In the first
sense, Sedgwick “grant[s] that therein the covenant of works is to be found.” However, it did
not function this way for Israel, nor was it “given for this end to the people of Israel, to be a
Covenant of works unto them (that is) such a Covenant upon, or from which they must expect
life upon their doing.”'3¢

Here we see an explanation of what has been called “material” republication and “formal” re-
publication. For Sedgwick, there is overlap between the moral law and the covenant of works.
The moral law functions in this covenant as the means of obtaining life. But he is clear that
it was not given to Israel for this purpose. Like Patrick Gillespie, Sedgwick affirms that the
moral law expresses the basic content of the covenant of works (i.e. the law), but argues that
it did not function in this way to Israel at Sinai. In this sense, the content of the covenant of
works (i.e., the moral law) is present as a part of the administration of that covenant, but the
perfect observation of it does not constitute its essential condition.

Thus, a third distinction focused on the different “uses” or “purposes” of the law as it had been
given at different times to human beings: the law as a covenant of works versus the law as a
rule of life. This distinction is pervasive in seventeenth-century theologians, and is also found
in our Confession of Faith. WCF 19.1-2 distinguishes the law given to Adam as a covenant
of works, and the law given to Israel as a rule of life. Further, the distinction appears again in
19.6, where it asserts that true believers “be not under the law as a covenant of works,” but that
it is “of great use to them, as well as to others; in that, as a rule of life....” In each instance, the
moral law remains the same, although its use and function differs.

The distinction and difference between these two functions of the law are helpfully explained
by assembly member John Maynard (although similar statements can be found in a number of

135 Patrick Gillespie, Ark of the Testament Opened, 154-55.
136 Obadiah Sedgwick, Bowels of Tender Mercy, (London, 1661), 173.



Appendix 385

divines). The fullness and detail of his explanation warrants a full quotation:

For Answer to these things, consider, That the Law may be considered two wayes. 1. As
a Covenant of works, severely requiring full and exact obedience and perfect righteous-
ness upon pain of the Curse: and so Believers being in Christ, are not under the Law but
under grace. The Lord hath reconciled them to himself in Christ, received them into a
Covenant of grace, discharged them of the curse of the Law, and sentence of condemna-
tion, justified and accepted them as righteous through the righteousness of Christ, given
them access to his mercy seat, so that the Law is not made for a righteous man, as a
covenant of works. Believers are not to be judged according to the rigour and severity of
the Law, nor subject to the curse or condemnation of the Law, and therefore the Apostle
saith, Christ hath redeemed us from the Curse of the Law, being made a Curse for us: but
the lawless and disobedient natural persons, being out of Christ, and standing upon their
own bottom, and so being to answer the justice of God upon their own account, are under
the Law as a Covenant of works, and subject to the malediction, Curse and condemna-
tion of the Law. Secondly, The Law may be considered as a Rule of life, as a direction to
true Believers, guiding them in the wayes of God, teaching them how they ought to walk
and to please God, how to walk answerably to his saving mercies, and spiritual blessings
communicated to them in Christ: and in this regard the Law is established by Christ,
for the use of his people; and so I conceive in this sense, the Law is so far from being a
Covenant of works, that it becometh a part of the Covenant of grace, or a Rule subser-
vient to the Gospel. So the Apostle telleth the believing Thessalonians, Ye know what
Commandments we gave you by the Lord Iesus, the Commandments which he delivered
to them were given by the Lord Jesus, in the Name of the Lord Jesus Christ, by vertue
of his Authority and Commission received from him? Now what Commandments were
these? Even the same that are delivered in the Law, in some of which the Apostle giveth
instance: First in general, This is the will of God, even your sanctification, that ye should
be sanctified, and so conformed to the Law of God in all things."’

Note especially how Maynard not only distinguishes these two functions, but also highlights
their contrariety. The law is “established by Christ for the use of his people” as a rule of life
that it is “so far from being a Covenant of works, that it becometh part of the Covenant of
grace.” According to Maynard, the two do not function together in this fashion in the life of
a believer. Since the law as a rule of life is distinct from the law as a covenant of works, it
seems best not to classify the former as a version of “republication”—of either the substantial
or administrative variety. The distinction is important in the Reformed tradition more broadly
and our standards specifically.

Fourth, Reformed theologians could distinguish between the “making” of the covenant of
works with Israel and the mere “declaration” of that covenant. For example, assembly mem-
ber William Bridge argues that the Mosaic covenant is in substance a covenant of grace with

137 John Maynard, The Law of God Ratified by the Gospel of Christ (London, 1674), 263—64. Cf.
the comments of Maynard’s fellow assembly member Herbert Palmer, who applies these distinc-
tions to Adam and Israel, respectively: “Then ye would distinguish betwixt this Law as given to
Adam, and as given to Israel: for as given to him it was a Covenant of Works, but as given to them
it’s a Covenant of Grace, and so from us now it calls for Gospel-duties, as Faith in Christ, 1 Zim. 1.
5. Repentance, Hope in God, &c. and although it call for legal duties, yet in a Gospel manner” (Her-
bert Palmer, The Law Unsealed: An Exposition of the Ten Commandments, [Glasgow:1676], 10).
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aunique administration. Within this framework, he argues that although “both these covenants
[i.e. of works and grace] were at once in the Jewish church, the one [was] declared and the
other made with them.”"*® Some decades later, Herman Witsius would seem to make use of this
distinction in his discussion of the Mosaic covenant when he writes: “Though the covenant of
works was delivered at Sinai, Gal. iv. 24. yet it was not made with the Jews.”!®* Turretin also
utilizes a form of this distinction when he describes the administration of the Mosaic covenant
as being “clothed in the form of a covenant of works through the harsh promulgation of the
law; not indeed that a covenant of works might again be demanded of a sinner [for this was
impossible], but that a daily recollection and reproaching of the violated covenant of works
might be made.”™ The covenant of works was not demanded of the sinner (or “made” with
him), but as a declared reminder of'its terms and previous violation. The actual relationship be-
tween God and Israel was essentially gracious, although the manner in which it was dispensed
contained a declaration of the covenant of works. This declaration is a form of “administra-
tive” or “accidental” republication because the declared covenant of works does not actually
govern the terms of Israel’s actual relationship to God, nor does it apply to the way believing
Israel will receive and retain the promised blessings of the covenant. Instead, it serves to com-
municate the grace of “conviction of sin,” and constantly shut them up and keep them in the
promises of the covenant of grace.

Fifth, the Reformed could also distinguish between the intent of God in giving the law versus
the intent of Israel in using the law. Obadiah Sedgwick explains this as follows: “You must
distinguish twixt: I. The intention of God in Giving the Law, and 2ly the abuse or perverting
the law. I do grant that many of the Jews did set up a Legal Righteousness for the justifications
and rested upon the works of the Law, as if life came by them (against which the Apostle Paul
doth notably argue in his Epistle to the Romans, and to the Galatians). But this was not the
intention of God in the Sanction of the law.”'*! The idea of considering the law as it has been
abused or perverted by the Judaizers has also been called the “misinterpretation principle.”
This is a form of “accidental” republication, because the law’s function as a covenant of works
is not present in the covenant by God’s intention and design, but only in the Jewish perversion
and misinterpretation of the law.

Finally, a distinction was also made between the Mosaic covenant itself and the law abstracted
from the covenant. Turretin appears to utilize this distinction in the following paragraph:

The Mosaic covenant may be viewed in two aspects: either according to the intention
and design of God and in order to Christ; or separately and abstracted from him. In the
latter way, it is really distinct from the covenant of grace because it coincides with the
covenant of works and in this sense is called the letter that killeth and the ministration of
condemnation, when its nature is spoken of (2 Cor. 3:6, 7). But it is unwarrantably ab-
stracted here because it must always be considered with the intention of God, which was,
not that man might have life from the law or as a sinner might be simply condemned, but
that from a sense of his own misery and weakness he might fly for refuge to Christ...The
law is said “to be not of faith” (Gal. 3:12), not as taken broadly and denoting the Mosaic
economy, but strictly as taken for the moral law abstractly and apart from the promises of

138 William Bridge, The Works of the Rev. William Bridge, Vol. III (London, 1845), 48.
139  Herman Witsius, Conciliatory Or Irenical Animadversions (Glasgow,1807), 297.
140  Francis Turretin, Institutes, 2:263.

141 Obadiah Sedgwick, The Bowels of Tender Mercy, 173.
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grace (as the legalists regarded it who sought life from it).!*?

Here Turretin makes use of the misinterpretation principle as well as the principle of abstrac-
tion to explain how the covenant of works can be seen in the Mosaic covenant. Although the
basic content of the covenant of works is objectively present in the moral, and there is also a
formal declaration of the broken covenant of works, the only way in which it becomes a cov-
enant of works to Israel is by their misinterpretation of it. For this reason, the misinterpretation
theory would be better classified as a form of “accidental” republication. Its presence is wholly
accidental to God’s actual intention.

Many of these distinctions represent various forms of “accidental” or “administrative” repub-
lication. None of them qualify as “substantial” republication because they are not contained as
part of the essential nature of a specific covenant in the Mosaic economy. Instead the presence
of a “covenant of works” is restricted to the administration of the covenant. In other words,
the grace of Christ is administered by and in this re-declaration of the covenant of works and/
or its basic content in the moral law. It is organically connected to the fundamentally gracious
essence which it is designed to administer.

IV. Summary and Analysis

With this fourfold taxonomy before us, together with the distinctions utilized by View 4, we
are in a better position to map out the possible senses of “republication” within the consensus
systematic framework of the Reformed orthodox.

1. Inbroadest terms, there are really only two basic options in formulating a doctrine of
“republication.” The republication of the covenant of works is either part of the sub-
stance of the Mosaic covenant (as is the case with Views 1-3, in varying degrees),
or it is simply part of the administration of that covenant (as is the case with some
variants of View 4). This we call “substantial republication” and “administrative” or
“accidental” republication.

2. More narrowly, those that adopt view 4 utilize a number of important distinctions to
clarify how its administration can contain a republication of the covenant of works.
The concern here is to safeguard the gracious essence of the covenant, and to ensure
that its unique administrative features do not contradict that fundamentally gracious
substance. This can take the form of “declarative republication” (where the covenant
of works is declared, but not made with Israel), “material republication” (where the
moral law or “matter” of the covenant of works is restated), or an “accidental” mis-
interpretive republication (where the Jews pervert the law and turn it into a covenant
of works for themselves).

V. Provisional Points for Assessing Views of Republication

The taxonomy outlined above encourages us to ask a variety of questions that can aid us in
analyzing various understandings of the Mosaic covenant. They include the following:

1. Does the position sufficiently account for the fundamentally gracious essence of the

142 Turretin, Institutes, 2:267-68.
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Mosaic covenant?

2. Does the position coherently relate the ideas of “works” and “grace” in the Mosaic
covenant?

3. Does the position preserve the distinctive character of the covenant of works in
describing its presence in the Mosaic covenant?

4. Does the position restrict all “covenant of works” aspects of the Mosaic covenant to
the administrative level?

5. Does the position consistently relate any “administrative republication” of the cov-
enant of works to the fundamentally gracious essence of that covenant?

These are broad questions. But they do provide entry points to conversations that are rooted
in our tradition’s discussion of the matter, and that are useful in systematically sorting out our
present debate.

Ch. 6 — Strengths and Weaknesses of the Various Views

In this chapter we will attempt to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the varieties of re-
publication outlined in our taxonomy. In light of our mandate, it is important to remember that
we subscribe not simply to a disconnected set of Christian doctrines. Our officers subscribe to
the system of doctrine contained in our standards. This form of subscription brings into view
points of doctrine specifically in terms of their systematic interrelationship and coherence.
While not ignoring important exegetical considerations, nor issues related to specific articles
or affirmations in our standards, our assessment of the varieties of republication will focus on
the question of systematic consistency with our confession of faith and catechisms.

Furthermore, we should also note that several views outlined here fit into the broader category
of what we have referred to as “substantial republication.” While views 1-3 and one reading
of Kline each have distinct characteristics that give them each a unique identity, all of them
share in common the idea that the Mosaic covenant is in some way a substantial covenant of
works (or at least a covenant of the “works” variety). Because of this, many criticisms which
specifically focus on the existence of a substantial covenant of works between God and Israel
can be applied to every variety of substantial republication. We note this fact where it seems
particularly relevant. But for the sake of space, we will not fully repeat each criticism under
each heading.

I. Covenant of Works “Pure and Simple”

The first view outlined in our taxonomy was the idea that the Mosaic covenant was in sub-
stance a covenant of works “pure and simple.” In this view the Mosaic covenant is described
absolutely and in itself as essentially a republication or renewal of a covenant which promises
eternal life for perfect, personal, perpetual obedience. Put relatively or comparatively, the
Sinai covenant and the new covenant differ not only in administration, but also in substance or
kind. The greatest strength of this view is that it seeks to account theologically for those pas-
sages of Scripture which strongly contrast the ideas of “law” and “grace” in the context of the
Mosaic covenant. Its primary weakness is that it fails to account adequately for those portions
of Scripture which point to the substantially gracious character of the Mosaic covenant, a fact
which underlies the presentation in our standards.

Our standards speak of the Mosaic covenant being the same in substance with the new cov-
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enant, and thus as being in substance a covenant of grace. By contrast, this view speaks of the
Mosaic covenant as in substance a covenant of works, and thus not a covenant of grace. The
standards regularly affirm that the various Old Testament covenants between God and man
after the fall are “one and the same” covenant of grace “under various dispensations” (WCF
7.5-6). This is a blanket hermeneutical axiom for interpreting every covenant in this Old
Testament era. This affirmation not only excludes Tobias Crisp’s idiosyncratic view that there
are “two covenants of grace, differing in substance,” but also lays down a positive boundary
marker for any other view: it must be “one and the same” covenant of grace.'®® The only dif-
ferences affirmed are those that regard the “administration” or outward “dispensation.” The
standards also directly address the nature of the Sinai covenant transacted in the Decalogue in
its exposition of the preface. The preface reminds God’s people that “he is a God in covenant,
as with Israel of old, so with all his people” (LC 101). In this respect, the covenantal relation-
ship revealed in the Decalogue also bestows essentially the same covenantal benefit upon
Israel as it does to us. In this respect, the catechism connects the typological connection be-
tween Israel’s redemption from Egypt and our deliverance from “spiritual thralldom.” It goes
on to state that the same obligation to obedience laid upon Israel in this covenant arrangement
is also placed upon us: “and that therefore we are bound to take him as our God and keep all
his commandments.” In this respect, the standards affirm that the Sinai covenant was in itself
a substantially gracious and redemptive covenant.'* To affirm that the Sinai covenant itself

143 It is fairly clear that although the divines do seem to have Tobias Crisp’s unique position in
view, it is also the case that divines of the period understood the Confession to reject other positions
that made the Mosaic covenant to differ in substance from the covenant of grace. David Dickson’s
analysis of the chapter 7 may be helpful here. He argues that the affirmations in WCF 7 constitute a
rejection of the Socinian view of the Mosaic covenant as differing in substance from the new cov-
enant: “ARE there two Covenants of Grace, differing in substance; or but one and the same under
various dispensations?...Well then, do not the Socinians err; who maintain; a Substantial; and not
an Accidental difference between the old Covenant and the new?” David Dickson, Truth's Victory
Over Error (1684), 54. The principle undergirding the Confession’s rejection of Crisp’s view is
applicable to other positions which also make a substantial and not merely an accidental difference
between the Mosaic covenant and the new. Thus, any view that makes the Mosaic covenant differ
in substance from the covenant of grace compromises this principle, and thus introduces an element
that is inconsistent with the standards’ formulations.

144  This reading of the standards is consistent with the way it was interpreted by at least one
person within the immediate historical horizon of its reception in Britain, and in the more remote
horizons of American Presbyterianism. For example, Thomas Vincent addresses the question of the
nature of the Mosaic covenant in his exposition of the assembly’s Shorter Catechism. He addresses
the question of whether the Mosaic covenant was a covenant of works or a covenant of grace
in these words: “The covenant which God made with the children of Israel, was not a covenant
of works, but the same covenant of grace, as to the substance of it, which is made known in the
Gospel.” Thomas Vincent, An Explicatory Catechism (1777), 72. John Murray, writing during the
formative years of the OPC, articulated the Confession’s viewpoint in a similar fashion. Murray
contrasted the idea that in the Mosaic covenant “radically opposite, mutually exclusive destructive
and destructive governing principles prevail” with the teaching of our standards. The context indi-
cates that his immediate concern lies in the construction of classic dispensationalism, but also has
relevance for evaluating versions of substantial republication. His argument is forceful: “The teach-
ing of our Presbyterian standards stands to this in the sharpest antithesis. The immediate question
reduces itself to the construction the Confession of Faith places upon the Mosaic dispensation, and
upon its relation to the Christian dispensation. Does the Confession regard the Mosaic dispensation
as one of law based upon the covenant of works, and standing as regards its governing principle
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was a covenant of works is to affirm the opposite of what is affirmed in our standards. This is a
significant weakness for view 1 in terms of the system of doctrine contained in our standards.

Secondly, another theological weakness emerges when one considers the specific contours
of the doctrine of the covenant of works as outlined in our standards and received in the
Reformed tradition. Specifically, a theological weakness emerges when we consider the idea
of the unrepeatability of the covenant of works. By “unrepeatable” we do not mean that God
cannot restate or declare the terms of this covenant in the course of redemptive history. There
are innumerable instances in the tradition where the covenant of works or moral law is said
to be “repeated” at Mt. Sinai in this more limited sense. We have elsewhere referred to this
as “declarative republication.” Instead, by “unrepeatable” we mean that God cannot actually
renew this covenant with man such that he relates to him upon its essential terms, distributing
rewards or punishments according to the fulfillment or breaking of its condition.'* This is a
concern registered by many in the Reformed tradition. Here we simply note a few representa-
tive figures for the sake of illustration.

Samuel Bolton, who articulates a subservient covenant view, makes this point. He argues that
if one considers the “nature of a covenant of works, you will see plainly an impossibility that
the Law should be a covenant of works.”'* Not only is the covenant of works made “between
two friends” (where fallen man is now an enemy of God), man is unable to fulfill it even “to
the lowest terms, to perform the meanest condition.”” Simply stated, the covenant of works
“is a covenant no way capable of renovation; if you once broke it, you were gone forever.”'#
The covenant of works is unchangeable, and its penalty is so irrevocable that it can “in no
way” (to borrow Bolton’s language) be renewed with the sinner.'*” Herman Witsius argues
that the covenant of works “is so really abrogated, that it can on no account be renewed.” The
basic issue is that God cannot make a covenant of works with sinful man, for this covenant
presupposes that man be perfect.'™ Francis Roberts makes the same point more graphically:
“As Virginity once lost, can never be recovered; so the Covenant of works once violated,
can never be repaired.””®! Sinful mankind has been “rendered uncapeable of any Covenant of
works” (note the similarity to the language of WCF 7.3) and is thus unable to fulfill or even
enter into such a covenant with God.

in flat antithesis to grace and to the covenant of grace upon which grace is based? The answer is
simple: it is an emphatic no” (John Murray, “The Reformed Faith and its Modern Substitutes Part
VI: Modern Dispensationalism,” The Presbyterian Guardian, May 18, 1936, 77). As this article was
written in the formative years of our denomination, it is at least a partial window into the animus of
our OPC fathers in how they understood our Confession on this issue.

145  Clearly, the original covenant of works is still in force in regard to the penalty it has imposed
upon sinful man, from which believers are delivered through the blood of Christ.

146 Bolton, True Boundes, 134. Note especially his comment on pp. 133-34: “It could never suit
with God’s heart to sinners to give a covenant of works after the fall; because man could doe noth-
ing, hee was dead &tc. Besides, it was contrary to the nature of a covenant, man was impotent, and
could not stand a party in covenant with God.”

147 Ibid., 134-35.

148 Ibid., 135.

149  In keeping with this, a standard argument in favor of viewing the Sinai covenant as in sub-
stance a covenant of grace was based on the fact that the Sinai covenant was often renewed with
Israel. Ball, Treatise of the Covenant of Grace, 107.

150 Herman Witsius, Economy of the Covenants (New York, 1804), 1.199.

151 Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 57.



Appendix 391

These observations are the application of key aspects of our system of doctrine to the idea that
the Mosaic covenant is simply a covenant of works renewed with Israel. As our Confession
states, man can no longer fulfill its terms and made himself incapable of life by this covenant,
and God’s justice precludes entering into such an arrangement with an already sinful entity
(WCF 7.3). The moral law itself functions to convince man of his “total disability to keep it”
(LC 95). Add to this the fact that the covenant of works contained the irrevocable threat of
eternal death for disobedience (WCF 19.1). The penalty of the covenant of works seems to
preclude its actual renewal with mankind. A renewal in the sense of a direct reenactment of
an arrangement that is in substance or kind a “covenant of works” with Israel does not easily
harmonize with these important theological points. Taken together, they express the core of the
idea of the unrepeatability of this covenant.'>?

Finally, another potential weakness of view 1 appears when we consider the nature and attri-
butes of the God who transacts this covenant with Israel. Scripture presents the Sinai covenant
as a manifestation a full array of divine attributes. Perhaps most telling are those aspects
of biblical revelation which reveal positive communicable attributes, such as his patience,
compassion, mercy, grace, goodness, love, and forgiveness (as well as his justice). These are
perhaps best encapsulated in the divine saying through Moses: “The LORD, the LORD, a God
merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in love and faithfulness, keeping stead-
fast love for thousands, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin, but who will by no means
clear the guilty” (Exod 34:6-7; cf. Num 14:8, etc.). In other words, in transacting the Sinaitic
covenant there was a full revelation of the divine nature, particularly that which is expressive
of and summed up in the covenant of grace with his redeemed people. A substantial republica-
tion of the covenant of works in the Sinaitic covenant does not naturally harmonize with this
biblical data. How can a non-gracious covenant that (after the fall) reveals nothing except
God’s wrath and judgment for sin preeminently reveal these redemptive attributes? How can a
renewed covenant of works with fallen man preeminently reveal (with advanced redemptive-
historical clarity) these redemptive attributes of God?

Again, it is important to recognize that the issue is not whether proponents of republication
affirm an orthodox doctrine of God’s nature and attributes. Few historic proponents of sub-
stantial republication have anything less than an impeccable doctrine of God. Rather, the ques-
tion focuses on the consistency of some versions of republication (particularly those of the
“substantial” variety) with those attributes. This issue has been raised in historic discussions
of republication. For example, Obadiah Sedgwick argues that “to put sinners under contradic-
tions, is no way suitable with the wisdom and goodnesse of God.” According to him, “to set
up a Covenant of works for sinners, after he hath set up a covenant of grace” would put a sin-
ner under such a contradiction.'?® Later he argues that republication is inconsistent with God’s
attribute of kindness: “It would have been a strange kindnesse in God” to redeem them from
Egypt, and then make a covenant of works with them in which “they should never have found
mercy, nor salvation.” ** In other words, substantial republication is inconsistent with the
fundamentally gracious way God must relate to his sinful people in the postlapsarian context.
Even as God’s justice requires that sin must be punished (Heidelberg Catechism, 11-12), it

152 As noted later, these and other weaknesses of this first view are relevant in assessing other
versions of substantial republication, although we will not repeat these arguments under each suc-
cessive heading.

153 Sedgwick, Bowels of Tender Mercy, 173.

154 1Ibid., 175.
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also prohibits that a substantial covenant of works be renewed with a sinner.

Above we have highlighted weaknesses of this view regarding moral attributes of God. Others
point to inconsistencies with God’s incommunicable attributes. For example, Francis Roberts
argues that republication is inconsistent with the immutability of God. According to him, it is
“absurd to imagine” that God would make a covenant of works with Adam in creation and then
a covenant of grace after his fall, only to reinstitute a covenant of works at Sinai until Christ,
after which the covenant of grace is renewed again. For Roberts, this “is fast and loose, back-
wards and forwards, and makes God very inconsistent with himself.”'>> This trail of thought
is also followed by Peter Bulkeley. He argues that “if it had been a covenant of workes which
God made with Israel at Mount Sinai, then should he have called them from a covenant of
grace, to a covenant of workes, from a covenant of life, to a covenant which now (in the estate
of corruption) ministers nothing but death, which is contrary to the Apostle, Gal. 3.17.” In his
view, “This were to make the Lord goe from a covenant of grace to a covenant of workes, and
it were the same in effect, as to make them perfect by the flesh, when the Lord had begun with
them in the spirit, Gal. 3.3. God carries on his people from faith to faith, from grace to grace,
and not from grace to workes.” 1 These criticisms are applied to “substantial republication”
insofar as they reinstitute and place Israel under an operative covenant of works that is not
gracious. Such a movement could be open to the objection that it is a movement “backwards”
in redemptive history, rather than a progressive development.

Finally, a weakness of view 1 arises when we consider the sacraments annexed to the Mosaic
covenant. Both Scripture and our standards speak of circumcision and the paschal lamb as sac-
raments of the Sinai covenant and as an aspect of the ceremonial law (WCF 7.5; cf. 8.6 19.3).
Certainly the covenant of works had sacraments (the two trees in the midst of the garden).'’
But circumcision and the paschal lamb are indisputably redemptive and gracious in character.
According to our standards, the sacraments of the old and new covenants “in regard of the
spiritual things thereby signified and exhibited, were, for substance, the same” (WCF 27.5).
These spiritual things are clearly redemptive benefits that flow from and are rooted in the
covenant of grace. Simply stated, it is not immediately apparent how the sacraments of the
covenant of grace can signify and seal a covenant that is substantially a covenant of works.'s®

155 Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 744. Later Roberts reiterates the same point, arguing that the
idea of republication compromises his “orderliness” in redemptive history, “obscure[ing] the Lords
Dispensations which are clear, and disorders then that are orderly, as if the Lord did do, and undo,
went backward and forward, in his Foederal administrations.”

156 Peter Bulkeley, The Gospel Covenant (London, 1646), 67.

157 Adam and Eve sinfully partook of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil in violation
of God’s specific prohibition (Gen 2:17). It is unlikely that they partook of the tree of life, as this
tree sacramentally symbolized eternal life in a confirmed state from which they could not fall (Gen
3:22).

158 This point is articulated well by Turretin (among others). Referencing two versions of sub-
stantial republication (views 1 and 3 in our taxonomy), he writes: “The two sacraments of the
covenant of grace already made with the fathers were conjoined to the Sinaitic covenant (to wit,
circumcision and the Passover, which prevailed under that dispensation until Christ and were added
as seals to confirm it, Jn. 7:22, 23; Dt. 16:1, 2). This could not have been done if it had been a third
new covenant, distinct in entire species from the covenant of grace. For it is absurd to add the sacra-
ments of the covenant of grace to a certain different covenant, whether it be called one of works or
subservient” (Turretin, Institutes, 2.266).
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II. Mixed Covenant

As noted above, the greatest strength of the concept of the mixed covenant is that it recognizes
and attempts to deal with the complexity of Scripture which gives the Mosaic covenant both
legal and evangelical aspects. However, its greatest strength also became a significant weak-
ness, as its attempt to harmonize these elements involved placing both a covenant of works
and a covenant of grace in the substance of the Mosaic covenant. Thus, the main weakness
of the position is focused on the question of the exegetical and theological coherence of these
two affirmations. How is it that one covenant can be both a covenant of works and a covenant
of grace in its essence or substance?

Insofar as the mixed covenant view affirms that the covenant of works is part of the substance
of the Mosaic covenant, it is weighed down by many of the same weaknesses we have noted
with regard to view 1 (outlined above). Most other weaknesses of the position flow out of the
fundamental concern over its internal coherence. This is perhaps most pointedly seen when
we consider the condition annexed to each of these covenants: works (i.e., perfect, personal
obedience) or faith. There is a sense in which faith is required in the covenant of works, and
works are required in the covenant of faith.'* But in the matter of obtaining a declaration of
righteousness before God, works and faith are not only different, but incompatible: “If it is
by faith, it is no more of works, otherwise grace is no longer grace” (Rom 11:6).'®” Even as
works and faith cannot cooperate together in the obtaining or procurement of justification, so
also they cannot coexist as essential elements of the same covenant.'®! To include “works” in
the substance of the covenant is to overthrow the nature of grace, however small a role works
may be given.'¢?

159  See Bulkeley, Gospel Covenant, 57-61, for a representative discussion of this point.

160 Roberts makes this point well with reference to the mixed covenant view: “The Covenant of
Works and the Covenant of Faith, or of Grace are so essentially opposite and inconsistent one with
another, that they cannot be comprized in one and the same Sinai-administration. For as the Apostle
in another case said of Gods Election, so in this case we may say Gods Covenant-administration;
If by Grace, then it is no more of Works: otherwise Grace is no more Grace. But if it be of Works,
then it is no more Grace; otherwise work is no more work” (Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 746).
161 Thomas Blake, referring to both views 1 and 2 in our taxonomy, also makes this point force-
fully: “This is plaine, God doth not at once, with the same people enter covenant upon so opposite
termes. These are asusata, either of them destructive to the other, We may argue concerning the
covenant, as the Apostle doth concerning election, If by grace, then it is no more of works, otherwise
grace is no more grace; but if it be of works, then it is no more grace, otherwise work is no more
work” (Blake, Vindiciae Foederis, 212—13). Bolton (who affirms the subservient covenant position)
addresses the logic of this point in further detail. He refers to the idea of a “middle covenant” which
consists “partly of workes, and partly of grace.” Such a covenant he “utterly den[ies].” According
to him “no such covenant can ever be made with man fallen” since “Grace can no way be called
grace, if not every way Grace” (Bolton, True Boundes, 135-36). For if “if there were any thing of
mans bringing, which were not Gods bestowing, though it were never so small, it would overturn
the nature of Grace, and make that of workes which is of Grace ” (Ibid.).

162 Again, Bolton’s logic on this point is significant: “If there were any thing of mans bringing,
which were not Gods bestowing, though it were never so small, it would overturn the nature of
Grace, and make that of workes which is of Grace. If a man should aske but a penny of us, to the
purchase of a Kingdome, though he should give us the rest, yet would that penny hinder it from be-
ing a meere gift and grace” (Bolton, True Boundes, 136).
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II1. Subservient Covenant

Like views 1-2, the subservient covenant position attempts to account robustly for the “legal”
aspects of the Sinai covenant by placing them in the substance of the covenant. However,
it differs from them both in modifying both the condition and the promise in such a way as
to constitute (in the minds of its proponents) a third kind of covenant distinct from both the
covenant of nature (or works) and the covenant of grace. Instead of perfect obedience to the
moral law, the subservient Mosaic covenant is said to additionally include stipulations regard-
ing the ceremonial and judicial law. Instead of eternal life (or even a blessed life in Eden), the
subservient covenant promises only temporal life in Canaan.'®

However, as many in the tradition have argued, these modifications are not sufficient to con-
stitute a third kind of covenant distinct from both the covenants of works and grace. If the sub-
stance of the covenant is closely related to its basic stipulation and requirement, it is difficult
to see how two covenants that both require perfect obedience can be said to be different in
kind. The mere addition of ceremonial and judicial stipulations do not appear to be sufficient
to change the essential nature of the covenant.'** In the end, the subservient covenant seems
to make the Sinai covenant a kind of modified covenant of works with only “accidental” or
non-substantial differences to the covenant of nature.

Insofar as the subservient covenant position holds to a kind of substantial republication of the
covenant of works, it is subject to many of the same weaknesses outlined under view 1 above.
In particular, it is difficult to harmonize this view with the confessional affirmations (outlined
above) regarding the Sinai covenant as being in substance and kind a covenant of grace. It is
difficult to see how a proponent of the subservient covenant view could comfortably affirm
these theological points in a way consistent with his position.'®> Moreover, when we consider
the theological importance some proponents of the subservient covenant view ascribed to this
aspect of their theological system, it is also difficult to see how they would remain content
with its absence.'%

163 It is important to note that the subservient covenant view, as it was proposed by Cameron,
Amyraut, and some of those who adopted it (like Bolton), functions as part of a threefold schema-
tization of covenant history along the lines of three substantially distinct covenants (the covenant
of nature, the subservient covenant, and the covenant of grace). In this paradigm, the covenant of
nature only promises a blessed life in Canaan, and not eternal life in heaven. This would be a point
of increasing contention in the tradition, eventually resulting in the specific rejection of Cameron
and Amyraut’s view in Geneva in the Formula Consensus Helvetica (1675), together with the ex-
plicit affirmation of the promise of eternal life in heaven in the covenant of works with Adam (see
Canons XIII-IX).

164 This point is only reinforced when one considers that the covenant of works in Eden also
had its ceremonies/sacraments (i.e., the tree of life and the tree of the knowledge of good and evil).
165 In this respect, it is helpful to remind the reader of what we noted above, namely, that Samuel
Bolton clearly distinguishes his subservient covenant view from the majority position (positively
reflected in our standards). Bolton viewed his subservient covenant position as categorically distinct
from view 4 (discussed below).

166 Here we have in view the statements of Samuel Bolton, who argued that the subservient
covenant position was “the Key to the Gospel.” Bolton, True Boundes, 351. For those who held
this position, a statement of the Christian gospel that lacked a robust affirmation of this subservient
covenant would seem to be a door that lacked a key.
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Furthermore, this view is hampered by its insistence that the subservient covenant is a third
kind of covenant, distinct in species from both the covenants of works and grace. Scripture
regularly distinguishes two essential or basic kinds of covenants between God and man, and
these two are affirmed by our confession—a covenant of works and a covenant of grace. On
this point, Turretin helpfully notes that “Scripture tells us of only two covenants, nowhere
however of three.” Moreover, he argues that “there can be so many and no more covenants
of obtaining happiness and communion with God” (the proper end of a covenant with God),
only two of which are taught in Scripture: by works or by faith.!®” In the end, proponents of
the subservient covenant position seem to recognize the theological problems with asserting
that the Mosaic covenant is a substantial republication of the covenant of works. But their
proposed solution is unsatisfactory in that the subservient covenant remains virtually indistin-
guishable from view 1 in its constituent, characteristic features (in particular, the condition of
perfect obedience to the moral law). '® The addition of stipulations regarding the ceremonial
and judicial law do not negate this substantial continuity between the covenant of works and
the subservient covenant.

Finally, we might also highlight a weakness of the subservient covenant position as it re-
lates to the function of typology. By adding obedience to the ceremonial law to the essential
condition of the covenant, the subservient covenant position gives Mosaic typology a fun-
damentally works-based character, rather than an evangelical one. Proponents did not deny
that these various types also signified spiritual benefits, but they insisted that they only did so
“secondarily” or indirectly, while their primary reference was to temporal things promised in
the covenant.'®® From a confessional viewpoint, the basic weakness here is that it reverses the
true biblical priority of Christ as the substance and primary signification of these types and
shadows. According to our standards, the purpose of these various types and ordinances was
to function as an aspect of the covenant of grace, being means of administering the eternal and
salvific blessings procured by Christ (WCF 7.5, 8.6, 17.5). He is the “substance” of the types
and ordinances (not merely their secondary referent), even as he is the substance of God’s
covenant of grace (WCF 7.6), while all else remains secondary or accidental. The subservient
covenant effectively reverses this in insisting that these types primarily signify temporal ben-
efits, and only secondarily signify Christ. As John Cameron stated, the subservient covenant
leads to Christ only “indirectly” whereas the covenant of grace leads to him directly.!” It is

167 Turretin, Institutes, 2.264. See also the comment of Patrick Gillespie on the subservient cov-
enant position: “To put the matter beyond all doubt, the Scripture doth expresly exclude this third
Species of a subservient covenant, by distinguishing Gods covenants with man in their kinds, into
two only in number, and these for their nature of bondage and of freedom, of Works and Grace.”
Gillespie, The Ark of the Testament Opened, 156-57.

168 Again, Bolton is perhaps an example of this, as he argues at length against viewing the Sinai
covenant as a covenant of works without adequately explaining how his position would not be sub-
ject to many of the same criticisms. Bolton, True Boundes, 130-34.

169 Cameron put it this way: “The Sacraments, Sacrifices, and Ceremonies of the Old Testament
did set forth Christ, and the Benefits by Christ; not primarily, but secondarily ... but the Sacraments
of the New Covenant do shew forth Christ primarily, and that clearly” (as translated by Samuel
Bolton in his True Boundes, 399). Thus circumcision primarily signified the separation between the
seed of Abraham and the rest of the nations and sealed to them the earthly promise. The Passover
primarily signified the passing over of the destroying Angel. The sacrifices and washings primarily
represented only a carnal holiness. Only secondarily did these benefits signify Christ.

170 Bolton, True Boundes, 393.
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difficult to harmonize the idea that Christ was the “substance” of all these types and ordinances
and at the same time only their secondary referent.

IV. The Mosaic Covenant as in Substance a Covenant of Grace

The fourth view maintains that the Sinaitic covenant is in substance a covenant of grace. As
noted above, this is the position affirmed in our standards. At the same time, it has not gone
without criticism by theologians in other traditions as well as in our own. We noted above that
the chief objection to this position is that it does not do justice to the sharp law-grace contrast
Scripture seems to make between the Mosaic covenant and the new covenant (or covenant
of grace). In other words, reducing the differences between the Sinai covenant and the new
covenant to merely matters of administration was thought to be theologically inadequate to
account for these sharp contrasts. Simply stated, how can that be a covenant a grace which the
Scriptures refer to (in their interpretation) as an “administration of death” (2 Cor 4), that is “not
of faith” (Gal 3:12), that articulates the “righteousness of the law” over against the “righteous-
ness of faith” (Rom 10), and a covenant that is a “new covenant” that is “not like” the “old
covenant” (Heb 8:6—13; Jer 31:31-34)?

This view’s consistent answer to such questions is that the differences between the Sinai cov-
enant do not lie in the substance of the covenant, but in the administration (or “accidents”
of the covenant). Put another way, the differences between the Sinai covenant and the new
covenant are matters of degree and “accidents” which do not constitute a change in substance
or kind. We have outlined elsewhere a variety of distinctions that were utilized by proponents
of view 4 to account for these differences, particularly with regard to the function of the law
in the Mosaic covenant.

Insofar as this view is affirmed by our standards and reflected in various aspects of its system
of doctrine, it is difficult to outline its confessional weaknesses. At the same time, it must be
acknowledged that some presentations of this view do face certain weaknesses. In particular,
the view that we have referred to as the “misinterpretation” theory has sometimes been ar-
ticulated in such a way as to deny the requirement of perfect obedience in the moral law. In
other words, Paul’s references to the law’s requirement for perfect obedience exist only in the
minds of the Judaizers, and are not in some way expressed in the content of the Decalogue
itself. This presentation of the misinterpretation theory sees the law’s requirement of perfect
obedience existing only subjectively in the minds of the Jews, rather than objectively in the
law itself. Still others have moved from this point to a denial of the substantial difference
between the covenants of works and grace, thus blurring the covenantal law-Gospel contrast
and altering the theological basis for justification by faith alone. Surely these are errors to
be avoided.

A better way to articulate the misinterpretation position is to recognize that while the law
itself always requires perfect obedience, it can also have several functions and uses in this
regard. Clearly, as the law in its demand for perfect obedience can function as the ground or
basis of justification, it is expressive of a covenant of works (WCF 7.2, 19.1, etc.). However,
by informing God’s people of the requirement of perfection, it can also function as a means to
convict God’s people of their imperfection. Still further, the law in this way can also function
as a rule of life to God’s people, showing them what they must always strive for in their life
of sanctification, even though they will only realize the law’s perfection in their sanctifica-
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tion in glory.'”" In other words, this articulation of the misinterpretation position distinguishes
between the law in itself and the use or function of the law. While it affirms that the Judaizers
abused the law in its use, it recognizes that the law itself always requires perfect obedience.

Another weakness of view 4 as it has traditionally been formulated is that it faces exegetical
difficulties in various passages of Scripture which set the old and new covenants in direct
contrast with each other. At times Scripture uses language to describe the differences between
these covenants which seem difficult to reduce to the “administrative” level. Although we be-
lieve that the language of “administration” remains adequate in accounting for their exegetical
emphases, it should not be done as a way to avoid exegetical engagement with these difficult
passages. An appeal to the substance-administration distinction should not be used as a dog-
matic “short-cut” to bypassing the text of Scripture. Rather, with our standards, Reformed ex-
egetes should acknowledge that some administrations of the covenant of grace are expressed
in marked differences in form (WCF 7.6).

Ch. 7—-M. G. Kline as Advocate of a Version of Substantial Republication

In this section of the report we offer an interpretation of M. G. Kline that understands him to
be articulating a variety of a substantial republication of the covenant of works. In order to
make this case, we identify four distinct lines of his argument that lend weight to classifying
his views as a form of “substantial republication.” (1) His description of the nature of the Sinai
covenant itself. (2) The way he contrasts the Sinaitic covenant from the Abrahamic and new
covenants. (3) The role he assigns to ratificatory oaths in promise covenants and law cov-
enants. (4) The meritorious character he ascribes to the conditionality of the Sinai covenant. In
what follows, we discuss each in turn.

The first trail of thought that leads readers to view Kline as an advocate of substantial repub-
lication lies in the way Kline describes the nature of the Mosaic covenant itself. In By Oath
Consigned, one of Kline’s early books, he utilizes a distinction between the Mosaic order and
the Sinaitic covenant itself. He affirms that the “old Mosaic order” as a whole is an administra-
tion of the covenant of grace. Nonetheless, he speaks of the Sinaitic covenant itself as a “spe-
cific legal whole,” identifying it as making the inheritance “to be by law, not by promise—not
by faith but by works.””* In this context he speaks of the “difference” between this Sinaitic
covenant and the covenant of grace as “radical.” He also refers to Paul’s “radical assessment
of the nature of the Sinaitic Covenant as something opposite to promise and faith.”'”* Kline
further states that in this way the “Sinaitic Covenant” can be viewed “as a separate entity with
a character of its own.” These statements directly address the nature or substance of the Sinai
covenant in itself. Taken together, they suggest that Kline does view the Sinaitic covenant as a
separate covenant, distinct in nature from the covenant of grace.

Kline’s later works maintain similar emphases when describing the nature of the Sinai cov-

171 The statements of the Heidelberg Catechism (Lord’s Day 44) are helpful here. Although
no one can obey the Ten Commandments perfectly, God still wants them preached pointedly
“so that, while praying to God for the grace of the Holy Spirit, we may never stop striving to be
renewed more and more after God’s image, until after this life we reach our goal: perfection.”
172 M. G. Kline, By Oath Consigned: A Reinterpretation of the Covenantal Signs of Circum-
cision and Baptism (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 1998), 23.

173 Ibid., 22-23 (italics added).
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enant. In Kingdom Prologue, Kline argues that the “typal kingdom of the old covenant”
was a covenant “governed by the works principle.” '™ In this “Israel as the theocratic nation
was mankind stationed once again in a paradise-sanctuary, under probation in a covenant of
works.”!”> Relative to their probationary experience as a theocratic nation in the land, Israel
was under a covenant of works opposite in nature to a covenant of grace. In God, Heaven and
Har Magedon (Kline’s last work), this same theme is highlighted. There he argues that in the
Mosaic era, God superimposes over the Abrahamic covenant “a works arrangement, the Torah
covenant with its ‘do this and live’ principle (cf. Lev. 18:5), the opposite of the grace-faith
principle (Galatians 3 and 4; Rom. 10:5, 6).”'7® Later in the work he explicitly identifies this
as the “Sinaitic covenant of works™ and the “Torah covenant of works.”"”” Significantly, this
works principle did not apply to “individual, eternal salvation”'”® but “was rather the govern-
ing principle in the typological sphere.”'” Nonetheless, these lines of argument focus on the
nature of the Sinai covenant itself, which Kline’s later writings consistently identify as being
a works covenant in contrast to a covenant of grace.

The second strand of Kline’s teaching that supports the thesis that he understands the Mosaic
covenant to be a substantial republication of the covenant of works is found in his discussion
of covenantal contrasts. The first line of thought focused on the Sinai covenant absolutely
and in itself: This second line of thought focuses on the Sinaitic covenant relatively, and in
comparison with other covenants that are in principle or substance grace arrangements. In By
Oath Consigned Kline speaks of the Sinaitic covenant as being characterized by a “radical”
difference, “opposite to promise and faith,” “opposite in principle to inheritance by guaran-
teed promise,” and “opposite in principle to inheritance by guaranteed promise.”'® He also
speaks of the “radical opposition of the law covenant of Sinai to the principle of inheritance by
promise” and, reflecting on Galatians 3, the fact that “Paul identified the Sinaitic Covenant, in
radical contrast to the promise given earlier to the patriarchs, as law.”!*!

In Kingdom Prologue, Kline states this contrast clearly and concisely: “The old covenant was
law, the opposite of grace-faith, and in the postlapsarian world that meant it would turn out to
be an administration of condemnation as a consequence of sinful Israel’s failure to maintain
the necessary meritorious obedience.”'$?

Thus, on this interpretation of Kline, the parallels between Eden and Sinai mutually reinforce
the works character of each covenant in opposition to the covenant of grace. He continues,

Likewise, the identification of God’s old covenant with Israel as one of works points to
the works nature of the creational covenant. Here we can only state a conclusion that
study of the biblical evidence would substantiate, but the significant point is that the old

174 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 352.

175 Tbid.

176 Meredith G. Kline, God, Heaven and Har Magedon: A Covenantal Tale of Cosmos and Telos
(Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2006), 96-97.

177 Tbid., 133, 154.

178 Ibid., 97.

179  Ibid.

180 Kline, By Oath Consigned, 22-23.

181 Ibid., 24.

182 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 109.
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covenant with Israel, though it was something more, was also a re-enactment (with neces-
sary adjustments) of mankind’s primal probation—and fall. It was as the true Israel, born
under the law, that Christ was the second Adam. This means that the covenant with the
first Adam, like the typological Israelite re-enactment of it, would have been a covenant
of law in the sense of works, the antithesis of the grace-promise-faith principle.'?

Insofar as the Sinaitic covenant was by nature a re-enactment of the original covenant of works
with Adam, it stood in antithetical relationship to the grace-promise-faith principle of the cov-
enant of grace. The contrast between the two covenants is not simply formal or administrative,
but lies instead in the nature and essential principle governing and constituting the specific
covenant arrangements. Perhaps more significantly, the “works” character of the old covenant
theologically underscores the “works” character of the Adamic and Sinai covenant alike as by
nature covenants of works.

In God, Heaven and Har Magedon, the same strand of argument can be identified. Within
the Mosaic order there is a “separate second tier” that was a “works arrangement, the Torah
covenant with its ‘do this and live’ principle (cf. Lev 18:5), the opposite of the grace-faith
principle (Galatians 3 and 4; Rom 10:5, 6).”'%* Note how the relative relationship between
these two arrangements is referred to as one of “opposition.” The Torah covenant of works,
as it governed the typological kingdom, is described as being in “sharp contrast” to the new
covenant. Specifically, the Torah covenant of works (governing the typological kingdom) was
“breakable” and “in fact... broken by Israel.”'$> The breakability of the covenant is proof that
it was “informed by the works principle of inheritance.”'®® On the other hand, the new cove-
nant would be “unbreakable; it would be an administration of gospel grace and forgiveness.”!®”
These statements (and others like them) support the idea that Kline holds out a Sinaitic cov-
enant substantially different from covenants of grace-faith-promise.

Thirdly, a contrast in substance between the Sinaitic covenant itself and the covenant of grace
is underscored in the respective roles Kline assigns to the oaths of ratification in each cov-
enant. Simply stated, in Kline’s view, covenants that are of “works” are identified by the
fact that the ratificatory oath is sworn by the human party of the covenant. Grace or promise
covenants, on the other hand, are arrangements in which the divine oath ratifies the covenant.

Kline first outlined this paradigm in By Oath Consigned. Kline argues that there are two basic
kinds of covenant, each corresponding to the different function of the oaths of ratification
within them: “It is this swearing of the ratificatory oath that provides an identification mark by
which we can readily distinguish in the divine covenants of Scripture between a law covenant
and one of promise. For it is evident that if God swears the oath of the ratification ceremony,
that particular covenantal transaction is one of promise, whereas if man is summoned to swear
the oath, the particular covenant thus ratified is one of law.”!88

Kline sees this principle at work in the Sinaitic and Abrahamic covenants. For example, in

183 Ibid., 110.

184 Kline, God, Heaven and Har Magedon, 96.
185 1Ibid., 97.

186 Ibid.

187 1Ibid.

188 Kline, By Oath Consigned, 16.
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explaining why Paul identified the Sinaitic covenant “so exclusively in terms of law,” Kline
isolates the fact that “there was only the human oath, giving covenant form to the law which
Israel swore to obey.”® As he stated earlier, the Sinaitic covenant was “a covenant of law in
opposition to promise because there was ... a virtual synonymity of covenant and oath, and
because the Sinaitic Covenant had been ratified by human oath alone.”'*

Thus, in Kline’s view, the Sinaitic covenant itself (that was “ratified by human oath alone” at
Mt. Sinai) was a law covenant or a covenant of works, in contrast to the Abrahamic covenant
of promise, a covenant of grace. In his own words, “In contrast to his classification of the
Sinaitic Covenant as law, Paul placed God’s covenantal dealings with Abraham in the category
of promise...It was, moreover, by this ritual of the divine oath that God’s covenant relationship
to Abraham was first formally established.... The Sinaitic Covenant, on the other hand, was
ratified in the original instance and, indeed, exclusively by the oath of the Israelite vassal; and
it was evidently by reason of this difference that Paul identified the Sinaitic Covenant, in radi-
cal contrast to the promise given earlier to the patriarchs, as law.”!!

It is difficult to consider how Kline could have stated the difference between the two covenants
more strongly. If this reading is correct, then the contrast is not merely administrative, but con-
sists precisely in what essentially constitutes a covenant arrangement, i.e., the party that takes
the ratificatory oath. Indeed, the difference between the Abrahamic and Sinaitic covenants
is one of “radical contrast.” These same lines of thought continue in his later works, such as
Kingdom Prologue: “More precisely, in the situation after the Fall it is the presence or absence
of a human oath of ratification that provides the clue as to the governing principle, for divine
oath is at least implicit in the ratification of all divine-human covenants, whether of works or
grace. If the covenant is ratified by divine oath alone, it is a covenant of grace, either saving
or common. But when the covenant-making includes a human oath of ratification, as in the
case of Israel’s oath in the Sinaitic Covenant (Exod 24), the arrangement is informed by the
works principle.”!*?

For some reason, in his later works this theme is not emphasized as heavily as it was in Kline’s
earlier work. Nonetheless it is still possible to see its footprints in God, Heaven and Har
Magedon. There Kline notes that the Abrahamic covenant is identified by Paul “as a covenant
informed by the principle of promise, the opposite of the principle of works that was operative
in the Law.”'* Highlighting the manner of the ratification of the Abrahamic Covenant, Kline
points to the fact that “it is the Lord God who makes the solemn oath commitment that ratifies
the covenant,” and in this way “manifests its grace character.”'**

A fourth reason why Kline’s views have been read as a form of substantial republication lies
in the way that he describes the meritorious conditionality of the Sinai covenant. The idea of
“merit” as an integral part of the Adamic or Sinai covenant arrangements does not appear as
a strong emphasis in Kline’s writings until the 1970s. It is perhaps most tersely and concisely
expressed in the following oft-cited paragraph in Kingdom Prologue:

189 1Ibid., 23-24.

190 1Ibid., 24.

191 Ibid.

192 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 5.

193 Kline, God, Heaven and Har Magedon, 96.
194  1Ibid.
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Such divine demand for godliness is therefore found in covenants of works and grace
alike. The precise kind of conditionality carried by the imposed obligations differs, how-
ever, in these two types of covenant.

In distinguishing the two varieties of conditionality the key question is that of the
function of the response of obedience. If the obedience functions as the meritorious
ground of reception or retention of the kingdom blessings, the conditionality is that of
the works principle, the opposite of the principle of grace. Obedience functions that way
in the eternal covenant of the Father and Son, in the Covenant of the Creator with Adam,
and in the Mosaic Covenant at the level of the typological kingdom.'*®

This paragraph obviously raises important questions regarding merit as it functions in Kline’s
version of republication. This point is addressed at greater length elsewhere in the report. The
point we wish to raise here is how the contrasting conditionality of the principles of works and
grace indicates and underscores what appears to be a substantial contrast between these two
types of covenants. At the core of Kline’s notion of conditionality within the Mosaic covenant
there is a specific version of conditionality—a conditionality of works—that stands in clear
antithesis to the conditionality of the covenant of grace. Structurally speaking, on this inter-
pretation of Kline, the “merit” of Adam, of Christ, and of Israel are systemically coordinated
as subsets of the same category. This presence of merit indicates a substantial continuity in the
cases of Adam, Israel, and Christ. Each arrangement (Adam, Israel, and Christ) is governed by
the same covenant structure with the same form of conditionality. In other words, the meritori-
ous conditionality is indicative of a substantial republication of the covenant of works under
Moses.

The four strands of teaching adduced for this interpretation of Kline indicate to many readers
that he teaches a form of substantial republication. Kline himself freely speaks of the complex
relation between works and grace within the Mosaic economy. He does not deny that grace
is present in the Mosaic period, nor the fact that grace underlies the Sinai covenant of works
probation. He also restricts the works principle to the temporal kingdom of Canaan, and rejects
the idea that there was a different way of salvation under the Mosaic era. Nonetheless this does
not remove the fact that on this interpretation the Sinai covenant itself is substantially and by
nature governed by a basic principle that is decidedly not gracious. It distinctively reflects the
substantial principles of a covenant-of-works probation in contrast to a covenant of grace. In
these paragraphs, then, and in others like them, Kline maintains that the Mosaic economy con-
tains a distinct covenant that is itself a covenant of works in contrast to the covenant of grace.
It is for that reason that Kline’s teaching on the Mosaic covenant and the covenant of works
can be categorized as a form of substantial republication.

Ch. 8 — M. G. Kline as Advocate of a Version of Administrative Republication
Introduction
Gaining clarity on M. G. Kline’s theology of the Mosaic covenant is the primary focus of this
chapter. Kline offers a complex account of the “the works principle and the typal kingdom” in

the Mosaic covenant—the nuances of which can be easily overlooked in a simplistic account
of his theological perspective. 1

195 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 318.
196  Ibid., 320.
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The works surveyed below span the range of Kline’s publishing career, from his earlier work
in Treaty of the Great King (1963) to his final published book, God, Heaven and Har Magedon
(2006). A guide for understanding Kline, borne out by a careful reading of his entire corpus, is
that his biblical theology of the covenant of grace does not undergo any substantial alteration.
Rather, from his earliest works up until his final work, a basic point of continuity emerges.

The point is that while the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants are essentially distinct adminis-
trations of the one covenant of grace, both have a typological feature that enshrines a works
principle within them. The works principle originally operative in the Garden of Eden tethered
Adam’s perfect obedience to eschatological inheritance. The principle that binds representa-
tive obedience to inheritance is redemptively re-expressed, with substantial modifications,
through Abraham (cf. Gen 22:16-18; 26:5). Abraham’s imperfect, Spirit-wrought obedience is
tethered to the acquisition of the typal inheritance in a way that both underwrites the redemp-
tive character of national Israel’s obedience (preserving the typal inheritance) and supplies a
prophetic type of the perfect obedience of Christ (who obtains the eschatological inheritance).

In this way the works principle, modified as it is through Abraham and adjusted to the realities
of sin and redemption, passes into Israel’s theocracy at the national level. Israel’s obedience
maintains the typal kingdom, whereas Israel’s disobedience forfeits the same (cf. Lev 26;
Deut 28). When Israel failed to demonstrate the faithfulness of Abraham, Israel, as the typal
son of God (Exod 4:23) forfeited the land-inheritance that was granted to obedient Abraham.
Accordingly, Israel as typical son reenacted Adam’s sin on a large scale, adjusted to the ty-
pological features of redemptive history, by forfeiting the provisional land-inheritance of
Canaan. Thus, the works principle that originally tethered eschatological inheritance to sinless
obedience is redemptive historically recalibrated through Abraham, adjusted to the concerns
of redemptive typology, and in that adjusted form enters into the theocracy of Israel at the
national level. Readings of Kline that do not account for this basic insight as the context for
determining the nature of the works principle with Abraham and national Israel will trend
toward a lack of appreciation for the role of redemptive grace in relation to typology in the
Kline’s thought.

This construction of a works principle remains consistent in Kline’s thought, although he
does develop the concept in varying degrees from his earlier writings to his more signifi-
cant later works, such as Kingdom Prologue and God, Heaven and Har Magedon. At least
two controversies helped Kline sharpen his conception of the unique typological function
of Abraham and national Israel, and those controversies pertain to the covenant theology of
Norman Shepherd, on the one hand, and the theonomic ethics of Greg Bahnsen, on the other.
What unites both thinkers relative to Kline is a flat understanding of Abraham and Israel, re-
spectively. For instance, Shepherd speaks of Abraham’s obedience and reception of blessing
as the fulfillment of the covenant at the level of the ordo salutis, but he does not develop the ty-
pology of Abraham’s obedience.!”’ Similarly, Bahnsen asserts the abiding authority of Mosaic

197 Norman Shepherd, Call of Grace: How the Covenant Illumines Salvation and Evangelism
(Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 2002), 15-19. Shepherd contemplates Abraham’s faith and obedience only
in terms of the ordo salutis and does not consider the typological character of Abraham’s obedience
relative to his posterity (cf. Gen 22:16—18). Kline’s observations regarding the integration of Abra-
ham’s Spirit-wrought obedience of faith (ordo salutis) and his unique significance as a type of Christ
(historia salutis) in his later works (i.e., Kingdom Prologue and God, Heaven and Har Magedon)
are designed to offer a corrective on Shepherd’s one dimensional, ordo salutis-only reading of the
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civil law in exhaustive detail as the unchanging norm for socio-political ethics, binding all
magistrates to exacting obedience, but he does not develop significant typological features
intrinsic to the theocracy. '® Kline’s development of the typology of both Abraham and Israel
depends in significant ways on his response to these controversies, as he seeks to clarify the
unique features of redemptive typology pertaining to both Abraham and national Israel.

We begin with an account of some of the main contours of Kline’s system before elaborating
them in greater detail. The general presentation will seek to capture Kline’s thought in terms
of'its basic structures and important qualifications, thereby supplying the nuance and precision
necessary to avoid misunderstanding and oversimplification which can emerge from isolat-
ing texts in his corpus and failing to put them into the wider context Kline himself supplies.
Although this can be debated, this view of Kline will urge that when we take the time to read
him properly, his notion of the works principle after the fall cannot be captured adequately
by the language of substantial republication. Kline offers a nuanced advancement of cov-
enant theology within the tradition of the Reformed biblical theology movement pioneered
by Geerhardus Vos.

I. Protological and Typological Intrusions: Eden and Canaan

It is critical to note first of all that Eden represents the original historical prototype of the
intruded eschatological kingdom in its holiness and (veiled) glory, and that the theocracy of
Israel represents a second, typological intrusion of the same future kingdom in forms adjusted
to the realities of sin and redemption. The projection or intrusion of the holiness of the future
theocratic kingdom in protological form (Eden) and typological (Canaan) form supplies a
central structure in Kline’s conception of covenant theology.

The creation of Eden as a holy theocracy is “an eschatological intrusion if viewed as a prolep-
tic realization of the consummate kingdom. It is a cosmological (specifically, heavenly) intru-
sion if viewed as a downward projection of the holy sanctuary-domain of God already existent
above.”" Eden is the original, protological theocratic realm that embodies in provisional form
the holiness of the eschatological kingdom. Put differently, “The Creator had prepared in Eden
an earthly replica of his heavenly dwelling as the holy place where man would fulfill his
priestly office.”® He elaborates,

Chosen as the focal throne-site of the Glory-Spirit, the garden of Eden was a microcos-

import of Abraham’s obedience. It is beyond the purview of this essay to develop this observation,
but it is important to recognize that such a “flat” reading of Abraham certainly provides an impetus
for Kline’s probing of Abraham’s typological significance.

198 For an accessible summary of Bahnsen’s more mature views, consult By This Standard: The
Authority of God's Law Today (Tyler, TX: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), 344-47. Bahn-
sen’s concern is that the civil law of theocratic Israel should supply the abiding norm that regulates
penology for every state in every age. This deontological concern pushes him to miss the unique
and unrepeatable character of Canaan as an intrusion in typical categories of the holiness of the age
to come, as well as Israel’s obedience to the Mosaic covenant as the terms of the maintaining the
typal kingdom. Hence, Bahnsen, in a manner parallel to Shepherd, flattens out typological features
resident within the theocracy.

199  Kingdom Prologue, 157.

200 Ibid., 85.



mic, earthly version of the cosmic temple and the site of a visible, local projection of the
heavenly temple. At the first, then, man’s native dwelling-place coincided with God’s
earthly dwelling. This focal sanctuary in Eden was designed to be a medium whereby
man might experience the joy of the presence of God in a way and on a scale most suited
to his nature and condition as an earthly creature during the first stage of his historical
journey, walking with God.*!

Put in language that encapsulates the concern for both Adam and those represented by him,
“The kingdom in Eden was Immanuel’s land, the holy place of the Glory-Spirit presence, a
theocratic paradise-protectorate where a holy nation of priests lived in covenanted communion
with the Lord their Creator.”?

To relate the protological intrusion to Adam’s identity as a priest-king, Eden is the original,
intruded kingdom realm that Adam was tasked to consecrate as holy to the Lord through
perfect, personal, exact, and entire obedience. The obedience of Adam is tethered to at least
two features of Eden. First, his ongoing obedience is necessary to protect the realm of Eden
from defilement. Second, his ongoing obedience, when put to the test, is the ordained means
of advancing beyond probation in Eden to Sabbath Rest. The “first stage” of Adam’s journey
comprises priestly consecration to the Lord and kingly dominion under the Lord in combat
with the ancient serpent. Communion with God would undergo an advancement if Adam re-
mained obedient under the covenant of works. This is the eschatology of the situation in Eden.

But a key for understanding Kline’s concept of the covenant of works in Eden is this: a holy
kingdom and a holy people are annexed to the perfect and representative obedience of Adam.
Adam’s perfect obedience as a federal head is the means by which Adam, and those whom he
represents, would advance beyond probation to Sabbath Rest. Adam’s obedience is tethered
to an eschatological kingdom-inheritance, and this tethering provides a critical theological
construction that helps Kline articulate what is unique regarding others whose obedience is
tethered to either acquiring (Abraham) or maintaining (national Israel) the typical land inheri-
tance of Canaan.

Thus, in the case of Adam as a federal head under the covenant of works, the communion bond
with the Creator-King was designed to advance beyond its probationary status through the
tested obedience of Adam. As Kline observes, “A principle of works—do this and live—gov-
erned the attainment of the consummation-kingdom proffered in the blessing sanction of the
creational covenant.”?® He says, “According to the terms stipulated by the Creator it would be
on the ground of man’s faithful completion of the work of probation that he would be entitled
to enter the Sabbath rest.”?* In light of this, Kline continues that “with good reason then cove-
nant theology has identified this probation arrangement as a covenant of works, thereby setting
it in sharp contrast to the Covenant of Grace.” The pathway for advancing from innocency
to glory (cf. WCF 9, 2, 5) is the perfect, personal, exact, and entire obedience of Adam, as the
federal head of his posterity, under the covenant of works.

201 Ibid., 49.
202 Ibid., 327.
203 Ibid., 107.
204 Tbid.
205 Ibid.
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The movement from innocency to glory through perfect obedience is set in substantial contrast
to a principle of redemptive grace that promises salvation though faith in Christ; eschatology
precedes soteriology. That is, eschatological glory is attainable under the covenant of works
apart from redemptive mediation by Christ. It is in this context, and in light of the covenantal
character of Adam’s obedience, that Kline speaks of a “grace” that offers “the claimless crea-
ture of the dust eschatological life for perfect obedience, although that grace is in no sense
redemptive and does not bring into view faith in Christ. Yet, at the same time, and growing out
of the free goodness of God, Adam, as a claimless creature, can “merit” eschatological life.

Kline clarifies it is important to remember that “grace is present in the pre-redemptive cov-
enant. For the offer of a consummation of man’s original beatitude, or rather the entire glory
and honor with which God crowned man from the beginning, was a display of the gracious-
ness and goodness of God to this claimless creature of the dust.”” However, arising out of this
benevolent act of voluntary condescension, Kline asserts the following:

God is just and his justice is expressed in all his acts; in particular, it is expressed in the
covenant he institutes. The terms of the covenant—the stipulated reward for the stipu-
lated service—are a revelation of that justice. As a revelation of God’s justice the terms of
the covenant define justice. According to this definition, Adam’s obedience would have
merited the reward of eternal life and not a gram of grace would have been involved.?®

In these two statements, Kline distinguishes the offer of eschatological advancement as an
expression of grace and freedom, on the one hand, from the actual terms of eschatological
advancement which require that ex pacto justice reward perfect obedience, on the other. While
the original offer of eschatological advancement to “a claimless creature of the dust” exhibits
the (non-redemptive) grace and goodness of God, the attainment of that advancement through
perfect obedience invokes the ex pacto justice of God.

Growing out of this context, Kline also understands the theocracy of Israel in Canaan as a typi-
co-redemptive intrusion of the holiness of the eschatological kingdom. He says, “The theocrat-
ic kingdom instituted in the Mosaic age was a redemptive renewal of the paradise-sanctuary
of Eden and a prototypal preview of the eternal theocratic sanctuary of the Consummation.”*%
Put differently, Kline expands by saying, “Only by way of redemptive intrusion does a theoph-
any-centered holy place reappear in the otherwise non-holy, post-Fall world—most promi-
nently in the cultus of Israel’s typological theocratic kingdom.”?'” In light of this he observes,

Appropriately, in connection with the symbolic kingdom-intrusion under the old cov-
enant there were also in-breakings of the power of eschatological restoration in the physi-
cal realm and anticipatory applications of the principle of final redemptive judgment
in the conduct of the political life of Israel, notably in the deliverance from Egypt, the
conquest of Canaan, and the restoration from exile, though also throughout the govern-
mental-judicial provisions of the Mosaic laws.*!!

206 Kline, By Oath Consigned, 36.
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Therefore, in addition to the intrusion of the holiness of the age to come in the prelapsarian,
protological kingdom, there is a second, typological intrusion of the holiness of the escha-
tological kingdom within the theocracy of Israel, and this second intrusion is redemptive in
character. It is within the context of these substantially distinct instances of intrusion that we
need to delineate the distinction between protological and typological instances of the works
principle in Kline’s thought. The protological intrusion in Eden is not redemptive in substance,
whereas the typological intrusion in Canaan is redemptive in substance. This distinction un-
derwrites Kline’s theology of the works principle in its protological and typological forms and
accounts for both the substantial differences and formal similarities that emerge in its applica-
tion to Adam and Israel, respectively.

I1. Protology, Typology and the Works Principle

How does this redemptive intrusion in Canaan relate to the pre-redemptive intrusion in Eden?
Substantial discontinuities emerge between the protological intrusion in Eden and the typo-
logical intrusion in Canaan. Kline introduces a key for grasping both the distinction and re-
lation between Adam’s obedience in Eden and Israel’s obedience in Canaan when he says,
“It is especially significant for our present thesis that in the Mosaic economy there was a
reproduction of the creational order as a whole (within the limitations of the fallen situation
and with the adjustments resulting from the redemptive process), including specifically the
nature of the original Edenic order as a holy paradise-kingdom and as a probationary-works
arrangement.”!?

The “limitations” and “adjustments” in view reside in at least the following distinction be-
tween Adam’s obedience as a son of God in the theocratic realm of Eden, on the one hand, and
Israel’s national obedience as son of God in the theocratic realm of Canaan, on the other. He
develops the distinction in the following way:

Flawless obedience was the condition of Adam’s continuance in the Garden; but Israel’s
tenure in Canaan was contingent on the maintenance of a measure of religious loyalty
which needed not to be comprehensive of all Israel nor to be perfect even in those who
were the true Israel. There was a freedom in God’s exercise or restraint of judgment, a
freedom originating in the underlying principle of sovereign grace in his rule over Israel.
Nevertheless, God did so dispense his judgment that the interests of the typical-symboli-
cal message of Israel’s history were preserved.?'

Several points Kline makes here deserve careful attention. On the one hand, the obedience of
Adam is understood to be “flawless” obedience in a manner suited to his estate—the estate of
innocency. Adam was to offer perfect, personal, exact, and entire obedience, as we have seen,
in order to advance beyond probation into the offered Sabbath rest. Through his representative,
flawless obedience, God would confer the kingdom of glory upon him and those who would
descend from him by ordinary generation. On the other hand, Israel was to offer “a measure
of religious loyalty” that did not have to be “comprehensive” of all Israel, nor did it have to be
perfect among the true Israel—the elect. Israel’s obedience is likewise expressive of an estate,
but in Israel’s case it is the estate of grace. The fundamental difference, then, between Adam’s

212 1Ibid., 20 (italics added).
213 Kline, Meredith G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King: The Covenant Structure of Deuteronomy:
Studies and Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), 65.
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tenure in Eden and Israel’s tenure in Canaan turns on the distinction between “flawless” obedi-
ence of a sinless man and “a measure of religious loyalty” expressed by a redeemed, covenant
people.

This distinction enshrines the fundamental difference between the obedience of a sinless fed-
eral head, on the one hand, and a redeemed covenant people, on the other hand. Religious
loyalty presupposes a redemptive relationship. Israel is to live in a manner that expresses
religious loyalty to the Lord who has delivered them out of Egypt and whose redemptive
glory-presence accompanies them from Egypt to wilderness to Canaan. Religious loyalty, for
Kline, is a phrase that invokes the central redemptive reality that “I am your God, and you are
my people (cf. Deut 6:7 that speaks this way in light of the Exodus). Israel, unlike Adam, is a
blood-bought people in a redemptive, covenantal arrangement. Religious loyalty, then, is not
flawless obedience; it is the imperfect obedience of those graciously redeemed by blood from
sin and bondage. To put Kline’s point in language from the Westminster Confession of Faith
(9:2,4) Adam’s obedience as a sinless federal head operates in an estate of innocency; Israel’s
obedience as a redeemed people operates in an estate of grace. This distinction explains in
unambiguous terms the limitations and adjustments introduced in light of sin and the redemp-
tive process.

But another key point of discontinuity arises from Kline’s comment, and that point pertains to
the rationale as to why God did not judge Israel instantly for sin in the same way he did fallen
Adam. Kline observes, “There was a freedom in God’s exercise or restraint of judgment, a
freedom originating in the underlying principle of sovereign grace in his rule over Israel.” The
judgment against Adam for his disobedience was virtually immediate, but there is a significant
period of delay in the judgment that comes upon national Israel. What is the explanation?

The explanation for the delay of judgment against Israel resides in an underlying principle of
sovereign grace. It is not common grace that suspends judgment, since common grace is pre-
cisely what is suspended along these lines in theocracy; rather, it is the underlying principle of
sovereign grace that accounts for the way judgment against Israel is held in abeyance. Israel is
not judged instantly for sin due to the presence of underlying, redemptive grace, sovereignly
administered in terms of the covenant of grace. It is this underlying principle that explains the
discontinuity between the instant judgment enacted against Adam for his sin versus the pro-
tracted legal process enacted against Israel for countless sins over hundreds of years.

Yet, at the same time, Kline notes that, “Nevertheless, God did so dispense his judgment that
the interests of the typical-symbolical message of Israel’s history were preserved.” Although
God dealt patiently with his people in terms of a principle of sovereign grace, he nonetheless
judged Israel in the interests of the typico-symbolic message of Israel’s history. And that mes-
sage is that the proper measure of religious loyalty was not offered to God, and Israel became
like the surrounding nations, and, in light of covenant history, like Adam in his sin, exile, and
loss of inheritance.

The typical-symbolic message of Israel is that, although graciously redeemed and given an
inheritance in Canaan, Israel spurned the typical indicative—the gracious provisions of God
under the covenant of grace—and engaged in long-term apostasy and faithless rebellion and
disobedience against God. Hence, God judged Israel in a manner consistent with the dual
sanctions of sacramental-sign function of circumcision—the faithless are cut off. Kline argues
that the sign of circumcision itself portrays the judgment of God to be poured out either upon
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the coming Mediator if the covenant is kept, or upon the violator if the covenant is broken.
Israel bore the threatened wrath and curse of God symbolically portrayed by circumcision.?'*

It is this typological function of national Israel’s obedience relative to land retention or land
loss that Kline terms the works principle. Expounding and expanding this principle in his later
work, Kingdom Prologue, Kline argues,

Leviticus 18:5, in stating that the man who performed the covenant stipulations would
live in them, declared that individual Israelites must observe the requirements of the law
to enjoy the blessings of the typological kingdom community. Even individuals who
were elect in terms of eternal salvation would be cut off from that temporal, typological
realm as the penalty for various serious infractions of the law. Likewise, the Israelite
people corporately could maintain their continuing tenure as the theocratic kingdom in
the promised land only as they maintained the appropriate measure of national fidelity to
their heavenly King. Failure to do so would result in the loss of the typological kingdom
and their very identity as God’s people in that corporate, typological sense. If they broke
the covenant, they would suffer exile and the loss of their national, typological election.?’

What Kline expresses here is an extension of the preceding argument. He argues that, “The
appropriate measure of national fidelity” maintains tenure in the land of Canaan. Failure to dis-
play such appropriate fidelity ensures loss of the typical land inheritance. The works principle
then is inextricably bound to the unique, typico-symbolic significance of corporate Israel, who
dwells in the intruded holy realm of Canaan. By the language of the works principle Kline
therefore seeks to capture the significance of the national expression of fidelity to the Lord
relative to the typological holy realm of Canaan. The obedience/disobedience of Israel as a
nation is annexed inseparably to either the maintenance/loss of the typical inheritance-land in
Canaan.

The point of continuity with Adam, then, is not the requirement of “flawless” obedience with
a view toward advancing beyond probation; rather, the point of continuity is that obedience
is related in a distinct way to an intruded holy realm (protological in the case of Adam and
typological in the case of Israel). Adam’s flawless obedience would advance him and his pos-
terity from the protological to the eschatological kingdom realm. Israel’s “national fidelity”
would maintain tenure in the typological, theocratic inheritance-land of Canaan and infidel-
ity would forfeit the same. Thus, the typological works principle requires a correlation (with
proper redemptive adjustments) between the obedience of the protological son (Adam) and the
typological son (national Israel). Within the redemptive-historical pedagogy of God, Israel’s
theocratic identity as son of God is designed to replicate the sin and exile of Adam as son of
God. The focus in Kline’s thought rests on the outcome of disobedience in the case of each
son, specifically in relation to an intruded theocratic realm of holiness that embodies in a pro-
visional and anticipatory form the glory of the kingdom to come.

Kline elaborates in Kingdom Prologue as follows:

This works principle is elaborately expounded in the book of Deuteronomy, the treaty

214 See more on the typological significance of circumcision as applied to national Israel below.
215 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 322.
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record of the subsequent renewal of the Sinaitic Covenant, just before Israel entered
the land. At the climax of that renewal ceremony, the people, reminded of the claims
of Yahweh upon them and summoned to choose between good and evil, life and death,
reaffirmed their allegiance to their divine Lord (Deut 29). But Israel proceeded to violate
their covenant oath repeatedly throughout their generations and the books that follow
Deuteronomy in the Old Testament are the documentation of that tragic history of un-
faithfulness on through the days of the judges and the kings. They relate also how the
curses threatened against disobedience in the Deuteronomic treaty overtook the offend-
ing nation until, as their ultimate punishment, God drove the Israelites out of their holy
paradise land into exile in the east. Banishment from Canaan came as the final result of
a protracted legal process which God instituted against Israel, a covenant lawsuit he
conducted through his servants the prophets. Warned over and again, Israel defied the
prophets until God cut them off from the place of his sanctuary and blessing. Records
of ancient international treaty administration attest to this same kind of legal process in
which an overlord carries out his lawsuit against rebellious vassals through the agency
of special messengers.

When we turn to the historical outcome of the covenant established at creation we
find much the same story as we do in the case of the Sinaitic Covenant. Genesis 3 is also
a tragic record of covenant-breaking, followed by a divine lawsuit and the execution of a
curse, consisting in the expulsion of man from the sanctuary-paradise of God into a state
of exile east of Eden.”'®

Note the language key for our purposes: the “works principle” is consistent with a “protracted
legal process” by which Israel is warned “over and over again” to express appropriate fidelity
to the Lord. Sustained apostasy on a massive scale leads eventually to the implementation of
the curse in the form of exile. Of paramount importance, note Kline’s accent on the protracted
period of time by which Israel’s tenure could continue in the land as long as an appropriate
measure of fidelity, summed up in Lev. 18:5, was offered to the Lord. It is in the long-term
apostasy of Israel, expressed in a persistent rejection of the Lord’s covenantal grace, eventu-
ally resulting in exile, that we discern the correlation with “Genesis 3” and a similar “tragic
record of covenant-breaking, followed by a divine lawsuit and the execution of a curse, con-
sisting in the expulsion of man from the sanctuary-paradise of God into a state of exile east
of Eden.”

It is not a correlation between pre-fall Adam in Genesis 2 and the demand for flawless obe-
dience relative to eschatological inheritance that comes into view when Kline makes the
comparison between Israel and Adam. Rather, it is the correlation between post-fall Adam in
Genesis 3 and the consequence of his sin leading to exile east of Eden that comes into view
when Kline makes the comparison between Israel and Adam. Rather than thinking in terms of
a republication of the covenant of works with pre-fall Adam, Kline brings into view a redemp-
tively qualified recapitulation of post-fall Adam and the loss of inheritance. That is the point
to grasp when it comes to the correlation of Israel and Adam in light of the works principle.
Therefore, embedded within the redemptive intrusion of the typal kingdom in Canaan, Kline
detects the presence of a works principle that applies to national Israel and occasions a reen-
actment of Adam’s sin and exile in forms adjusted to the realities of sin, grace and redemptive

typology.

216 Ibid., 118 (italics added).
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III. Typological “Merit” in Relation to the Works Principle: Abraham’s Obedience as
Redemptive-Historical Prototype for National Israel’s Obedience®!’

Up to this point, Kline’s accent on grace and redemptive typology seems clear enough, but we
need to understand and analyze his notion of “merit” as it pertains to the obedience of national
Israel in an arrangement that is governed by a works principle.

To summarize the argument in advance, a key for grasping Kline’s concept of typological
merit resides in the unique role of Abraham’s obedience. From one vantage point, Abraham’s
ordinary, Spirit-wrought obedience is a prophetic and typical sign of the meritorious obedi-
ence of Christ. From another vantage point, Abraham’s obedience serves as the historical
prototype that regulates the nature of Israel’s “meritorious” obedience relative to maintaining
the typical kingdom-inheritance. It is the obedience of Abraham in his unique typological
function that both prefigures Christ and supplies the prototype for the kind of obedience to be
offered by national Israel.

Kline observes that “Abraham was a prototype of the second Adam, the patriarchal father
of that new mankind in which the Edenic ideal of the kingdom-family, originally set before
Adam, is realized.”'® That is, just as all humanity would be blessed in light of the protologi-
cal Adam’s perfect and personal obedience, so also something similar occurs in the case of
Abraham. Abraham is the father of a new mankind—a redemptive covenant community in
whom the eschatological purposes of God are being realized through faith in the promised
Messianic seed.

More specifically, Kline pinpoints a specific issue with which the Reformed exegete must
wrestle: “How Abraham’s obedience related to the securing of the kingdom blessings in their
old covenant form is a special question within the broad topic of the role of human works
under redemptive covenant.”?'” Kline’s point is that just as God would have rewarded Adam in
terms of an ex pacto principle of merit, situated within the broader context of a non-redemp-
tive, gracious condescension (see above), so likewise something similar obtains in the case of
Abraham as a typical head of a new redeemed humanity. Abraham, whose obedience operates
squarely within a redemptive context, will resemble that of Adam in the Garden of Eden, with
significant “limitations” and “adjustments” that take into account the realities of sin, redemp-
tion, and redemptive typology.

Amplifying, Kline says that Abraham’s obedience is not only rewarded but points to a unique
relationship between Abraham’s obedience and the typal kingdom promised to him and his
descendants in the Messiah: “When, however, we trace the matter back to the record of God’s
covenant revelation to the patriarchs we encounter statements that connect the promissory
grant of the kingdom to the faithful service rendered to the Lord by Abraham.””** Expanding
his observation, Kline argues,

217 This chapter will not address Kline’s treatment of other figures who offer “meritorious obedi-
ence” similar to Abraham, such as Noah, due in large part to the narrow focus on the precise rela-
tionship between Abraham and national Israel.

218 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 366.

219 TIbid., 320.

220 Ibid., 323.
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The imagery of Genesis 15:1 is that of the Great King honoring Abraham’s notable ex-
hibition of compliance with covenant duty by the reward of a special grant that would
more than make up for whatever enrichment he had foregone at the hands of the king of
Sodom for the sake of faithfulness to Yahweh, his Lord. The broader record of the Lord’s
dealings with Abraham includes numerous key expressions paralleled in the ancient royal
grants to loyal servants: such a servant is one who obeys, keeps the charge, serves per-
fectly, walks before his lord.?!

He continues,

Another display of outstanding covenantal obedience by Abraham, the most remarkable
of all, was the occasion for a second divine disclosure presenting the blessings of the
Abrahamic Covenant as a divine grant for the servant’s work of obedience. At the con-
clusion of the sacrificial episode on Moriah, the Angel of the Lord, the very one who
was at last to be the only Son and substitutionary ram of sacrifice, called out of heaven
to Abraham: “By myself have I sworn, saith the Lord, because thou hast done this thing
and hast not withheld thine only son that in blessing I will bless thee ... because thou hast
obeyed my voice” (Gen 22:16-18).222

Further clarifying the nature and function of Abraham’s obedience, Kline distinguishes the
Spirit-wrought obedience of faith performed by Abraham (common within the ordo salutis)
from the unique typological character of that same obedience (unique to the historia salutis).
He suggests, “Viewing this episode from the perspective of justification by faith in Christ,
James expounded Abraham’s act of obedience as the work that demonstrated the vital reality
of'his faith (Jas 2:211f.). But this event is to be seen from the redemptive-historical perspective
as well as that of the personal, subjective experience of salvation. It had a special, decisive
significance for the subsequent course of covenant history.”?? While Abraham’s obedience is
something that exhibits Spirit-wrought faith that unites to the Messiah and is common to all
believers, that same obedience, when viewed from a redemptive-historical perspective, ex-
hibits something uniquely typological. In other words, while Abraham is the father of all who
believe in the sense that he and believers walk by faith and not by sight, his obedience by faith
also has decisive significance for the subsequent course of redemptive history—a unique and
unrepeatable typological function.

Kline expands,

That Abraham’s obedience had special historic significance as the basis for God’s future
favorable action towards his descendants is confirmed by the Lord’s later repetition of the
substance of this oracle, now to Isaac (Gen 26:2ff.). Having restated his commitment to
fulfill the covenant promises to Isaac and his line, the Lord concluded: “because Abraham
obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my laws”
(Gen 26:5, cf. v. 24). Here the significance of Abraham’s works cannot be limited to their
role in validation of his own faith. His faithful performance of his covenantal duty is here
clearly declared to sustain a causal relationship to the blessing of Isaac and Israel. It had

221 Ibid., 324.
222 Ibid.
223 Ibid.
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a meritorious character that procured a reward enjoyed by others.?*

Kline further expounds on the typological significance of Abraham when he observes the fol-
lowing:

Because of Abraham’s obedience redemptive history would take the shape of an
Abrahamite kingdom of God from which salvation’s blessings would rise up and flow out
to the nations. God was pleased to constitute Abraham’s exemplary works as the meritori-
ous ground for granting to Israel after the flesh the distinctive role of being formed as the
typological kingdom, the matrix from which Christ should come. Within this typological
structure Abraham emerges as an appointed sign of his promised messianic seed, the
Servant of the Lord, whose fulfillment of his covenantal mission was the meritorious
ground of the inheritance of the antitypical, eschatological kingdom by the true, elect
Israel of all nations. Certainly, Abraham’s works did not have that status. They were,
however, accorded by God an analogous kind of value with respect to the typological
stage represented by the old covenant.?”

Several key points emerge in Kline’s presentation. First, observe that when Kline speaks of
Abraham’s obedience as a “meritorious ground” he understands that language to be “analo-
gous” to the value of Christ’s perfect obedience given “the typological stage” of old covenant
revelation. That is to say, Abraham’s obedience remains at every point the obedience of the
redeemed—the obedience of one who is redeemed by Spirit-wrought faith union with the
promised Messiah. Put the other way around, Abraham’s obedience is at no point to be con-
fused with the obedience of the Redeemer, the Servant of the Lord, the Mediator-Messiah.
Only the obedience of Christ supplies proper, covenantal merit that fulfills the requirements
and removes the penalty of the original covenant of works. Abraham’s obedience and the no-
tion of “merit” in view can be at best only analogical to the true merit of Christ.

Secondly, and specifying more precisely how Abraham’s obedience can be imperfect, yet anal-
ogous, to the meritorious obedience of Christ, Kline argues that the Lord assigns to Abraham’s
imperfect obedience a unique function that brings into view the blessing of his offspring. God
forms a kingdom-people around obedient Abraham during the pre-Pentecost age of progres-
sive, redemptive revelation.

In his final published book entitled God, Heaven and Har Magedon, Kline offers perhaps
greater clarity on the typological role of Abraham’s obedience. He says,

Genesis 22 records another episode in which an outstanding act of obedience on
Abraham’s part is said to be the basis for the Lord’s bestowing on him the blessings of the
covenant: “By myself I have sworn, declares the Lord, because you have done this thing
and have not withheld your son, your only son, that I will surely bless you ... because you
have obeyed my voice” (vv.16-18). From the perspective of Abraham’s personal experi-
ence of justification by faith, this act of obedience validated his faith (Jas 2:21ff; cf. Gen
15:6). But from the redemptive-historical/eschatological perspective, Abraham’s obedi-
ence had typological import. The Lord constituted it a prophetic sign of the obedience of

224 Ibid., 324-25.
225 Ibid., 325.
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Christ, which merits the heavenly kingdom for his people.?*

Kline situates Abraham’s obedience within the basic structure of the ordo salutis, highlighting
that his obedience is the “obedience of faith” (cf. Ro. 1:5; James 2:14-26); yet, at the same
time, he argues that his obedience has a prophetic, typical significance that prefigures the
meritorious obedience of Christ.

Cohering with what Kline developed earlier in Kingdom Prologue, Abraham’s obedience is
common, Spirit-wrought obedience, characteristic of every believer. However, that same obe-
dience, viewed from a redemptive-historical perspective, has a typological significance. The
Lord assigns ordinary, Spirit-wrought faith a prophetically typical function that anticipates the
climactic, once-for-all obedience of Christ.

Pushing beyond the earlier formulation in Kingdom Prologue, however, Kline argues that
Abraham’s obedience is a “prophetic sign” of the “obedience of Christ.” It is only the latter,
Christ’s obedience, that “merits” eschatological redemption for the elect. As a sign, the obedi-
ence of Abraham must be substantially distinguished from what is signifies, namely, the obe-
dience of Christ. The sign, Abraham’s obedience, and the thing signified, Christ’s obedience,
cannot be conflated or confused. Abraham’s obedience at every point remains the obedience
of one redeemed under the covenant of grace. Christ’s obedience at every point remains the
obedience of the Redeemer of those under the covenant of grace. The prophetic and typical
character of Abraham’s obedience underscores the irreversible distinction between Abraham,
the redeemed, and Christ, the Redeemer.

In these ways, then, Abraham’s obedience is imperfectly prophetic and typical of Christ’s
obedience. With these qualifications in place, and keeping them in view, we can move on and
appreciate further the way that Abraham’s obedience operates positively as a prophetic sign
and type of Christ’s obedience. Abraham’s obedience is assigned a unique role in the Old
Testament Scriptures: it is the premised typological reality in light of which his descendants,
along with the nations, will be blessed. In the case of Abraham, the obedience of the one is the
divinely ordained act that contemplates the blessing of the many, thus functioning to typify the
obedience of the Messiah (Gen 22:16—-18).

The blessing of Abraham’s offspring is connected to his “obeying the voice” of the Lord.
Abraham’s obedience is assigned a function that brings within its purview the inclusion of
the Gentiles. The typical and prophetic character of his obedience rests in this: the imperfect,
Spirit-wrought obedience of the one results in the blessing of the many. Surely, Kline reasons,
Genesis 22 analogically (and typologically) adumbrates Isaiah 53 and Romans 5, where the
obedience of the one secures the blessing of the many he represents.

Let us seek further to refine and clarify further what Kline is getting at when he speaks of the
“meritorious performance” offered by Abraham in the context established, using the language
and theology from the Westminster Confession of Faith. Abraham’s obedience is wrought by
the Spirit of Christ (WCF 16.2), and, while remaining at every point imperfect (WCF 16.5),
is accepted on the basis of his faith-union with the promised Messiah (WCF 16.6). Yet, at
the same time, Abraham’s obedience foresignifies Christ’s active obedience (WCF 7.5) and

S <

is from that perspective a “type” that “signified” the coming Messiah (8.6). Abraham’s “or-

226 Kline, God, Heaven and Har Magedon, 102.
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dinary” obedience is assigned a typological function that adumbrates the positive aspect of
Christ’s obedience. Because Abraham by faith obeyed the voice of the Lord, all the nations
on earth will be blessed. That God accepted Abraham’s “obedience of faith” must depend on
Abraham’s union with the promised Messiah by faith. This is the point taken from WCF 16.
That God accepted Abraham’s obedience as the act that brings into view the blessing of the
nations means that God constituted his obedience as a type of the Messiah’s obedience.

Returning to Kingdom Prologue, Kline says, that Abraham functions in a specifically typical
way that relates not only to the incarnate Son, but the eternal Son as well. Abraham’s work,
Kline says, was

only a typological pointer but the obedience of Abraham that God assessed as meritori-
ous on these two occasions was richly symbolic of Messiah’s mission. In Genesis 15 the
reward was announced in response to a kingly service of deliverance from the Lord’s
enemies. In Genesis 22 the reward was for a priestly ministry of sacrifice. Together these
acts of obedience exhibited the negative and positive aspects of the consecration function
of God’s servant, guardianship of the sanctuary and tributary offering.

The obedient Abraham, the faithful covenant servant, was a type of the Servant of
the Lord in his obedience, by which he became the surety of the new covenant. Like the
messianic Servant, the one whose meritorious service secured God’s blessings for the
many who were his “seed” (Isa 52:15; 53:10-12), so Abraham was one, and the reward
of his obedience was the blessings of the typal kingdom for the many who were his seed
(cf. Isa 51:2). Yet the antitype was before the type. “Before Abraham was, I am” (John
8:58). The messianic seed of Abraham was before father Abraham. Abraham was among
the many who were the “seed” of the One who was his seed, the many who were blessed
in that messianic One.?”’

The final portion of the quotation is critical to appreciate: the antitype is before the type, Kline
reasons. This means that Abraham’s obedience is to be set within the broader framework of
the pactum salutis—the obedience of the eternal Son in terms of the covenant of redemption.
Abraham, viewed from the standpoint of covenant history in its linear progression is a type of
Christ, who comes after Abraham. Abraham, when viewed from the standpoint of covenant
history in relation to the eternal decree, the pactum, is a type of the eternal Son, who comes
before Abraham.

Once we understand this structure in Kline’s thought, we are able to situate Abraham’s obedi-
ence in relation to the Logos asarkos (the unfleshed, eternal Logos) and the Logos ensarkos
(the enfleshed, incarnate Son). Like the obedience of the eternal Son in the pactum salutis,
Abraham’s obedience pertains to an inheritance. That is to say, while Abraham’s obedience is
ordinary “Christian” obedience, his obedience sustains a close relation to the typical inheri-
tance of Canaan. This, as we have seen above, is what invests his obedience with its typologi-
cal significance. Abraham’s obedience is typological precisely to the degree it (a) provides an
imperfect “ground” for a kingdom people and (b) pertains to the typical realm the kingdom
people will populate. Abraham’s obedience functions to represent a holy people and with a
view toward typologically securing the holy realm in which they will have communion with
Yahweh.

227 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 326.
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However, notice that there are also significant discontinuities between the obedience of
Abraham and the obedience of the eternal Son in the pactum salutis. Unlike the obedience
of the eternal Son, Abraham’s obedience remains imperfect, Spirit-wrought obedience—the
obedience of a redeemed sinner in union with the Messiah. Unlike the obedience of the eternal
Son, Abraham’s obedience pertains to a typical kingdom and not the eschatological kingdom.
The obedience of the eternal Son brings into view the eschatological inheritance. Abraham
remains a mere type of this sort of obedience. Put most basically, unlike the obedience of the
eternal Son, Abraham’s obedience is the obedience of a creature, not the Creator.

Kline therefore categorically distinguishes the perfect, meritorious obedience of the eternal
Son—the archetypal obedience—from the imperfect, Spirit-wrought obedience of Abraham—
the ectypal obedience. It is out of this framework that we can understand what Kline means
when he speaks of Abraham’s “meritorious” obedience in relation to securing a holy typi-
cal realm for a holy people. Abraham’s obedience functions in a way that approximates the
meritorious obedience of the eternal Son. The approximation rests in the way that Abraham’s
imperfect, Spirit-wrought obedience functions positively in relation to the attainment of a holy
realm for a holy people.

Abraham’s imperfect, Spirit-wrought obedience is a positive replication of the meritorious
obedience of the eternal Son in the pactum (a vertical relation) and a positive anticipation
of the meritorious obedience of the incarnate Son as the Mediator of the covenant of grace
(a horizontal relation). Abraham provides a typological exemplar to which the faithful are
directed to discern a replication and anticipation of the obedience of the eternal/incarnate
Mediator in relation to the pactum salutis and historia salutis. This is Kline’s basic point—a
point that is not designed to compete with or undermine the fact that Abraham’s obedience, if
viewed from the standpoint of the ordo salutis, is on par with the obedience of every believer.
Kline’s appreciation for the typological, “meritorious” obedience of Abraham does not destroy
his appreciation for Abraham’s obedience as the obedience of faith (cf. Gal 3:6-9; Rom 1:5;
Jas 2:14-26).

Expanding on this point, Abraham’s obedience also supplies the prototype for the character
of Israel’s meritorious obedience under a works principle. In Kingdom Prologue, he observes
the following:

The term ‘egeb, “because,” used in Genesis 26:5 (and already in the original revelation
to Abraham in Gen 22:18) signifies recompense, reward (cf. Ps 19:11; Prov 22:4; Isa.
5:23). This strengthens the case for understanding this as a matter of meritorious works.
Moreover, Genesis 26:5 describes Abraham’s obedience in language surprising in the
Genesis context, the divine demand being denoted by a series of legislative categories
such as are later applied to the laws of Moses. A particularly interesting combination of
such terms together with ‘egeb, “in recompense for,” is found in Deuteronomy 7:12 (cf.
8:20). Quite possibly then, Genesis 26:5 employs the terminology of covenant stipula-
tions from the Sinaitic Covenant, where it describes an arrangement governed by the
meritorious works principle, to reenforce the point that Abraham’s obedience was also to
be understood as having such a meritorious character and that as such it was the ground
of the reward enjoyed by his descendants.?®

228 Ibid., 325.
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From one perspective, Abraham’s obedience is a typical instance of the unique obedience
of the Messiah. But from another perspective that same obedience supplies the redemptive-
historical prototype that grounds the nature of another “meritorious works principle” under
the Sinaitic Covenant. We need not speculate as to the connection between Abraham and
national Israel. Legislative categories from the Mosaic covenant are applied to Abraham’s
“meritorious” obedience. Moreover, Abraham’s obedience exhibits a works principle and has
a “meritorious character” that correlates to the “Sinaitic Covenant” and another “arrangement
governed by the meritorious works principle.” Insofar as Kline also construes national Israel’s
obedience under the Sinaitic Covenant as “an arrangement governed by the works principle,”
the unity between Abraham’s obedience and national Israel’s obedience seems clear. In light
of this, Kline construes it as quite possible that language from the Mosaic covenant is applied
to Abraham, so that Israel’s national obedience under the Mosaic covenant is an organic exten-
sion of the nature of Abraham’s obedience under the covenant of grace. Therefore, Abraham’s
obedience is not different in kind from the obedience of Israel as a nation.

All of this suggests that both Abraham and national Israel, sinners who are redeemed by Spirit-
wrought union with the Messiah, offer obedience that relates uniquely to the typal inheritance.
This discussion of Abraham’s obedience in relation to the typal kingdom provides the underly-
ing, redemptive-historical frame of reference for understanding the nature of Israel’s obedi-
ence in relation to the inheritance of Canaan. Correlating these reflections together and making
application to national Israel, Kline says,

Although Israel’s inheritance and continued enjoyment of the promises was not a matter
of legal merit, there was a connection between the nation’s corporate piety and prosper-
ity. For the Old Testament theocratic kingdom prefigured the consummate kingdom of
God, in which righteousness and glory are to be united. Accordingly, to keep the typical-
prophetic picture clear God allowed the Israelites to enjoy the blessings of the typical
kingdom only as they, and especially their official representatives, exhibited an appro-
priate measure of the righteousness of the kingdom. Since any righteousness that Israel
possessed was a gift of grace from the God of her salvation, the principle which informs
Deuteronomy 28 has no affinities with a religion of works-salvation (see comments on
6:1-3).2%

The obedience of Israel, like Abraham, exhibits a righteousness that is a “gift of grace from the
God of her salvation.” From this vantage point, Israel is the redeemed offspring of Abraham.
It is in this context that we are to understand the nation’s “corporate piety” and “appropriate
measure of righteousness” within the typical kingdom. The “appropriate measure” of righ-
teousness finds its precedent in Abraham and his obedience. Israel, to the extent that he exhib-
its fidelity as a typological son of God, he both obeys in terms of the pattern of Abraham and
typifies the holiness of the “consummate kingdom of God” that would arrive in the coming
Messiah. However, to the extent that national Israel lacks fidelity to the Lord and engages in
long-term apostasy, the typological son reenacts in key ways the sin and exile of Adam and
undergoes exile from the holy realm of Canaan.

The point of continuity between Abraham and national Israel turns on the fact that ordinary,
Spirit-wrought obedience functions within the context of a works principle that binds that
obedience to a typal inheritance. The point of distinction turns on the way Abraham’s obedi-

229 Kline, Treaty of the Great King, 124-25.
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ence relates to the acquisition of the typal inheritance and Israel’s national obedience pertains
to its maintenance (obedience) or loss (disobedience). Israel, if obedient, follows the prototype
of Abraham’s faith and obedience and maintains the typal inheritance. Israel, if disobedient,
abandons the prototype of Abraham’s faith, reenacts in typological categories Adam’s sin and
exile, and forfeits the typal inheritance. Insofar as the obedience of Israel is tethered to retain-
ing the typical paradise land, and Israel’s disobedience is tethered to the exile from the typical
paradise land, there is a divinely established structure in place that allows for the replication
of the sin and exile of Adam, adjusted to Israel’s redemptive relationship to the Lord under the
covenant of grace in its Mosaic administration. This is the essence of the redemptively recali-
brated works principle that operates typologically within national Israel.

These observations set the parameters of national Israel’s typological situation in relation to
obedient Abraham, fallen Adam, and the promised second Adam (Christ) and shed light on the
issue of merit in Kline’s thought. Adam, as a sinless federal head, could have offered sinless
obedience that merits ex pacto the eschatological inheritance. Christ, as the God-man and
Mediator, is the only one who could have offered (and did offer) a properly meritorious obedi-
ence that fulfills the requirements and removes the penalty of the covenant of works, thereby
meriting the eschatological inheritance for his elect. Neither Abraham nor Israel can merit the
blessings of God if we have in view such notions of merit that apply to sinless federal heads.
Nonetheless, in light of a principle of sovereign grace, and in the interest of redemptive typol-
ogy, God ordains there to be in the cases of Abraham and Israel a Spirit-wrought obedience
that has a unique function relative to the typal land-inheritance.

Kline’s point is that while neither Abraham nor Israel can offer the sinless obedience of a
federal head that secures and permanently maintains the eschatological inheritance, both offer
unique instances of typological obedience that relates to either the acquisition or retention of
the typal kingdom. Thus, it appears that Kline is using two distinct conceptions of merit—ex
pacto merit and typological merit, respectively. The former denotes flawless obedience offered
by a sinless federal head that is bound to the acquisition and permanent maintenance of the
eschatological kingdom.? The latter denotes imperfect obedience offered by sinners (by grace
through faith in the promised Messiah) tethered to the acquisition and maintenance of the
typological kingdom. Therefore, Kline is not trying to use merit language in terms that have
been developed within the history of doctrine per se. Rather, he is extending the application of
qualified merit language to figures in redemptive history in order to isolate what is unique to
their obedience in relation to the typal kingdom.

In summary, then, it appears accurate to say that the notion of typological merit just outlined
above flows out of the typological intrusion, in which “there was a reproduction of the cre-
ational order as a whole (within the limitations of the fallen situation and with the adjustments
resulting from the redemptive process).”?! The typico-redemptive intrusion, coupled with
the redemptive typology bound up with Abraham and Israel, yields a “typological” notion of
merit. While it is understandable that some would express concern with the felicity of Kline’s
use of typological merit language as applied to sinners, it appears that there is nothing in the

230 It is important to note that Christ’s merit, given his divine-human person as the Mediator
of the covenant of grace, both fulfills the requirements and removes the penalty of the covenant
of works, thereby displaying proper, ex pacto merit in the redemption of his people (in contrast to
Adam who would have offered improper ex pacto merit as a sinless creature).

231 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 20.
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concept of typological merit itself that runs counter to the Westminster standards.
IV. Leviticus 18:5, the Works Principle, and Apostasy: Corporate and Individual
With these qualifications in view, Kline invokes Leviticus 18:5, and says,

Leviticus 18:5, in stating that the man who performed the covenant stipulations would
live in them, declared that individual Israelites must observe the requirements of the law
to enjoy the blessings of the typological kingdom community. Even individuals who
were elect in terms of eternal salvation would be cut off from that temporal, typological
realm as the penalty for various serious infractions of the law. Likewise, the Israelite
people corporately could maintain their continuing tenure as the theocratic kingdom in
the promised land only as they maintained the appropriate measure of national fidelity to
their heavenly King. Failure to do so would result in the loss of the typological kingdom
and their very identity as God s people in that corporate, typological sense. If they broke
the covenant, they would suffer exile and the loss of their national, typological election.”*

This quotation from Kline raises the question of how we might correlate covenant breaking
under the Mosaic covenant at the national, typological level and covenant breaking at the indi-
vidual level. The following observations may help readers of Kline gain clarity on this issue.

Kline believes that apostasy is possible under the covenant of grace. Such a belief coheres
with a theology admitting to dual sanctions of blessing or curse appended to the sacraments of
circumcision/baptism. Those under the Lordship of God in the covenant of grace face a judg-
ment according to works if they fail to walk by faith in the Messiah, who bears judgment for
them. Kline says, “Moreover, the newness of the New Covenant does not consist in a reduction
of the Covenant of Redemption to the principle of election and guaranteed blessing. Its law
character is seen in this too that it continues to be a covenant with dual sanctions ... having, in
particular, anathemas to pronounce and excommunications to execute.”?

The following points emerge from Kline’s presentation. First, the new covenant, precisely be-
cause it is breakable at the individual level, cannot be reduced to the principle of election and
guaranteed blessing. Second, this is due to the fact that the new covenant, like the old covenant
expression of the covenant of grace, has dual sanctions of blessing and curse. These points
are critical to appreciate when it comes to explaining apostasy under the covenant of grace,
because Kline affirms that the new covenant is breakable in a specified sense.

It is breakable at the individual level given apostasy (cf. Heb 10:26-31). Apostasy occurs when
an individual in the new covenant fails to appropriate the indicative of the gospel and walk
by faith working in love (cf. Rom 1:5; Gal 5:6). The individual is cut off from the covenant
community, invoking the curse sanction of the covenant, and loses eschatological inheritance.

Put a bit differently, blessing in the new covenant operates within the contingent confidence of
one who, by virtue of Spirit-wrought union with Christ, walks by faith and not by sight. This
may be expressed in confessional language as “improving our baptism” by faith and obedience
in union and communion with Christ (cf. LC 167). Kline speaks of a form of conditionality

232 1Ibid., 322 (italics added).
233 Meredith G. Kline, “Oath and Ordeal Signs,” WTJ 28 (1965-1966): 13, 15.
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that appends to the covenant of grace, due to the fact that the Lord’s demand for holiness is
consistent in its expression.”** The sacraments of circumcision and baptism, while holding
forth the promised indicative, do so in such a way that the demands for consecration and
holiness are escalated and perfected. Finally, and underwriting these points, Kline appeals to
the dual sanctions of the covenant of grace, both in its old and new covenant administrations.

Let us now briefly extend this discussion, using Kline’s sacramental theology to guide us.
Explaining Israel’s exile and loss of national election in relation to apostasy under the cov-
enant of grace, we can say that circumcision has a judgment function when applied to the “un-
circumcised heart” of national Israel in a manner similar to the way it has a judgment function
in relation to an “uncircumcised heart” of an individual within Israel (or in the Abrahamic or
new covenant). Moses and the prophets appeal to the fact that Israel as a nation has an uncir-
cumcised heart (Deut 10:16; Jer. 4:4). This uncircumcision brings the nation under the threat-
ened sanctions of the covenant in a manner analogous to the way that an uncircumcised heart
brings an individual under the threatened sanction of the covenant of grace. In both instances,
there is a threatened sanction—a judgment according to sinful works—that is expressed.

Where, then, is the difference? The difference between national Israel and the individual in
the new covenant is that Israel as a nation bears the curse sanction of circumcision at a typico-
symbolic level. The substance of that reality consists in Israel’s apostasy invoking the curse
sanction of circumcision in a unique, typological setting whereby the nation forfeits the typal
kingdom. Just as an individual who turns apostate loses eschatological inheritance, so national
Israel in apostasy loses the typal kingdom-inheritance in Canaan. This reality can be helpfully
understood in terms of the analogy with church discipline of individuals—the difference being
that Israel experiences a sort of corporate form of church disciple focused to the loss of the
typico-symbolic inheritance land of Canaan.

This, as we have seen, comprises the essence of the works principle relative to judgment in
the typal kingdom. In both instances, the apostate, whether individual or national, is judged
according to a principle of works. Failure to demonstrate appropriate fidelity to the Lord,
whether individual or national, results in a judgment to be borne by the individual or nation,
the latter being in the form of exile from Canaan. And insofar as Israel bears the threatened
circumcision curse at the national level, there is a repetition of sin in the likeness of Adam and
a repudiation of the faith-obedience of Abraham. The uniqueness of Israel’s apostasy turns on
the fact that judgment expresses itself in the form of typological land loss, which adds a unique
feature to Israel’s national apostasy that in the final analysis redemptive-historically reenacts
the sin and exile of Adam.

This theme of covenantal judgment continues with the sacramental significance of baptism in
the new covenant. Baptism, like circumcision, brings dual sanctions into view. Kline makes
this explicit: “There is a thoroughgoing correspondence between the meaning of baptism and
that of circumcision. Both are confessional oath signs of consecration to the Lord of the cov-
enant and both signify his ultimate redemptive judgment with its potential of both condemna-
tion and justification.”?

Clearly, then, there is for Kline a continuity between the oath signs of circumcision and bap-
tism. Both signify and seal dual sanctions, pending the appropriation (or lack thereof) of the

234 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 318.
235  Kline, “Oath and Ordeal Signs,” 20-21.
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indicative of the gospel by Spirit-wrought faith-union with the Messiah.

However, given this unity, Kline also discerns a shift in emphasis in the movement from cir-
cumcision to baptism. Kline says,

There is indeed a shift in emphasis from the malediction side of the judgment spectrum to
the vindication side as covenant revelation moves on from Old Testament circumcision to
New Testament baptism (the baptism of John being in this respect, too, transitional). This
change reflects the movement of redemptive history from an administration of condem-
nation to one of righteousness. Nevertheless, the maledictory element is no more to be
excluded from the New Testament sign of consecration because of this shift in emphasis
than vindication-qualification is to be excluded from the meaning of the Old Testament
rite simply because that was characteristically an administration of condemnation and
death.*®

Kline is probing the difference between the application of the sign of circumcision to a nation
who lacks heart circumcision, resulting in exile and loss of typical land inheritance (in a man-
ner analogous to Adam’s exile from Eden, as described above), and the shift in emphasis in the
new covenant where the covenant sign is applied to a people who are heart circumcised (cf.
Romans 2:26-28). The shift in predominant emphasis can account for the shift from an admin-
istration of condemnation to one of righteousness. Predominant emphasis, because apostasy in
the new covenant is a reality that cannot be denied. Predominant emphasis, because circumci-
sion and baptism signify and seal the same spiritual realities (union with the Messiah) and of-
fer the same dual sanctions of malediction apart from the Messiah and blessing in the Messiah.
Writ large across the pages of redemptive history, then, Kline detects a shift away from the
typological works principle that tethered Israel’s obedience to typical land maintenance and
brought condemnation/exile for the nation. Instead, the focus turns to Christ, whose meritori-
ous obedience in life and death under the protological works principle secures and maintains
the eternal kingdom-inheritance for the elect.

Kline’s theology of the sacraments becomes a critical focusing lens by which we can distin-
guish and relate corporate and individual apostasy and gain greater clarity on the nature of
the Mosaic covenant, Israel’s national obedience, and the typico-symbolic recapitulation of
Adam’s sin and exile in Israel’s protracted apostasy.

V. The Old and New Covenant Orders and “Breakability”

Kline makes a distinction between the unbreakable new covenant order as a whole, on the one
hand, and individual apostasy from the new covenant on the other hand. The new covenant
as a whole, unlike the old covenant under Moses with respect to the works principle and land
retention, is unbreakable. With regard to the new covenant order as a whole, he says,

With the abolishing of the Mosaic order, the second level kingdom of the messianic age
was initiated under the Lord’s New Covenant with the church. Jeremiah, speaking of
the new covenant to be made in the coming days (Jer 31:31-34), drew a sharp contrast
between it and the covenant made at Sinai (i.e., the stratum of it concerned with the
typological kingdom). He described the Old Covenant as breakable and in fact as hav-

236 Ibid. (italics added).
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ing been broken by Israel, which means that it was informed by the works principle of
inheritance. And he asserted that the new covenant would be unlike the Torah covenant.
It would be unbreakable; it would be an administration of gospel grace and forgiveness.
While then we will want to affirm the New Covenant’s continuity with the foundational
gospel stratum of the Mosaic economy and with the Abrahamic Covenant of promise, we
must also acknowledge the works-grace discontinuity between the new and the old (at its
typological level), the difference that Jeremiah so emphatically asserted.?’

Readers should note carefully how Kline is talking in terms of the covenantal orders a whole,
and is not addressing the narrower issue of individual apostasy, which he elsewhere affirms.
This distinction is important to grasp. Kline affirms that individuals within the covenant of
grace can be grafted in or out of the new covenant, so that in the narrow sense—in terms of
individuals within the new covenant administration of the covenant of grace—it is breakable.
He says,

By means of its olive tree imagery Romans 11 instructs us concerning two kinds of con-
tinuity between the two stages. One is the continuity of the elect, spiritual seed (as we
shall see) but along with that is the continuity of the covenant community as an institu-
tion, which is a broader circle than the election. That the olive tree as a whole represents
the covenant institution, not the election, is evident from the facts that some (alas many)
Jewish branches have been broken off and that Gentile branches who do not continue in
God’s kindness are threatened with the same excision.?*

While the new covenant as an order—a distinct and climactic order within the historia sa-
lutis—is unbreakable, individuals within the new covenant can break the covenant and be
excised. The new covenant order as a whole is unbreakable, even though individuals within
that order can break the new covenant and fall away.

Understanding this feature, which like the other features we treated remains consistent
throughout Kline’s corpus, helps avoid confusion when it comes to the differences that exist
between the Mosaic administration of the covenant of grace at the national level and the new
covenant administration of the same covenant of grace. The distinction is not that the former
is breakable without qualification, whereas the latter is unbreakable without qualification. That
is far too simplistic to capture Kline’s theological point. Rather, the old covenant order as a
whole at the national, typological level is breakable in the sense that the nation Israel is exiled
for apostasy and disobedience. While the new covenant order as a whole is not breakable at
the level of the historia salutis, it is breakable by the individual at the level of the ordo salutis.

VI. Objections Considered

A. Oath Swearing Relative to National Israel in the Mosaic Covenant

Readings of Kline that are not sensitive to the distinctions developed above present his view as
“substantial republication” rather than “administrative republication.” That is, some readings

of Kline do not note the deep continuity between Abraham and national Israel when it comes
to “meritorious” obedience in relation to the typal kingdom. This oversight can generate a

237 Kline, God, Heaven and Har Magedon, 97.
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number of objections to the reading of Kline presented in this section. We will consider a few
and briefly respond.

It could be urged that in key texts Kline speaks of a works principle in the Sinaitic cov-
enant that stands in the sharpest possible contrast to the principle of grace-faith-promise.?’
Additionally, Kline observes that it is Israel who swears the oath in the Sinaitic covenant,
which, some could urge, supports that the idea that the covenant is a republished graceless
works principle derived from Eden.

In response to this, we need to remember both the nature and function of the works principle
in relation to Abraham as Kline expounds it. It is through Abraham that a “works principle”
that exhibits “merit” supplies the historical category that redemptively recalibrates the works
principle that would pass into the Israelite theocracy. The works principle after the fall tethers
Spirit-wrought obedience to the typal kingdom, whether acquisition (Abraham) or mainte-
nance (Israel) is in view. An analogy to the Adamic covenant of works emerges, but it is only
that—an analogy. The absence of redemptive grace with Adam stands in contrast to the pres-
ence of redemptive grace with Abraham and Israel.

Moreover, we must remember the way the works principle in Kline’s thought is adjusted to
the realities of sin and redemptive typology applies to Israel’s swearing of an oath. Israel’s
swearing of an oath to the Lord is situated within the nation as the “seed of Abraham” who
are to exhibit the kind of obedience Abraham exhibited. In other words, the oath sworn is not
a repristinated prelapsarian oath from Eden and patterned after Adam’s obedience. On the
contrary, it is a redemptive historically qualified oath patterned after Abraham and aimed at
the preservation of typal land-inheritance.

It is this principle inherited through Abraham that governs the “secondary strata” of Israel as a
nation. Given this reality, the typal kingdom is maintained through the Spirit-wrought obedi-
ence of Israel as a nation.

Put differently, Kline’s point is that it is not the suretyship of Christ that perpetually secures
the maintenance of the typal kingdom;, it is Israel’s obedience, national fidelity, or religious
loyalty that performs such a function. Kline says,

If they broke the covenant, they would suffer exile and the loss of their national, typologi-
cal election. Such was, of course, the actual outcome. Israel became Lo-Ammi. The fact of
this loss of the national election given to Israel in the Mosaic Covenant compels all who
confess the sovereignty of God’s saving grace to recognize the presence of a works prin-
ciple in that covenant. Clearly, the sovereign grace of Christ’s suretyship does not relate
to the typological realm with its national election and blessings under the old covenant in
the way it does to the individual election to the ultimate realities of salvation, which are in
view in all administrations of the Covenant of Grace. At the level of the secondary, typo-
logical stratum of the Mosaic order, continuance in the election to kingdom blessings was
not guaranteed by sovereign grace on the basis of Christ's meritorious accomplishments.
1t was rather something to be merited by the Israelites’ works of obedience to the law.**°

239 Kline, By Oath Consigned, 42—43.
240 Kline, Kingdom Prologue, 322 (italics added).
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Christ’s suretyship applies to Israel as a nation in critical respects as it does in the case of
Abraham (ordo salutis). Nevertheless, that same suretyship does not ensure the perpetual se-
curity of the typal kingdom order (historia salutis). Christ’s obedience does not ensure the
perennial maintenance of the inheritance in Canaan. Rather, that kingdom inheritance is main-
tained by Israel insofar as Israel walks in the faith and obedience of Abraham, including the
redemptively qualified notion of merit outlined above. When Israel does not render such obe-
dience, the typal kingdom itself collapses—something that cannot happen to the antitypal
kingdom secured and maintained by Christ’s perfect obedience. It is this carefully qualified
and nuanced situation that Kline deems the works principle, and it is this principle that comes
into view relative to Israel’s oath swearing.

What this requires us to appreciate in Kline’s thought is the distinction between the way
Christ’s obedience secures the eschatological kingdom in opposition to the way that Israel’s
disobedience forfeits the typal kingdom. Kline’s point is that Israel’s situation correlates itself
to the fallen Adamic order in the way that disobedience forfeits inheritance—a scenario that
stands in the starkest contrast to the way that Christ’s obedience merits the eschatological
inheritance. Therefore, while the grace of Christ’s suretyship underwrites and enables Israel’s
obedience at the level of the ordo salutis, his obedience does not secure the everlasting main-
tenance of the typal kingdom at the level of the historia salutis. If his suretyship did secure the
typal kingdom perpetually, that order would endure forever. The typal kingdom order did not
endure forever, because its permanent maintenance was not rooted in the suretyship of Christ
but the obedience of national Israel. This is perhaps the core insight of Kline’s theology of the
works principle.

This insight explains why Kline stresses the function of the oath taken by Israel relative to
continuation in the blessings of the typal kingdom. As Israel swears an oath to God that re-
lates to continuing in the typal kingdom-inheritance, it is Israel’s obedience, not Christ’s, that
maintains the typal kingdom. That is, Israel’s obedience—the same in kind with Abraham’s
obedience—is tethered uniquely to the maintenance of the typal kingdom and disobedience
is tethered to its loss. Kline argues that it is this situation that accounts for the way the typal
kingdom order as a whole can be lost, whereas the antitypal kingdom order as a whole cannot
be lost. The maintenance of the typal kingdom is tethered to the obedience of national Israel—
the typological son; the consummation and permanent maintenance of the antitypal kingdom
is tethered to the obedience of Christ—the eschatological Son. It is precisely here that Kline
situates the sharp contrast between the Mosaic covenant at the typological level and the new
covenant. Failure to appreciate this nuance results in a misinterpretation of Kline.

B. Kline’s Confusing Use of Merit Terminology

Another objection to Kline’s theology of the works principle would turn on his infelicitous
use of merit language. The concern would be that Kline’s use is novel and muddies the waters
when it comes to explaining the nature of Abraham’s and Israel’s obedience. Distinctions
already made above are worth reviewing at this point.

The first distinction that might prove useful is the distinction already surveyed between the
obedience of sinless federal heads (Adam and Christ) versus sinners redeemed by union with
the Mediator (Abraham and national Israel). In the former, the requirement of perfect obedi-
ence from a sinless federal head under the terms of the covenant of works is the means to the
end of eschatological advancement. Critical to note is that failure to offer perfect obedience
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under the terms of the covenant are met with immediate judgment. Imperfect obedience is
unacceptable. In the latter, and consistent with WCF 16, imperfect obedience is accepted on
a principle of grace for the sake of Christ and can function to acquire or maintain the typal
kingdom. But such obedience is not tethered to eschatological advancement as in the case of
sinless federal heads. Nor is it the case that imperfect obedience (and disobedience) are met
with immediate judgment. This means that what Kline understands by “typological merit”
must differ in kind from what he means by merit as it pertains to sinless federal heads.

The second distinction worth noting is that Kline is not applying his notion of typological mer-
it to the ordo salutis but to the historia salutis. That is, the concept of merit does not have in
view individuals attaining eternal salvation but with unrepeatable instances of Spirt-wrought
obedience annexed to the typal land-inheritance. What this requires us to appreciate, then, is
a word-concept distinction relative to the historical theological discussion of merit. Kline is
not trying to apply merit language to Abraham or national Israel in the same sense that the
Reformed tradition, including Kline himself, has applied the concept of merit to either Adam
or Christ. Rather, he applies a highly qualified notion of merit to unique instances of imperfect
obedience (Abraham and national Israel) that are covenantally bound in a distinctive way to
the typal kingdom.

Thus, Kline’s concept of “typological merit” is a fertium quid that must be substantially distin-
guished from proper and ex pacto merit.

Summary and Conclusion

Kline offers an integration of the historia salutis and the ordo salutis, seeking to give a bibli-
cally nuanced account of the way in which the obedience of key figures in redemptive history
relates to the eschatological inheritance (Adam or Christ) or the typal kingdom (Abraham and
national Israel). He adds nuance and clarity to his views based in part on his polemical engage-
ment with the theology of Norman Shepherd and theonomic ethics of Greg Bahnsen, even if
those figures are not always identified.

On this interpretation, Kline does not advocate a “merit principle” that competes with the pres-
ence of redemptive grace, either in the case of Abraham or national Israel. Kline does not deny
that Spirit-wrought faith characterizes the “meritorious” obedience of Abraham or national
Israel. Kline does not advocate a republication of the covenant of works with Adam within the
theocracy of Israel; rather, he advocates a works principle adjusted to the realities of sin and
redemption. This principle is redemptively recalibrated through Abraham and ends up reenact-
ing the sin and exile of Adam when applied to (apostate) national Israel.

Kline’s understanding of the works principle grows out of the convergence of a redemptive
and typological intrusion of the heavenly kingdom in Canaan (vertical) and a redemptively re-
calibrated works principle in Abraham (horizontal). Both features conspire to offer a redemp-
tive works principle that tethers the Spirit-wrought obedience of sinners to the acquisition or
maintenance of a typological land inheritance.

The works principle tethers Israel’s continuation in the land of Canaan to an appropriate ex-
pression of fidelity to the Lord of the covenant. The failure of Israel to render such fidelity
results in a loss of the typal kingdom. The national apostasy of Israel can be correlated to indi-
vidual apostasy in the church through the meaning and function of the sacraments of circumci-
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sion and baptism. The unique application of the sign of circumcision in malediction to national
Israel involves the loss of the typal kingdom—a feature that does not come into view in the
apostasy of individuals in the covenant of grace in its Abrahamic and new administrations.

Kline’s viewpoint is perhaps best described as an administrative re-enactment within national
Israel of the outcome of the covenant of works with Adam, adjusted to the realities of sin,
grace and redemptive typology, resulting in exile from the inheritance-land of Canaan. While
other interpretations of Kline would suggest he endorses substantial republication of the cov-
enant of works with Adam, the line of argument developed in this chapter, particularly the
integral role played by Abraham as the redemptive-historical frame of reference for the nature
of corporate Israel’s obedience, suggests otherwise.

Addendum: John Murray and Geerhardus Vos on the Mosaic Covenant

The following sections will outline Geerhardus Vos and John Murray’s theologies of the
Mosaic covenant. The aim here is not the depth of coverage given to Kline. Rather, the goal
is to expound and analyze both in order to demonstrate in basic structure how they relate to
Kline. What will come into view is the virtually exclusive focus on the unity of the covenant
of grace in the application of redemption in Murray. Murray notes properly the unity of the
various administrations of the covenant of grace, and both Vos and Kline affirm this baseline
theological observation. However, Vos’s theology of intrusion and his development of re-
demptive typology are not given much, if any, emphasis in Murray. Vos notes how redemptive
intrusion and typology converge at the national level of Israel’s identity and provides a lense
through which we can understand the redemptive historical significance of the exile. It is these
themes in Vos that Kline develops extensively.

I. John Murray

This section will offer a brief survey of Murray’s theology of the Abrahamic and Mosaic
administrations of the covenant of grace. In relation to Kline, we will see that Kline and
Murray share an often overlooked theological perspective on the nature of the Mosaic cov-
enant. Murray maintains that both the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants are sovereign admin-
istrations of covenant grace—a point with which Kline is in full agreement. Murray accents
that the covenant of grace in both its Abrahamic and Mosaic administrations is unilateral in
its establishment, but bilateral in its outworking, consisting essentially in union and com-
munion with the Lord. Murray’s predominant concern is the unity of the ordo salutis in both
Abrahamic and Mosaic administrations of the covenant of grace. Commensurate with that em-
phasis, he gives very little attention to the unique typological features of either the Abrahamic
and Mosaic covenants and instead concentrates his attention on the nature of the covenantal
communion bond common to each administration.

A. The Abrahamic Covenant
Murray argues that there are two distinctive features that arise in the Abrahamic covenant.

First, Murray pinpoints “the solemn sanction by which the Lord confirmed to Abraham the
certainty of the promise that he would inherit the land of Canaan.”?*! Second, and growing out

241 John Murray, The Covenant of Grace: A Biblico-Theological Study (Phillipsburg, NJ: Pres-
byterian & Reformed, 1988), 10.
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of this feature, there “is the reference to keeping and breaking the covenant (Gn. xvii. 9, 10,
14).72%2 The former accents unilateral establishment of the covenant of grace by God; the lat-
ter accents the bilateral outworking of that covenantal arrangement in union and communion
with the Lord.

Pertaining to the first distinctive feature, Murray notes that the Abrahamic covenant displays
the nature of a redemptive covenant. He says that “a covenant is a divine administration,
divine in its origin, establishment, confirmation and fulfilment. It is not Abraham who passes
through between the divided pieces of the animals; it is the theophany. And the theophany
represents God. The action therefore is divinely unilateral. It is confirmation to Abraham, not
confirmation from him.”** The Abrahamic covenant is sovereignly administered by God in
the form of a self-maledictory oath, and this accents the “divine sovereignty and faithfulness
as brought to bear upon and as giving character to the covenant constituted.”**

Murray explains further that the Abrahamic covenant centrally features union and commu-
nion with the Lord, when he writes, “the intimacy and spirituality of the blessing which the
covenant imparts. The essence of the blessing is that God will be the God of Abraham and of
his seed, the characteristic promise of the Old Testament, ‘I will be your God, and ye shall be
my people.” In a word, this consists in union and communion with the Lord.”?* At the heart of
the covenant of grace lies union and communion with the Lord in the sacred bond of a mutual
embrace.

The second key feature that stands out in the Abrahamic administration of the covenant of
grace arises with regard to the mutuality of the covenant. Murray observes,

With reference to ... the necessity of keeping the covenant and the warning against break-
ing it, we cannot suppress the inference that the necessity of keeping is complementary to
the added richness, intimacy, and spirituality of the covenant itself.... (T)he Abrahamic
[covenant] is concerned with religious relationship on the highest level, union and com-
munion with God.... The keeping of the covenant, therefore, so far from being incompat-
ible with the nature of the covenant as an administration of grace, divine in its initiation,
confirmation, and fulfilment, is a necessity arising from the intimacy and spirituality
of the religious relation involved. The more enhanced our conception of the sovereign
grace bestowed the more we are required to posit reciprocal faithfulness on the part of
the recipient.?*

Murray’s point is that the monergism of the initiation of the Abrahamic covenant—its unilat-
eral establishment—is unto union and communion with the Lord. The goal of the Abrahamic
covenant is both the retrieval and consummation of the covenantal communion bond between
God and his blood-bought people. The spiritual character of the covenantal relation demands
both sovereignly dispensed grace and reciprocal faithfulness on the part of the recipient. Put
incisively, “The necessity of keeping the covenant on the part of men does not interfere with

242 TIbid.
243 Ibid.
244 Tbid.
245 Ibid.

246 Ibid., 11.
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the divine monergism of dispensation.”*’

Murray is clear, then, that “without question the blessings of the covenant and the relation
which the covenant entails cannot be enjoyed or maintained apart from the fulfilment of cer-
tain conditions on the part of the beneficiaries.”?*® However, Murray is quick to qualify by
saying that such conditions are not conditions of the covenant itself (i.e., its establishment),
but conditions for the “continued enjoyment of this grace and of the relation established” by
the sovereign grace of God. >* Therefore, there is a specific sense in which the Abrahamic cov-
enant is conditional; as Murray argues, “the reciprocal responses of faith, love and obedience,
apart from which the enjoyment of the covenant blessing and of the covenant relation is in-
conceivable. In a word, keeping the covenant presupposes the covenant relation as established
rather than the condition upon which its establishment is contingent.”*

In this light, breaking the covenant of grace brings into view something very distinctive. He
says, “By breaking the covenant what is broken is not the condition of bestowal but the condi-
tion of consummated fruition.” Covenant breaking short-circuits the fruition of the covenant in
eschatological beatitude. To break the covenant of grace is ultimately to forfeit the perfecting
of the mutual embrace in union and communion with the Lord.

B. The Mosaic Covenant

Murray begins his treatment of the Mosaic covenant by reminding his readers of a critical
point regarding the conditional character of the Mosaic covenant. He says, “At the outset we
must remember that the idea of conditional fulfilment is not something peculiar to the Mosaic
covenant.””! He says this in light of his extensive treatment of the precise sense in which the
Abrahamic covenant is conditional in its outworking. Given the fact that the Abrahamic cov-
enant is conditional as surveyed above, Murray reasons that conditionality itself “does not of
itself provide us with any reason for construing the Mosaic covenant in terms different from
those of the Abrahamic.”?*? In other words, both are distinct administrations of the covenant of
grace—both are unilaterally established yet bilateral in their outworking.

Building on the fact that the Mosaic covenant fulfills the promises to Abraham and the patri-
archs (Exod 2:24), Murray argues that “the spirituality of relationship which is the centre of
the Abrahamic covenant is also at the centre of the Mosaic. ‘And I will take you to me for a
people, and I will be to you a God’ (Ex. vi. 7; cf. Dt. xxix. 13).”?* In other words, the “reli-
gious relationship on the highest level is contemplated in both, namely, union and communion
with God.”?* He continues, “We must not, therefore, suppress or discount these important
considerations that the Mosaic covenant was made with Israel as the sequel to their deliver-
ance from Egypt ... the Mosaic covenant also is a sovereign administration of grace, divinely

247 Ibid.
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initiated, established, confirmed, and fulfilled.”?*
An entailment of this observation is as follows:

It is too frequently assumed that the conditions prescribed in connection with the Mosaic
covenant place the Mosaic dispensation in a totally different category as respects grace,
on the one hand, and demand or obligation, on the other. In reality there is nothing that is
principally different in the necessity of keeping the covenant and of obedience to God’s
voice, which proceeds from the Mosaic covenant, from that which is involved in the
keeping required in the Abrahamic. In both cases the keynotes are obeying God’s voice
and keeping the covenant (cf. Gn. xviii. 17-19; Ex. xix. 5, 6).%¢

Murray seeks to safeguard the underlying continuity between the Abrahamic and Mosaic ad-
ministrations of the covenant of grace. He argues that each is sovereignly administered by
God, yet the common concern of each is redemptive union and communion with the Lord
in the sacred bond of a mutual embrace. The mutuality of embrace and continuation in the
covenantal communion bond by faith and obedience are central in both administrations of the
covenant of grace.

Murray’s basic concern is to avoid the “grave error” that the Mosaic covenant is a covenant of
works in the sense that it is “totally different” from the Abrahamic covenant. In other words,
Murray seeks to avoid the idea that the essence of the Mosaic covenant is a substantial repub-
lication of the covenant of works made with Adam. Murray has in view not only substantial
republication but also classical dispensationalism that seeks altogether to remove grace from
the Mosaic covenant. He wants to ensure that his readers understand that at the level of the
ordo salutis, the application of redemption, there is a single, organic, progressively adminis-
tered covenant of grace. The Abrahamic and Mosaic, then, at the level of the ordo salutis, are
one in substance.

What Murray does not develop in his comments on the covenant of grace, particularly in
its Mosaic administration, is the notion of redemptive intrusion within Canaan as a typical
paradise-land, along with its theological implications for the uniqueness of national Israel in
redemptive history. That is not to say Murray does not believe in intrusion and redemptive
typology within the theocracy, but it is to say that he does not develop such features in his
treatment of the Mosaic covenant.

How does this situate him in relation to Kline? If Kline is viewed as an advocate of substantial
republication, then Murray’s comments would stand over against Kline’s views in the stron-
gest conceivable way. However, if we follow the interpretation of Kline as an advocate of
administrative republication, then we could affirm a baseline unity between Murray and Kline
with regard to the substance of the Mosaic covenant. However, we could also say that Kline
moves well beyond Murray in matters of intrusion, redemptive typology, and the way that
Israel redemptively reenacts the sin and exile of Adam.

255 Ibid.
256 Ibid.
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II. Geerhardus Vos*’

While Vos writes years before Murray, and would concur with Murray’s basic theology of the
ordo salutis within the Mosaic covenant, he gives more attention to the realities of intrusion
and redemptive typology than does Murray.

Perhaps the best way to summarize Kline’s theology of the Mosaic covenant is that it seeks to
refine Vos and extend his basic insights. In fact, both in Treaty of the Great King and Kingdom
Prologue, Kline uses language and concepts that seem to derive from Vos’s Biblical Theology.
Kline’s notion of Canaan as an intrusion of the holiness of the age to come, as well as Kline’s
notion of Israel’s obedience as “appropriateness of expression” appear in Vos’s work.

Vos observes that there is a connection between the obedience of national Israel and the reten-
tion of the inheritance privileges in Canaan. He says,

It is plain, then, that law-keeping did not figure at that juncture as the meritorious ground
of life-inheritance. The latter is based on grace alone, no less emphatically than Paul him-
self places salvation on that ground. But, while this is so, it might still be objected, that
law-observance, if not the ground for receiving, is yet made the ground for retention of
the privileges inherited. Here it can not, of course, be denied that a real connection exists.
But the Judaizers went wrong in inferring that the connection must be meritorious, that,
if Israel keeps the cherished gifts of Jehovah through the observance of His law, this must
be so, because in strict justice they had earned them. The connection is of a totally differ-
ent kind. It belongs not to the legal sphere of merit, but to the symbolico-typical sphere of
appropriateness of expression.*®

Kline echoes Vos’s formulation in both Treaty and Kingdom Prologue, where he speaks of a
“principle of sovereign grace” regulating the relationship between Yahweh and national Israel.
He argues that Israel must maintain “an appropriate measure of national fidelity” to their
heavenly King. Additionally, Kline speaks of all this occurring in a “typical-symbolic” holy
realm of Canaan.

In addition to these points, Vos is explicit about Canaan as intrusion and the unique, typico-
symbolic function of Israel in redemptive history. He says, “The theocracy typified nothing
short of the perfected kingdom of God ... the abode of Israel in Canaan typified the heavenly,
perfected state of God’s people. Under these circumstances the ideal of absolute conformity to
God’s law of legal holiness had to be upheld.”*° Vos understands that something unique ap-
pears within the theocracy of Israel—namely it was the earthly location that embodied a pro-
jected heavenly reality. Israel, dwelling in the land of Canaan, was a typological presentation
of the holiness of the age to come. In that sense, the movement from wilderness to rest, from

257 We will expound Vos’s Biblical Theology and not focus on his Reformed Dogmatics, due in
large part to the fact that Kline’s own theological formulations depend on his interaction with and
appropriation of Vos’s Biblical Theology. We will note the similarity in concept and phraseology
between Vos and Kline, specifically highlighting the way that Kline develops features in Vos’s
understanding of Israel within the conceptual framework of intrusion and redemptive typology at
the national level.

258 Vos, Biblical Theology, 127 (some italics added).

259 Ibid., 126-27.
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profane realm to holy realm, is a movement that marks out something unique in the history of
salvation that is bound up with Israel dwelling in the land of Canaan.

Vos shows sensitivity to redemptive typology when he links apostasy to a unique relation to
the intruded holy realm of Canaan. He says, “When apostasy on a general scale took place,
they could not remain in the promised land. When they disqualified themselves for typifying
the state of holiness, they ipso facto disqualified themselves for typifying that of blessedness,
and had to go into captivity.”*® This is true of believer and unbeliever alike within the theoc-
racy. Israel as a nation was disqualified from continuing in the typical land of promise. Vos
therefore discerns something unique and unrepeatable operating at the national level of Israel
related to land inheritance and exile. Apostasy at the national level results in the loss of the
typal kingdom.

Vos also correlates a continuity between apostasy at the individual level in the ordo salutis and
what happens uniquely with Israel in the exile at the level of the historia salutis. He observes,

This did not mean that every individual Israelite, in every detail of his life, had to be
perfect, and that on this was suspended the continuance of God’s favour. Jehovah dealt
primarily with the nation and through the nation with the individual, as even now in the
covenant of grace He deals with believers and their children in the continuity of genera-
tions. There is solidarity among the members of the people of God, but this same prin-
ciple also works for the neutralizing of the effect of individual sin, so long as the nation
remains faithful. The attitude observed by the nation and its representative leaders was
the decisive factor.*!

There is thus an analogy to be drawn between the apostasy of the individual under the cov-
enant of grace and national Israel under the covenant of grace. Israel, as a nation, loses the fa-
vor of God in light of apostasy from the covenant of grace. Vos shows sensitivity to the unique
features of intrusion and redemptive typology in his account of Israel’s national apostasy and
consequent loss of the typico-symbolic land inheritance.

Vos’s formulations move in the direction that Kline would develop extensively. Vos ascribes
to the theocracy in general an intrusion of the holiness of the “heavenly, perfected state of
God’s people.” He also speaks of “appropriateness of expression” that functions to main-
tain land inheritance, and that sustained apostasy from the covenant occasions the loss of
land inheritance—a feature unique to the theocracy of national Israel.?®> While in baseline
agreement with Murray on the unified nature of the grace present to the believer’s experience
under the Mosaic administration of the covenant of grace, Vos develops features of typology
and intrusion within the theocracy that mark out the uniqueness and once-for-all function of
Israel’s national identity within the boundaries of Canaan. Kline’s formulations of intrusion
and redemptive typology are obviously dependent on Vos’s sensitivity to the same.

However, Kline extends beyond Vos specifically in his appreciation of redemptive typology
in relation to Abraham, which, in turn, helps him develop the theology of the works principle
with both Abraham and national Israel. The development from Treaty of the Great King to

260 Ibid., 127.
261 1Ibid., 127-28 (italics added).
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Kingdom Prologue and God, Heaven and Har Magedon turns on clarifying the works prin-
ciple in Israel as it finds its genesis in Abraham and his unique obedience as a type of Christ.
The controversies with Shepherd and Bahnsen supplied polemical contexts for developing the
unique features of redemptive typology that extend many of the insights from Vos, but in a
way that does not undermine Murray’s insistence on a substantially gracious Mosaic covenant.
The development of Abraham as the historical figure who supplies the redemptive historical
prototype for the works principle that will come to apply to national Israel develops after the
controversies with Shepherd and Bahnsen in the 1970s and 1980s, but in a way that bears
organic continuity with his earlier work from the 1960s.

Thus, when we relate Kline to both Vos and Murray, it is best to understand Kline as a theolo-
gian who preserves Murray’s insistence on the unity of the covenant of grace in its Abrahamic
and Mosaic administrations, yet who advances Vos’s insights pertaining to redemptive intru-
sion and typology, accounting for features that uniquely re-enact in a substantially modified,
redemptive setting the sin and exile of Adam.

Ch. 9 — M.G. Kline: Strengths and Weaknesses

We now move to assess the strengths and weaknesses of two different readings and/or ap-
propriations of the work of Meredith G. Kline. As noted in our taxonomy, the key difference
between these two lies in whether Kline taught some form of substantial republication or a
version of administrative republication. In other words, is the Mosaic covenant in some way
a substantial covenant of works? The first reading of Kline sees him articulating a form of
substantial republication, perhaps most closely approximating the subservient covenant view
found in the earlier tradition.?® The second reading of Kline would see him as attempting to
articulate a subspecies of view 4 above-that the Mosaic covenant is in substance and kind a
covenant of grace, albeit with his own distinctive theological contributions.

I. Kline and the Administrative Republication Interpretation: Strengths and Weak-
nesses

The greatest strength of this reading of Kline lies in its robust affirmation of the substan-
tially gracious character of the Sinaitic covenant. In this respect, it locates the character of
Israel’s national obedience under the Mosaic covenant as an organic extension of the nature
of Abraham’s obedience under the covenant of grace. That is, the obedience of Israel as a
typological Son stands in organic continuity with the nature of Abraham’s obedience. Both
Abraham and Israel exhibit a redemptively recalibrated works principle that is tethered to
the typological land inheritance of Canaan. Particular emphasis is placed upon the common
character of both Abraham and Israel’s works as being the Spirit-wrought fruit of faith, and, as
such, not intrinsically meritorious before God.

Expanding on this strength, the redemptive works principle is expressed in the Abrahamic and
Mosaic administrations of the covenant of grace and in that context parallels are generated
between a redemptive works principle (with Abraham and Israel) and the non-redemptive

263 For one interpretation that sees the “subservient covenant” position as a precursor to Kline,
consult Lee Irons, “The Subservient Covenant: A 17th Century Precursor of Meredith Kline’s View
of the Mosaic Covenant” (unpublished paper), http://www.upper-register.com/papers/subservient
cov.pdf (accessed February 18, 2016).
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works principle that applies to sinless federal heads (Adam or Christ). Thus, the presence of
the works principle at a typological level with respect to Abraham and Israel operates within
the covenant of grace and therefore cannot be construed as a bona fide covenant of works.
The works principle is redemptive-historically recalibrated through Abraham and in that sense
passes into the Israelite theocracy at the national level.

This robust, absolute affirmation of the substantially gracious character of the Sinai covenant
goes a long way in lessening the problematic character of “merit” language as applied to
Israel and others. When properly understood, the “merit” of Abraham or Israel is a typical and
prophetic sign of the meritorious obedience of Christ. Hence, the language of “meritorious
ground” in the case of Abraham or Israel is principally distinguished in its meaning from the
same phrase when it applies to sinless federal heads, (pre-fall) Adam and Christ. Additionally,
the concern that sinners can somehow merit God’s favor apart from the presence of redemp-
tive grace loses traction on this reading of Kline, given the way that after the fall the works
principle coexists with Spirit-gifted faith and obedience.

As far as the presentation in our taxonomy goes, the emphasis placed on the significance of
the gracious and redemptive character of the Mosaic covenant provides a systemic safety net
for other linguistic or conceptual problems (perceived or real) that may linger in the proposal.
In other words, whatever inconsistencies might remain are counter-balanced by the fact that
the Sinai covenant is not in substance or kind a covenant of works, different from the covenant
of grace.

Further, on the question of merit, this appropriation or reading of Kline seems open to em-
bracing the traditional distinction between ex pacto (covenant) merit and condign merit. The
latter is reserved for Christ alone as the God man, whereas the former is applied to Adam in
the garden. Neither notion of merit can be attributed to sinners such as Abraham or Israel. By
keeping the merit of these two figures in these distinct categories, a categorically distinct theo-
logical backdrop is provided for distinguishing between the merit of Adam and Christ from
that of Abraham and Israel.

When it comes to typological merit—Spirit-gifted obedience that has a formal similarity (but
not substantial identity) to ex pacto merit—this view arrives at a far less controversial ex-
planation of the core meaning of this language in Kline’s system of thought. Specifically,
merit-language is not expressive of an ethical dynamic that is works-based in a way that is
set absolutely and without qualification over against grace, even though there is plenty of
room for significant contrast between the Mosaic covenant and new covenant, as outlined
earlier. Instead, merit language is the way Kline depicts the typologically unique “tethering”
of Abraham and Israel’s obedience to typical land blessing.

Further, Israel’s likeness to Adam is largely seen in their exile and failure, rather in their posi-
tive accomplishments. Israel’s sin is not a breaking of a covenant of works directly republished
from Eden, but their failure to respond to the typical indicative of the covenant of grace, spurn-
ing the Lord through their apostasy. It is not so much pre-fall Adam that is recapitulated in
Israel, but post-fall Adam. All these points help clarify the harmony between the redemptive
postlapsarian situation and the works principle under Moses.

As we move toward weaknesses of this view of Kline, it is significant and commendable that
this reading of Kline (outlined above) has acknowledged that his use of “merit” language is
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“unfortunate” in light of the history of the Reformed tradition, although it maintains that the
substance of his views are orthodox. Even if Kline’s proposal on this reading is orthodox and
coheres with the system of truth outlined in the standards, there are still areas that need further
clarification and refinement.

First of all, the Westminster standards’ contrast between works and grace brings into view the
differences between the covenant of works and the covenant of grace. If our standards teach a
works principle, it is found in the requirement of the moral law as a covenant of works regard-
ing Adam’s perfect, personal, exact, and entire obedience. Every other arrangement in which
obedience is rewarded is subsumed under a different category—that of sovereign, free, gra-
cious union with Christ by faith. This contrast between a pre-fall covenant of works, and the
works principle enshrined within it, and as post-fall covenant of grace, is absolute.

When Kline speaks of a works principle that partakes of the essential character of the covenant
of grace, this could tend toward confusion in the minds of those who want to reserve a works
principle exclusively for the covenant of works with Adam in the Garden of Eden. In fact,
some might find it hard to understand how a redemptively recalibrated works principle under
the covenant of grace retains its “works” character, if the pre-fall covenant of works with
Adam is the reality to which we compare it. It might seem more accurate to speak of a unique
typological “tethering-principle” in which Spirit-wrought obedience is connected to typologi-
cal land-blessing. Perhaps this concern is a semantic concern, but Kline’s goal is to coordinate
the features similar between Adam and Christ, on the one hand, and Abraham and Israel, on
the other hand. The language he chose for this purpose was a works principle that tethered
sinless obedience to eschatological inheritance (for Adam and Christ) and Spirit-wrought obe-
dience from sinners to the typal kingdom (Abraham and Israel). It is noteworthy that he only
uses the language of works principle instead of “republished covenant of works” largely in
light of his concern to avoid confusion on this point.

This question, however, raises another concern that runs perhaps a bit deeper. That is the
concern of his application of merit language to sinners who are not federal heads. In other
words, the Reformed tradition has applied some concept of ex pacto merit to both Adam and
Christ (as the Last Adam). However, it is very difficult to find theologians who apply the cat-
egory of merit, defined in a way that is functionally similar to but ontologically distinct from
ex pacto merit, to figures within redemptive history (e.g., Abraham or national Israel). What
complicates matters is that our standards use merit language in a way that reflects the historic
definitions of what specifically constitutes merit (particularly in the case of Christ) as well as
the inability of sinners to merit anything from God (either eternal life, forgiveness of sins, or
the temporal things of this life).

Kline, in order to explain complex biblical phenomena, chose language that is rigorously de-
fined within the historic Reformed tradition to explain the nature of the obedience of sinless
federal heads, and he applied it analogically to typological instances of Spirit-wrought obedi-
ence within redemptive history. This move is bound to create discomfort among those familiar
with the restricted use of such technical language, as well as the distinctive referents to which
such technical language is ordinarily applied.

Perhaps it would serve the church better, and allay concerns from those who use merit lan-
guage in a historically narrow and technical sense, to talk about the obedience of Abraham and
Israel as unique and unrepeatable instances of an obedience that is prophetically typical of the
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“meritorious” obedience of Christ. Perhaps it would be useful to speak of such obedience an
instance of a redemptively recalibrated works principle that applies to typical land inheritance.
Perhaps the use of merit language could be replaced with different language in order to avoid
confusion.

However, we need to be sensitive to the qualifications and nuances Kline himself provides
when he applies the language of “typological” merit to figures in redemptive history (e.g.,
Abraham or Israel). In other words, what is critical is not that the term is applied (or not
applied) to unique instances of obedience in redemptive history, but the precise meaning of
that term as it is applied to figures other than Adam or Christ. The nuanced distinctions Kline
makes in outlining the precise function and content of “typological merit” must certainly be
appreciated by critics. While not always directly engaging the historic Reformed discussions
of the nature of merit, the qualifications Kline makes regarding the meritorious function of
their obedience surely reveal his Augustinian and Calvinistic convictions.

At the same time, legitimate questions can continue to be raised regarding the usefulness of
these qualifications as applied to the term merit. Kline’s qualifications, as understood within
this interpretive paradigm, are sufficient to stave off the charge of heterodoxy. Nonetheless,
some could think that the qualifications are useful in themselves, but that they lose utility in-
sofar as they apply to a nuanced view of typological merit in distinction from ex pacto merit.
Thus, the question remains whether or not it might be desirable to find language other than
typological merit to express the same concepts Kline expressed, and this question ought to
provide the context for continued intramural discussion within our denomination.

We will now turn to an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the reading of Kline that
construes him as advocating a substantial republication of the covenant of works.

I1. Kline and the Substantial Interpretation: Strengths and Weaknesses

In terms of our taxonomy, this reading of Kline is distinguished by its affirmation that a cov-
enant of works is in some way a part of the substance of the Sinai covenant, or that the Sinai
covenant is in substance or kind a covenant of works in contrast to a covenant of grace. The
language utilized to express this fact has been varied, but (on this reading) produces a similar
theological result. The nature of the Mosaic covenant is said to be “legal” or governed by a
works principle in contrast to grace; it is said to be a different covenant that is different in
kind from characteristically gracious Abrahamic covenant; it is said to be a covenant that is
itself not gracious; or that it places Israel under an arrangement that is fundamentally similar
or analogous to the original covenant of works with Adam. Put absolutely, the Sinai covenant
itself is therefore substantially not a covenant of grace, but a distinct covenantal arrangement
governed by a works principle. Put relatively, this language means that the Sinai covenant and
the Abrahamic and new covenant are not really the same covenant differing on/y in degree or
circumstances, but in substance or essence.

At the outset we must emphasize that in classifying this reading of Kline as a form of “sub-
stantial republication,” we are not implying (on this reading or any other) that Kline taught
that salvation was by works in the Old Testament. As the previous sections of this report have
made clear, Kline taught that this arrangement only had reference to the typal kingdom of
Canaan. Instead, when we classify this reading of Kline as substantial republication, we mean
that the condition giving this covenantal arrangement its distinctive character was “works,”
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not grace or faith. Not unlike the subservient covenant position, this view holds that the condi-
tions of this covenant are essentially changed in the coming of the new covenant, and that the
difference between the old and new covenants cannot be relegated to that which is formal or
administrative. Instead, the two are characterized by substantial differences in kind.

Perhaps the first weakness of this view is that it cannot easily account for those passages of
Scripture that point to a gracious substance in the Sinai covenant itself. One need look no
farther than the Decalogue itself, in which the Sinai covenant is epitomized. The preface to
the Decalogue reveals that the ethical dynamic of the Sinai covenant is fundamentally gra-
cious. It is founded not first and foremost on what Israel will do for God, but what God has
already done for Israel. God also promises “mercy” in offering blessing to those who keep his
commandments. This “mercy” is thoroughly redemptive in character, and brings into view
Israel’s inherent unworthiness of any promise of reward. The fifth commandment also con-
tains a promise of long life and blessing to those who are obedient to the law with reference to
the typal kingdom. The Apostle Paul cites this verse with its annexed promise and applies it to
those in the new covenant (of grace). It is difficult to account for these passages if the promised
blessings are evidence of a works principle that is in sharp contrast to grace and expressive of
a covenant of works arrangement.

When we consider the circumstances surrounding the Sinai covenant, similar points can be
made. Prior to the ratification of the covenant at Sinai, God calls his people a royal priesthood
and a holy nation. These titles are utilized by Peter and applied to the new covenant churches
in his first epistle. Likewise, in the ratification ceremony itself, the covenant is sealed with
blood, which is also sprinkled on the people. This ceremonially signifies forgiveness of sins
through the redemptive blood of Christ. The role of a mediator in the giving of the Mosaic law
is also significant here, not to mention Moses’s mediatorial role in this era more broadly con-
sidered. As a type of Christ, his typical mediation hovers over the entire arrangement (moral
and ceremonial law), ensuring that every aspect of it is infused with and placed in the context
of redemptive grace. A mediator implies a redemptive arrangement. As Paul points out, even
the law itself was given by the hand of a mediator, positioning its redemptive-historical func-
tion as one flowing out of and governed by grace.

Taken together, these gracious aspects of the Mosaic covenant (among many others) so per-
meate the Sinai covenant that they can only be adequately accounted for by positioning them
(as does our confession) in the “substance” of this covenant. To describe this covenant as a
different covenant, different in substance from other manifestations of the covenant of grace,
is inconsistent with the biblical data on this point. To relegate such textual insights to another
covenant operating simultaneously and in the background seems to place a strain on the bibli-
cal data, which presents the Sinai covenant as an organically unified transaction of which all
these elements play a constitutive part (see below for further discussion on this point).

Another weakness arises in this position insofar as it asserts that there is a truly operative
and functional meritorious works principle, substantially the same as that which operated in
the Garden of Eden, in the Sinaitic covenant. These problems are perhaps sharpest when the
meritorious works principle is said to be operative in a covenant that is different in substance
or kind from the covenant of grace—a covenant that itself is described as being non-gracious.

First, this idea can involve a proposed redefinition of merit (at least for those who adopt it) that
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is different from what the standards assert.?** We have noted above that our standards’ concep-
tion of merit involves the idea that a work must be perfect, personal, proportional, profitable,
and non-indebted in order to earn a reward (i.e., proper merit). On the other hand, on this view,
Kline, and others developing his thought along the lines of this interpretation, have explicitly
rejected the principles of proportionality and non-indebtedness in assessing the meritorious
character of human obedience. Instead, merit is determined “covenantally” according to the
particular terms of the covenant. God’s justice is expressed in his covenantal word, and there-
fore the fulfillment of the condition is a matter of merit according to simple justice. The ques-
tion of the disproportionate value of the work and reward, as well as the fact that all obedience
is already owed to God is ultimately irrelevant to determining its meritorious character.

While Kline and others have rejected these principles of disproportionality and non-indebted-
ness, the standards regularly employ them. They do this when assessing the potential obedi-
ence of Adam, the disobedience of sinners, and the perfect obedience of Christ.?> Adam’s
obedience would have been both already indebted to God (WCF 2.2, 7.1), but also dispro-
portionate to the reward (WCF 7.1). These same principles are appealed to in the standards’
rejection of the idea that a redeemed sinner can merit pardon of sin or eternal life at the hand
of God (WCF 16). They also extend them to the sinner’s inability to merit anything at the hand
of God on a principle opposite grace, including temporal blessings (LC 193).

Finally, these principles also underlie the standards’ conception of Christ’s merit, which af-
firms the necessity of his divine nature relative to the principle disproportionality, and asserts
the free character of his obedience (relative to the principle of non-indebtedness). Simply
stated, because Christ performs an obedience that is proportional to the reward and one that
is not already due to God, he can truly, strictly, and properly merit salvation and eternal life
for his people. The proposed redefinition of merit by some proponents of republication is
markedly different from that contained in our standards. In some instances, the difference and
modifications are self-conscious, and done with the stated intention of making the confession
more consistent.

Moreover, the idea that Old Testament figures can “merit” a blessing on a principle that is op-
posite to or in sharp contrast to grace is another weakness. It is certainly true that proponents
of this view seek to “qualify” the merit of these figures, taking into account their sinfulness
and the postlapsarian situation. Moreover, the blessings “earned” are often limited to tempo-
ral or typological blessings, as opposed to soteriological ones. But insofar as their “merit” is
a subspecies or manifestation of the works principle in substantial contrast to the principle
of grace and is actually operative upon believing Israel, this affirmation creates theological
problems. On the “administrative” reading of Kline, these problems were mainly linguistic,
in that “merit” language is used “improperly” to describe a phenomenon that is in actuality
fundamentally gracious (i.e. Spirit-wrought obedience rewarded by grace).

However, on the “substantial” reading of Kline, the merit-language is expressive of an ar-
rangement undergirded by a covenantal relationship that is in substantial contrast to grace. In
this way, what is a potential linguistic problem on the administrative reading becomes on the
substantial reading a bona fide theological problem. The language becomes expressive of a
covenantal-ethical dynamic that is substantially characterized by and indicative of a covenant

264  See above for our analysis of the Confession of Faith on the subject of “merit.”
265 See the above analysis of the Confession of Faith on merit.
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of works as opposed to a covenant of grace.

It is not clear how this idea is consistent with man’s inherent sinfulness and his estate of sin
and misery in which even the least of his sins deserve eternal death. How can an obedience
that deserves every temporal and eternal misery also function as the meritorious ground of a
temporal reward in a substantial covenant of works? How can an inherently demeritorious
obedience fulfill the condition of a substantial covenant of works that a perfectly just God
can assess as meritorious? How can a totally depraved sinner relate to God on a principle that
stands in contrast to God’s grace to sinners? Our standards contain several statements that
amount to a blanket rejection of the idea that fallen man can merit any blessing from God.> It
is not immediately apparent how these affirmations can systematically cohere.

Our standards contain comprehensive rejections of the idea of the terminology of “merit” be-
ing applied to the obedience of sinners, both for temporal blessings and for eternal ones (WCF
16:5: LC 129). In its discussion of the moral law, it explicitly asserts that “the promises of it, in
like manner, show them God’s approbation of obedience, and what blessings they may expect
upon the performance thereof: although not as due them from the law as a covenant of works”
(WCF 19.6). The original proof-texts do seem to bring into view the temporal blessings prom-
ised to Israelites during the Mosaic economy. The passages cited from Leviticus (26:1, 10,
and 14) arise in the context of the blessings promised for Israel’s obedience to the law. These
texts are explicitly collated with Ephesian 6:2-3, which cites the fifth commandment and the
promise of long life in the land, again bringing into view temporal blessings. Likewise, Ps
37:11 is coordinated with Matt 5:5 (“the meek shall inherit the land”), which lend weight to
the same point. It seems (at the very least) that the direction of the assembly’s thought is away
from the idea that the temporal blessings of the land would be “due” to them from the law as
a substantial republication of the covenant of works (i.e. meritoriously).

Again, these problems become more acute when obedience is said to function as the “meritori-
ous ground” or reward, and in this way the “basis” or “cause” of the reward proffered in the
Mosaic covenant. This way of speaking is not consistent with our standards, which refer to the
best works of sinful humans (so far as merit is concerned) as deserving only God’s wrath and
curse, and being the basis only of his condemnation (outside of Christ). Under an “adminis-
trative” reading of Kline this is largely a linguistic inconsistency when measured against the
tradition. But when this phenomenon is said to be the expression of a principle of “works” in
substantial contrast to or opposite “grace,” or of a covenant that is different in substance or
kind from the covenant of grace (i.e., one that is not gracious), the inconstancy becomes more
theological and substantive in character.

While it is highly commendable that this view seeks to limit the meritorious works principle to
temporal and typological blessings, this qualification does not remove all the potential difficul-
ties with the proposal. Those for whom the types were made continue to be depraved sinners,

266 “The promises of it [the moral law] ... show them God’s approbation of obedience, and what
blessings they may expect upon the performance thereof: although not as due to them by the law as
a covenant of works” (WCF 19.6). “We cannot by our best works merit pardon of sin, or eternal life
at the hand of God...and as they are wrought by us, they are defiled, and mixed with so much weak-
ness and imperfection, that they cannot endure the severity of God’s judgment” (WCF 16.5). These
principles are comprehensively applied to fallen man such that he cannot merit even the temporal
blessings of this life (LC 193).
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deserving of no blessings whatsoever—whether temporal or eternal. These types can only
function in a way that is consistent with the moral nature of those who make use of them. That
is why our standards regularly speak of types of the Old Testament that function with regard to
believer’s “faith in the Promised Messiah” with reference to their being built up in “grace” and
the “forgiveness of sins” (WCF 7.5). It is simple truism of biblical revelation and Reformed
theology that no obedience of a sinner can function as the meritorious ground or basis of any
blessing before God. Whether the blessing is a type or the reality, the person performing the
work remains unable to perform a work that can function in this way before God. Simply
relegating the blessing obtained to the earthly, temporal, or typological level does not address
this underlying theological difficulty.

Finally, it is not readily apparent how this redefined view of merit accounts for the unique
nature of Christ’s infinite merit as the God-man. If disproportionality is no longer systemi-
cally relevant for determining the meritorious character of the creature’s obedience, then it
seems to follow that the proportionality of Christ’s obedience to the reward of the everlasting
inheritance of the kingdom of heaven would also be irrelevant. In short, it is not clear how the
redefined view of merit affects our conception of Christ’s work.

Some possible trajectories appear significantly problematic. While many proponents of repub-
lication have not yet applied the proposed redefinition of merit to the merit of Christ, others
have moved in this direction.?’

In our Reformed and confessional tradition, Christ’s obedience and death, considered abso-
lutely and in itself, had an infinitely meritorious value. In the language of the Canons of Dordt,
it was in itself infinitely meritorious such that it was sufficient to make satisfaction for each
and every man, although it was intended only for the elect in the context of the covenant of re-
demption.?® Although the application of Christ’s infinite merit was shaped covenantally (i.e.,
it was applied only to those whom the Father had given him), its meritorious character was
based upon its intrinsic value as the obedience of the God-man. Put another way, it is not the
covenantal purpose of the obedience that is the determinative factor in assigning a meritorious
character to Christ’s obedience, but its intrinsic character as the perfect, personal, proportional,
profitable, and non-indebted obedience that only he can offer for the salvation of sinners.

A. Weaknesses Related to the Covenant of Works

Another weakness of this view arises when we consider the Reformed doctrine of the covenant

267 For example, Lee Irons has argued that Christ’s obedience, considered in itself, would not
have been good or meritorious: “Christ’s obedience and sufferings in the flesh, if considered abso-
lutely and in themselves, would not have been good, or meritorious, nor would they have brought
glory to God. Of what possible intrinsic value would it be to cause an innocent person to suffer the
penal sanction and curse of the law? However, when considered not abstractly but covenantally, that
is, when considered in the context of the eternal covenant of redemption, the obedience of Christ has
a particular purpose in terms of that covenant, and so in light of that covenantal purpose, the obedi-
ence of Christ is good and meritorious and brings glory to God.” Lee Irons, “What Is Merit: Part
6,” hitp://www.upper-register.com/blog/?p=173 (accessed July 3, 2015). Suffice it to say that this is
a significantly different assessment of the inherent goodness and meritorious character of Christ’s
obedience than that found in our standards and the broader Reformed tradition.

268 See Canons of Dordt, Head 2, Articles 3—4.



Appendix 439

of works. Above we noted how versions of substantial republication are difficult to harmonize
with the idea of that the covenant of works is unrenewable—i.e., it is a covenant that cannot be
actually renewed with the sinner.?® These weaknesses might also be applied to this, although
we will not repeat them here. Additionally, a potential weakness of this view arises when we
consider the unmodifiable character of this covenant. Hence, in our standards the covenant of
works is consistently defined by its essential condition requiring perfect, personal, entire, ex-
act, and perpetual obedience (WCF 7.2, 19.1; SC 12; LC 20). This requirement is presented as
the essential condition which distinguishes it from the covenant of grace, which requires faith
as the condition to interest believers in Christ (WCF 7.3; LC 32). Because this requirement is
absolute—the least sin being a violation of the perfect law of God—any modification to this
standard would compromise its essential character as a covenant of works.

We have already seen how the subservient covenant view attempted to modify the covenant
of works by way of addition—augmenting the requirement for perfect obedience to the moral
law with stipulations regarding obedience to the ceremonial and judicial laws. The basic prob-
lem with this theological move was that it did not substantially modify the condition of the
covenant of nature or works. The result was that the subservient covenant remained essentially
indistinct from a covenant of works. Here the problem moves in the opposite direction. The
condition of the Mosaic covenant is modified by way of subtraction. The works principle is
said to require only imperfect obedience on the part of covenant members which functions as
the (meritorious) ground, basis, or cause of the reward. God’s standard of perfect obedience in
the Adamic covenant of works is thus modified. This raises the legitimate question of whether
such a covenant (i.e., that which requires and/or rewards less than perfect obedience) consis-
tently expresses the confessional idea of a covenant of works at all.

Herman Witsius, addressing a somewhat different topic in a different context, makes a point
about the unmodifiability of the covenant of works that is relevant here. Dealing with the
question of the abrogation of the covenant of works, Witsius addresses the idea that God might
“transact here with man on a different condition, whereby, forgiving the former sin, he would
prescribe a condition of an obedience less perfect, than that which he stipulated in the cov-
enant of works.”?” In other words, rather than requiring perfect obedience, God would simply
require imperfect obedience as the condition. For Witsius, “such a transaction would be so far
from a renewal of the covenant of works, that it would rather manifestly destroy it.”?"" The
presupposition of Witsius’s argument lies in the unmodifiability and unchangeable character
of the covenant of works. For this reason, when he deals with the Sinaitic covenant, he argues
that it was not “formally the covenant of works” because “God did not require perfect obedi-
ence from Israel, as a condition of the covenant, as a cause of claiming the reward, but sincere
obedience, as an evidence of reverence and gratitude.”””> Witsius’s arguments presupposes the
unmodifiable condition of perfect obedience inherent in any covenant of works.?”

269 The reader should note that this idea is distinct from the idea of “declarative” republication,
wherein the content of the covenant of works is declared but not made with Israel at Mt. Sinai.

270 Witsius, Economy, 199

271 1Ibid. As we have noted elsewhere in this report, Witsius does affirm a form of “declarative
republication” wherein the covenant of works is restated at Sinai, but not actually renewed with the
people of Israel.

272 Witsius, Economy, 880.

273  Peter Bulkeley also highlights the unchangeable character of the covenant of works. He ar-
gues that the “covenant of works is an unchangeable covenant.” At present, no man can attain life by
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B. Weaknesses Related to the Administration of the Covenant of Grace

Another weakness of this view centers upon the way it describes the relationship between the
substantially works-based covenant transacted at Sinai with Israel, and the underlying cov-
enant of grace. Put simply, the republished covenant of works at Sinai is at times spoken as if
it were a separate covenant of a decidedly non-gracious or “works” variety, while at the same
time operating as an aspect of the administration of the covenant of grace. In other words, it
has been said that the substance of the Mosaic covenant is the covenant of grace, while the
administration is a covenant of works.

This formulation could certainly be taken in a sense that is perfectly harmonious with our
standards. For example, if all that is meant is that the administration contains what we have
referred to as a “declarative republication” of the covenant of works (without its actual re-
newal with Israel), this should present few problems. It would consist in nothing more than a
redemptive-historical manifestation of the second use of the law. However, if what is meant by
this is that a non-gracious covenant, different in substance or kind from the covenant of grace,
is actually renewed or reenacted with Israel as a part of the administration of the covenant of
grace, certainly difficulties and weaknesses arise.

It is not apparent how such a renewal of this covenant can meaningfully be said to be an
administration of grace. Simply stated, anything that functions as an “administration” of the
covenant of grace must, in fact, administer grace to those who are under it. Such it is with
the other types, ceremonies, and other ordinances delivered to the Jews. The administrative
aspects of the old covenant were to function as the “outward and ordinary means whereby
Christ communicates” to Israel “the benefits of redemption” (SC 88).7* A covenant of works,
by definition, administers “works” (not grace) to those who are party to it. It is not clear how
such a covenant can function as an administration of the covenant of grace. A reenacted or
renewed covenant of works—itself a non-gracious and non-redemptive covenant—does not
naturally harmonize with the idea that it is also a means by and in which God communicates
such redemptive benefits to Israel.

In keeping with this, a similar weakness arises when we consider the proposed “typologi-
cal” function of this renewed or reenacted covenant of works. As typology is a subset of the
broader category of the administration of the covenant, the same basic weakness arises. The
proposed renewed or reenacted covenant of works with Israel is said to function typologi-
cally under the broader category of the covenant of grace. This formulation does not seem to
harmonize easily with the conception of typology reflected in our confession. According to
our standards, typology is an aspect of the administration of the covenant of grace in the Old
Testament, which in turn is described as the outward means of the Old Testament era for com-

this covenant, “not because the covenant is changed, but because we are changed” due to inherited
sinfulness. It is precisely because of the “unchangeableness and stability of this covenant” that the
world stands condemned as sinful and ungodly, and that the Son of God must fulfill it in our stead.
See Peter Bulkeley, The Gospel Covenant, 56.

274 In context, this question and answer addresses the outward and ordinary means of the New
Testament (outlined in fuller detail in WCF 7.6). It is also a fitting description of the administration
of the covenant of grace in the old covenant. Note especially WCF 8.6 which speaks of the “ben-
efits” of redemption being “communicated unto the elect ... in and by” the elements of that outward
administration.
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municating grace to the elect of that era. Saving grace was not simply administered merely
as a consequence or by-product of these types.?” Rather, saving grace was present by and in
these types, and in this way communicated grace to believers.?”® In terms of our confessional
definitions, to say that something is an administration of grace means that grace is communi-
cated by and in that thing. It is not clear how a works principle in sharp contrast to grace can
be consistently said to be a means by and in which God communicates grace. A covenant of
works administers “works,” not grace, to those within its bounds. It difficult to see how such
an actual reenactment of a substantial covenant of works coheres with the administration of
the covenant of grace under Moses.?”’

Measured by our historical taxonomy, the idea that the Mosaic covenant is in substance or
kind a “works” covenant, but at the same time an aspect of the administration of the covenant
of grace, seems to create a hybrid position that combines elements of positions that viewed
themselves as alternatives to one another. Simply stated, there were really only two categori-
cal options for speaking of the Mosaic covenant within the systemic framework of historic
Reformed covenant theology, with various other possible permutations under each.

The Mosaic covenant was either a covenant of grace that differed only in administration from
the Abrahamic and new covenants (among others), or it was a substantially distinct covenant
that stood in essential contrast to grace.

C. Weaknesses Regarding the Uses of the Law

Proponents of various versions of substantial republication can also run into potential weak-
nesses regarding the “uses” of the law. This issue was already identified by a figure like Francis
Roberts (mentioned above), who identified a key antinomian error in their identification of the
Sinai covenant as substantially a covenant of works.?”® The basic problem can be stated sim-
ply: if the Sinai covenant is a covenant of works, particularly as it is reflected in the “Torah-
covenant of works” made at Mt. Sinai, how can that Decalogue (the epitome of the Sinai
covenant) also serve as a rule of life for those in the covenant of grace? Raising this question
does not mean that all those who argue for substantial republication are automatically “anti-
nomian.” Nor does it mean that those who argue for a substantial republication have no way
to find another aspect of God’s revelation to function as the rule of life of Christians. It does
mean that there is historical precedent for concerns related to how substantial republication
may weaken the theological basis for the third use of the law, and create a level of instability

275 This seems to be the distinctive typological construction of the subservient covenant position,
discussed above.

276 Again, note the language of redemption being “communicated” “in and by” the types of the
old covenant to the elect in Israel (WCF 8.6).

277 Again, the idea that the Mosaic covenant contains merely a renewed proclamation of the

broken covenant of works with Adam is not in view here, as this is a taxonomically distinct posi-
tion—one that is commonplace in Reformed theology.

278 Francis Roberts, Mysterie and Marrow, 789: “Hence, The many Misapprehensions of this Si-
nai-Administration may justly be condemned and confuted, that have occasioned so many mistakes
and errours about this Sinai-Law: especially that grand misapprehension, That the Sinai-Covenant
was a Covenant of works, not of Faith and Grace. As ... 2. Of the Antinomians, who totally con-
demn and disallow the use of the Moral Law to Christians as given on Mount Sinai, and as in the
hand of Moses. They not considering that it was given on Mount Sinai as a pure Evangelical Cov-
enant of Faith: and therefore the substance of it concerns Christians, as well as Iews.”
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for its consistent and vigorous affirmation.

Below we will note two weaknesses related to this reading or appropriation of Kline’s view
and our standards’ understanding of the uses of the law. While each of them is distinct, they all
share in common the tendency of this view to identify the moral law itself with the covenant
of works. Nevertheless, these weaknesses arise in regards to the second (i.e. convicting) and
third (i.e. normative) uses of the law.

The first weakness concerns the third or “normative” use of the law. While not enumerated
as such in our standards, the Confession of Faith speaks of the moral law delivered at Mt.
Sinai as the “perfect rule of righteousness” or “rule of life” for Christians in the covenant of
grace (19.2). In particular, the Ten Commandments delivered at Mt. Sinai (i.e., the moral law)
“directs and binds them to walk accordingly” (19:6). Moreover, the confession describes the
ethical dynamic of the Ten Commandments as one that is expressive of the covenant of grace.
The preface, in particular, couches the “imperatives” of the Decalogue within the gracious and
redemptive “indicative” of redemption typified in Israel’s bondage in Egypt (LC 101). Even
the blessings and threatenings of the Decalogue function in a way that is consistent with and
expressive of the covenant of grace (WCF 19:6), and in contrast to the covenant of works.?”

It is not clear how these affirmations are consistent with this view. In it the Mosaic covenant,
which is epitomized in the covenant made at Mt. Sinai and expressed in the Decalogue, is a
different covenant, different in kind from the covenant of grace. The ethical dynamic at the
heart of this “Torah covenant of works” is not that of the principle of grace, but the principle
of works. Instead of their obedience functioning as the proof and ratification of faith in God’s
redemptive grace, the distinctive function or characteristic of obedience is to function as the
meritorious ground or basis of retained blessing in the land.?®® It is commendable that most
proponents of republication wish to affirm the third use of the law in the life of the believer.
But if the Decalogue is expressive of a covenantal dynamic covenant that is “not gracious,”
or one that is different in substance or kind from the covenant of grace, it is difficult to see
how it can serve as the “rule of life” of the believer in the way defined and delimited in our
standards. Simply stated, that which is intrinsically a covenant of works cannot function as a
rule of life for the believer.

This merging of the moral law and the covenant of works in the Sinai covenant also seems
connected to a tendency to merge the two in the covenant of creation. Above we noted that the
issue of creation and covenant in itself is not determinative in this present debate. Both advo-
cates and opponents of a kind of a republication of the covenant of works at Sinai have argued
for the covenantal nature of creation. The same variety can be found among those who more
sharply distinguish between creation and covenant (as do our standards in SC 12). However,
when systematically coupled to a tendency to merge law and covenant, or a resistance to
distinguishing law and covenant, this idea raises a potential theological weakness. If law and

279 Note especially the language of WCF 19.6, which speaks of the fact that the promises of the
law show believers “what blessings they may expect upon the performance thereof: although not as
due to them by the law as a covenant of works” (italics added).

280 Especially noteworthy here is the temporal blessing annexed to the fifth commandment (i.e.
long life in the land). If the distinctive characteristic of the “Torah covenant of works” is a principle
of merit governing retention of the land, it seems difficult to remove this principle from the Deca-
logue as delivered by Moses. The “merit principle” is thus embedded in the Ten Commandments.
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covenant are so inextricably identified in creation and at Sinai, it is difficult to see how law in
its natural form (i.e. the law written on man’s heart) or in its Sinaitic form (i.e. the Decalogue)
can serve as a rule of life for the believer—at least in the way that the standards describe this
function. That which is inherently a “covenant of works” cannot serve as a rule of life.

Secondly, weaknesses arise when we consider the second or “convicting” use of the law.
Again, this use is not enumerated as the “second use” in our standards, but it does speak of
the law as a rule of life “discovering the sinful pollutions of their nature, hearts, and lives” in
order to bring about “further conviction of, humiliation for, and hatred against sin” as well as
their need for Christ’s perfect obedience. As the Larger Catechism puts it (95), the moral law
in this way serves to “convince [both believers and unbelievers] of their disability to keep it.”

It is not immediately evident how this understanding of a republished covenant or works
principle under Moses is consistent with this use of the law. On this view, the works principle
manifested through the Mosaic covenant and applied to Israel’s land tenure requires only
sincere, imperfect obedience without the assistance of grace. In other instances, certain other
figures (Abraham, Noah) are said to in measure succeed in fulfilling the terms of this covenant
(at least temporarily) and are granted rewards on the basis of the meritorious grounds of their
works without the assistance of grace. Moreover, this phenomenon is said to operate according
to a principle that is opposite to or in sharp contrast to grace. Simply stated, it is not clear how
a principle of “imperfect obedience” that at certain times has been fulfilled by fallen man is re-
ally a function of the “second use” of the law. Simply stated, it is not clear how the fulfillment
of a principle of imperfect obedience reinforces the idea of sinful man’s inability to keep even
the least of God’s commandments (i.e., the law’s “second” use).

To reinforce a point made above, it is also difficult to see how this principle of reward for
imperfect obedience really qualifies as a manifestation of a kind of “covenant of works” at all.
Our standards subsume this reality under a very different category—not “works” but “grace.”
The imperfect works of believers sincerely offered through faith are accepted by virtue of the
grace of Christ—not as they function as the ground or basis of the reward without the presence
of redemptive grace (i.e. merit). Because God has accepted our persons as righteous in Christ,
he is also pleased to accept our imperfect obedience still tainted with the menstrual cloth
(Isaiah 64:6) of our sinfulness (WCF 16.6). This dynamic of obedience and reward is not a
manifestation of a covenant of works or a works principle that is substantially set in opposition
to grace, but rather solely and only a manifestation of God’s grace.

Looking Back and Looking Forward

In closing this second part of the report we have come to conclusions that prompt reflections,
drawing on both a taxonomy of historic views of republication and diverging interpretations
and assessments of Meredith Kline’s teaching on covenant.

1. We have presented two readings of Meredith Kline’s corpus on covenant theology. The
committee does not find these two views equally persuasive; we all agree that one under-
standing of Kline offers a construction of covenant theology compatible with our doctrinal
standards, and another understanding of Kline (that which sees in his corpus an advocacy of
substantial republication) that does not.

2. There are a number of areas where substantial republication stands in tension with the stan-
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dards. This does not mean that a proponent of substantial republication could not, to his own
satisfaction, find ways to affirm the system of doctrine contained in our standards. A relative
degree of tension does not always necessarily imply total incompatibility, particularly if this
is relegated to a single area of doctrine. However, in the case of substantial republication, an
aggregation of tensions has arisen at times such that, when taken together, they create disso-
nance that begin to reverberate system-wide. These range from the doctrine of God and man,
creation and covenant, and merit and good works, to typology and the uses of the law of God.
A theological choir can certainly tolerate a dissonant note here or there in its song of testimony
to the truth of God, but it becomes more difficult when certain elements begin singing in a
different key. The song sung by each may have similar themes, but the distinctive elements of
each do not resonate easily in the listeners’ ears.

3. In accordance with our mandate, our committee has not attempted to orchestrate a har-
mony of views on republication, or to select one theme or note to the exclusion of others.
We recognize that in presenting material for study (accompanied by limited conclusions and
recommendations) important unanswered questions remain with us. Can the church maintain
its confessional unity and teach with one voice our system of doctrine despite a lack of total
unanimity on various exegetical and theological questions regarding the doctrine of republica-
tion? Can we move forward peaceably despite some diversity on these matters?

4. As one part of our answer to that latter question, our report concludes with suggested top-
ics for the consideration of presbyteries who have the responsibility of conducting licensure
and ordination examinations. Many of the subjects that we recommend presbyteries to ad-
dress are fraught with difficulty, and we encourage presbyters to be studied in these matters
themselves, and to be patient with the candidates that come before them. In its Directory for
Ordination intended for presbyteries, the Westminster assembly established a series of rules
for those engaged in the examination of candidates for ministry. The first rule read: “That the
party examined be dealt withall in a Brotherly way, with mildnesse of spirit, and with speciall
respect to the gravitie, modesty, and quality of every one.””! Your committee would like to
encourage the same spirit in our own presbyteries, not least when dealing with the subject of
the republication of the covenant of works in the Mosaic covenant.

PART III - CONCLUSIONS
Conclusion

This committee has been asked to give its advice as to whether and in what particular senses
the Mosaic covenant can be considered as a republication of the Adamic covenant in a manner
that is consistent with the system of doctrine contained in our standards.

In this report, we have identified two basic senses of republication: substantial and administra-
tive. Administrative republication is consistent with our standards in that it coherently main-
tains that the Mosaic covenant is in substance a covenant of grace. Examples of administrative
republication include declarative, material, and misinterpretive republications, as well as an
indirect, redemptive reenactment of Adam’s sin and exile (as described in our report).

281 C. Van Dixhoorn, God’s Ambassadors: The Westminster Assembly and the Reform of the
English Pulpit, 1643—1653 (Grand Rapids: Reformation Heritage Books, forthcoming 2016), chs.
4 and 6.
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Views of substantial republication which are theologically inconsistent with our standards
include: pure and simple republications, subservient republications, mixed republications, and
a direct, non-redemptive reenactment of Adam’s pre-fall covenantal probation.

Furthermore, our standards affirm that the merit of Christ, the God-man and mediator, con-
sists in his perfect, personal, proportional, profitable, and free obedience. Christ offers his
covenant-obedience and sufferings as the representative head of the elect. He thereby fulfills
the requirements and removes the penalty of the original covenant of works. Precisely because
fallen man cannot fulfill these conditions, he is unable (properly speaking) to merit a reward
from God of any kind.

Although there are other important issues related to the question of republication addressed in
our report, these points comprise the committee’s answer to the basic question posed to us by
the general assembly.

Recommendations
The following conclusions emerge from our report:

Recommendation 1

That the General Assembly recommend that presbyteries examine a candidate’s understanding
of the covenant of works and the Mosaic covenant, and his ability to communicate the exegeti-
cal, historical, and confessional considerations involved.

Recommendation 2
That the General Assembly commend to presbyteries the specific topics for the examination of
candidates enumerated at the close of our report.

Recommendation 3

That the General Assembly distribute this report to the presbyteries and their candidates and
credentials committees for study, and make the report available to interested parties who wish
to study it.

Respectfully submitted,
Bryan D. Estelle
Benjamin W. Swinburnson
Lane G. Tipton

A. Craig Troxel

Chad B. Van Dixhoorn

Topics for the Examination of Candidates

The committee was compelled by the reports of past study committees, which had included
pertinent questions or topics to be considered in the examination of candidates for ministry.
The OPC’s Form of Government suggests that these theology exams are conducted in differ-
ent keys, with a higher register for ordination exams than licensure. In particular, the exam for
licensure “should not range as widely as it does for ordination” and the “licensure candidate
should not be expected to answer with the same level of penetration and conviction as an



446 Eighty-third General Assembly

ordinand.”®? Given this difference, we commend the following topics and their appropriate
pitch.

Licensure
1. The covenantal structures of the Bible as articulated in our confessional standards.

2. The confessional distinction between substance and administration in the covenant
of grace; relating this to the Mosaic covenant.

3. Christ as mediator in one person with two natures.

Ordination
1. Distinguishing and relating the Adamic and Mosaic covenants.
2.  Ability to address the issue of republication both exegetically and theologically.

3. The difference between a substantial or an administrative understanding of republi-
cation.

4.  If the candidate holds to a republication of a works principle in some sense in the
Mosaic covenant, then he should be able to explain the following: how this repub-
lication is (1) in its purpose pedagogical, (2) in its nature typological, (3) in its
symbols temporal, (4) in its focus eschatological, and (5) with respect to properly
meritorious work by mere men, not attainable.

5. Our standards’ teaching on merit with respect to Adam, sinners, and Christ.

6. Exegetical foundations for the Adamic covenant as a covenant of works.

7.  Exegetical foundations for the Mosaic covenant as a covenant of grace.

8.  Distinguishing between the moral law as it functions within the covenant of works
and the moral law as it functions within the covenant of grace as a rule for life.

9.  The continuing relevance of the covenant of works today.

282  See “Reforming Our Expectations” (Willow Grove, PA: The Committee on Christian Educa-
tion of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 2014), 13.
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GLOSSARY

Abrahamic covenant: in continuity with the previous administrations of the covenant of
grace, and finding its perfect fulfilment in Christ, the Abrahamic covenant presents the patri-
arch as the father of a new humanity (Gen 12:1-3). It also focuses on typological promises
regarding seed and land (Gen 12:7) and involves a ratification of the respective seed and land
promises (Gen 15). In the Abrahamic covenant, the sign and seal of circumcision accents the
mutuality of fellowship between the Lord and his covenant people (Gen 17:7-14).

accidental republication: in this understanding of republication the covenant of works is
present in the Mosaic covenant merely as a byproduct of God’s intention and design. For
example, it can be a byproduct of the misinterpretation theory. This would mean that there is
no substantial republication of the covenant of works per se in the Mosaic covenant, but that
such a republication is mistakenly perceived to be present through misunderstanding by the
interpreter.

active obedience: in Reformed theology, that aspect of the obedience of Christ that conforms
perfectly to the positive precepts of the moral law as a covenant of works. Unlike Christ our
mediator, and prior to the fall, Adam was to offer “active” obedience only; he was not called
to bear the penal sanction of the broken covenant of works, which is the “passive” aspect of
obedience. (Christ’s obedience, as the Mediator of the covenant of grace and in distinction
from Adam, includes both active and passive aspects).

Adamic covenant: see covenant of works.

administration: By “administration” of the covenant of grace, covenant theologians denote
the outward means by which, or a redemptive era in which, the benefits of Christ’s redemption
are communicated to the elect. Thus, while the covenant of grace is the same in substance in
the old and new covenants, it is administered differently in the old covenant age of promise
(e.g., through promises, types and sacrifices) than in the new covenant age of fulfillment and
the advent of Christ (cf. WCF 7.5; 8.6).

administrative republication: republication occurs when the covenant of works is declared
(but not made) or materially present in the administration of the covenant of grace. However,
there is not a substantial republication of the covenant of works as the way of obtaining eternal
life through perfect obedience.

anticipation: The historical relationship between a promised reality and its future realization.
anti-type: The heavenly (vertical) and consummate (horizontal) reality toward which earthly
types point within the unfolding of covenant history. For instance, the earthly tabernacle in

the Mosaic covenant was a “copy and shadow” of the heavenly reality (cf. Heb 8:5; 9:23-24).

antitypical: the heavenly and consummate fulfillment of what is typically portrayed in an
earlier stage of covenant history.

apostasy: the abandonment of covenantal loyalty to the living and true God.

condition: in the context of covenant theology, a stipulation that qualifies the covenant as



448 Eighty-third General Assembly

either one of grace or one of works. If the stipulation for eternal life and salvation is faith in
Christ, it is a condition of the covenant of grace (LC 32). If the stipulation for eternal life is
perfect obedience to God’s moral law, it is a condition of the covenant of works (LC 20).

consummation: coinciding with second coming of Jesus Christ, the consummation is the
eschatological realization of God’s heavenly kingdom, including full disclosure of the glory
of the triune God in the final judgment of the wicked and the full salvation of the righteous.

corporate: pertaining to a united group of individuals. In biblical categories, humanity is
corporately included in Adam and the elect are corporately included in Jesus Christ (cf. Rom
5:12-19; 1 Cor 15:20-23).

cosmological: pertaining to the origin, structure and purposeful endpoint of the created world.

covenant: a mutually binding bond of communion between God and his people, sovereignly
initiated by God, wherein he makes promises and calls for trust on the part of his people, en-
tailing obligations of submission that are sanctioned by blessings and curses.

covenantal merit: work that meets a condition stipulated by God in a covenantal arrange-
ment. “Covenant merit” is not proper merit; rather, it is a “loose” or “broad” use of the term
and refers to a context in which only some of the essential conditions of “merit” are satisfied.
For example, in the history of Reformed theology the term has been applied to Adam’s poten-
tial obedience in the covenant of works, which would have been perfect and personal. Thus,
Adam could have satisfied two essential conditions in the definition of merit. But his work,
in the nature of the case, would still have been (1) already owed to God (i.e. indebted), (2) in
no way equal to the promised reward or the rewarder (i.e. disproportionate), and (3) requiring
God’s assistance and enabling help to perform it. For this reason, Adam’s “covenantal merit”
would not have been merit, properly speaking.

covenant history: broadly, the history of special revelation. More narrowly, it is the history of
the various administrations of God’s covenantal kingdom.

covenant of creation: see covenant of works.

covenant of grace: a covenant in which God freely offers sinners life and salvation by Jesus
Christ, requiring of them faith in him, that they may be saved and promising to give unto all
those that are ordained unto life his Holy Spirit, to make them willing and able to believe (cf.
WCEF 7.3).

covenant of life: see covenant of works.

covenant of works: the first covenant made with man, in which life was promised to Adam,
and in him to his posterity, upon condition of perfect and personal obedience. If the focus of
the covenant of works rests on the outcome of the perfect obedience of Adam, the arrangement
can be called the covenant of /ife (cf. SC 12). If the focus rests on the fact that the covenant
of works occurs prior to the fall (and thus the need for redemption), the arrangement can be
called the covenant of creation.

declarative republication: the covenant of works broken with Adam is declared at Mt. Sinai
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to communicate the grace of conviction of sin, and function antecedently as a schoolmaster to
lead Israel to Christ.

direct, non-redemptive reenactment: on the reading of Kline as advocate of substantial re-
publication, this view would understand the Mosaic covenant to enshrine a non-redemptive
works principle that is republished from the prelapsarian covenant with Adam and thereby
places Israel under what is in substance a covenant of works relative to land retention.

dispensationalism: an understanding of biblical history that asserts, among other distinctives,
that Israel and the church have parallel-but-separate roles and destinies. The destiny of Israel
is earthly, whereas the destiny of the church is heavenly. Dispensationalism, as a method of
biblical interpretation, often sets itself over against covenant theology.

eschatological: that which pertains to eschatology (see eschatology).

eschatology: pertains to the last things. Prior to the fall, eschatology is the goal of the creation
under the covenant of works. In this sense, eschatology pertains to the ultimate things held
forth to Adam on condition of perfect obedience and, as such, precedes the estates of sin and
grace. Eschatology also focuses on the last things, such as the individual (death and the after-
life), redemption (the gathering and perfecting of the elect) or the world (Christ’s return, the
resurrection and final judgment, the eternal state).

exile: the expulsion of national Israel by God from the holy realm of Canaan due to sustained
idolatry and disobedience.

ex pacto: literally “from the pact” or covenant. Some reformed theologians, such as Francis
Turretin, have argued that Adam’s perfect and personal obedience ought to be viewed as meri-
torious, not in the strict or proper sense, but in the sense of meeting the terms of justice re-
vealed in the covenant of works.

federal theology: the theological system that rests upon the idea that all of God’s dealings
with humanity can be subsumed under the rubric of covenant, whether it be the covenant of
works with Adam or the covenant of grace in Christ Jesus, the Second and Last Adam.

historia salutis: literally, “history of salvation.” Likely coined by Herman Ridderbos in 1957
in When the Time Had Fully Come, the term refers to the unfolding of salvation history from
the fall until its climax in the humiliation and exaltation of Christ. Historia salutis brings into
view the accomplishment of salvation by the triune God in redemptive history through the
person and work of Christ.

hypothetical: something that is premised to be true for the sake of argument or to make a
point, but need not be taken as actually true or possible.

indirect redemptive reenactment: language that describes the way that Israel’s sin and exile
from Canaan as a typological Son (Exod 4:23) recapitulates in a context adjusted to sin and
redemptive typology Adam’s sin and exile from Eden (Gen 3:22ft.). This view would also con-
strue the works principle operative in Israel at the national level as a redemptively recalibrated
principle, differing in substance from yet similar in function to the prelapsarian works prin-
ciple in Eden. As such, the redemptive works principle that applies to national Israel tethers
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typical land maintenance to Israel’s corporate fidelity to the Lord under the covenant of grace.

intruded: The state of a future, heavenly reality that, prior to the consummation, appears in
temporary earthly forms.

intrusion: Particularly in the writings of M.G. Kline, an intrusion denotes the projection of a
future, heavenly reality in temporary earthly forms. The intrusion both veils and reveals the
coming glory of God’s eschatological kingdom. Intrusion is invoked to explain extraordinary
instances of judgment within the theocratic kingdom of Israel, whereby God previews in typo-
logical categories the final judgment to be executed at the consummation. Kline distinguishes
between intrusion within the prelapsarian order of creation (protological intrusion) and the
redemptive order from the fall until the first coming of Christ (redemptive or typological intru-
sion). See protological, and redemptive intrusion.

Kline, Meredith G. (December 15, 1922 — April 14, 2007): an ordained minister in the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Kline received his A.B. from Gordon College, Th.B. and Th.M.
from Westminster Theological Seminary in Pennsylvania (1947), and Ph.D. in Assyriology
and Egyptology from Dropsie College (1956). For five decades, Kline taught Old Testament
at Westminster Theological Seminary (1948-1977), Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary
(1965-1993), the Claremont School of Theology (1974-1975), Reformed Theological
Seminary (1979-1983), and Westminster Seminary California (1981-2002). He is best known
for his studies of covenant theology, but he also offered a wide-ranging corpus of books and
articles on numerous facets of Old Testament theology.

law: most generally, a rule that governs conduct or action.

law, ceremonial: old covenant commandments that regulated rituals and symbolic actions.
Ceremonial laws typified and applied Christ to his covenant people, separating them from the
unbelieving world.

law, civil: in this report, those commandments in the Mosaic law that govern the civil aspect
of'the Israelite theocracy and deliver judgments on cases pertaining to socio-political relations,
policy, or rule (e.g., Exod 21-22).

law, moral: those laws that reveal God’s unchanging holy nature and bind all men everywhere
to personal and perfect obedience.

legibility: With reference to Kline’s writing, “typical legibility” brings into view the features
of similarity between the Adamic and Mosaic covenant, particularly the relationship between
the disobedience of the protological (Adam) and typological (Israel) sons of God and the
respective losses of inheritance attributed to such disobedience (the eschatological and typo-
logical, respectively).

material republication: a second promulgation of a works principle that operates without
reference to redemptive grace at any point or any level.

mediator: in Protestant theology, Jesus Christ, who as God and man discharges his office as a
prophet, priest and king, both in his estate of humiliation and exaltation.
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merit: see proper merit and covenantal merit.
meritorious: the exhibition of merit. See proper merit and covenantal merit.
misinterpretation: failure to understand an author’s intended meaning.

misinterpretation principle: the notion that Paul, in texts such as Gal 3 and Rom 10:4-5, is
refuting a Jewish misinterpretation of the law (namely, that the Mosaic law contained a sub-
stantial republication of the covenant of works).

misinterpretive republication: the idea that the covenant of works is not actually republished
in a substantial sense in the Mosaic covenant but is present only in the misunderstanding of
those who opposed Paul’s teaching of a substantially gracious Mosaic covenant. Hence, the
language of contrast between the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants rests in the minds of Paul’s
opponents, but not in Paul’s actual theology.

mixed covenant: the view that the Mosaic covenant contains both the substance of the cov-
enant of works and the substance of the covenant of grace, without relegating the former to
a typological sphere (as does the subservient view). The covenant of works and covenant of
grace are “partly” present together in the Mosaic covenant. Precisely how one covenant can
contain both the substance of the covenant of works and the covenant of grace remains a key
problem for the coherence of this position.

national fidelity: Israel’s corporate expression of faith under the Mosaic covenant that ex-
presses an imperfect yet sincere obedience, that is accepted by God for the sake of Christ and
supplies the ground for Israel’s continued maintenance of the typal kingdom. Alternatively,
some could take this phrase to denote Israel’s imperfect obedience that merits land retention
apart from the presence or operation of redemptive grace.

national Israel: the old covenant people of God defined in terms of national election and
consisting of the offspring of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (and their seed).

ordo salutis: denotes the sovereign work of the Spirit of Christ whereby believers are united
to Jesus Christ, receiving him and all his saving benefits through faith in effectual calling (cf.
SC 30).

organic: in covenant theology, organic denotes the integrated unity and diversity of God’s
progressive, redemptive revelation that finds its consummation in Christ and his kingdom.

pactum salutis: the eternal, intratrinitarian covenant by which the members of the Godhead
eternally ordain the salvation of the elect.

parenthesis: in redemptive history, an interval between two events in which a course of action
is temporarily suspended.

passive obedience: that aspect of Christ’s undivided obedience by which he bears upon him-
self the penal sanctions of the broken covenant of works. Passive obedience climaxes in death
upon the cross. See also active obedience.
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pedagogical: that which pertains to a method of teaching.

positive replication: the notion that national Israel is placed under an Adamic principle of
probation that operates at the typological level without the presence of redemptive grace.

postlapsarian: pertaining to what transpires after the fall.
prelapsarian: pertaining to what transpires prior to the fall.

pre-redemptive: denotes the period of time from the creation to the fall, and consequently the
period of time prior to the need for and gracious promise of redemption.

probation: in Reformed theology, the temporary and provisional state of Adam and Eve in
the Garden of Eden, prior to the consummation—or, as it turned out, prior to the fall. In this
understanding, the probation of Adam would have ended had he remained upright under temp-
tation and eaten of the tree of life, thereby advancing to glory and rest in perfected communion
with God.

proleptic: in redemptive history, the presentation of a future state of affairs in an earlier his-
torical form that, in turn, anticipates its consummate realization. For instance, the holiness of
the age to come (i.e., consummate holiness of the future) was proleptically represented in the
holiness of the original Edenic theocracy (see also redemptive renewal).

proper or real merit: reflecting a consensus within historic Reformed theology, a work in
which a series of conditions are met, including that the work performed be personal (i.e.,
one’s own), perfect (without any flaw or defect), proportional (equal in value to the reward),
non-indebted (not already owed to God), and performed by one’s own strength. Some of these
conditions are present in covenantal merit (see above). See ex pacto or covenantal merit.

protological: Belonging to the “first things” of creation prior to the fall. For example, Adam
is the “protos Adam” or “first Adam” insofar as he belonged to the original order of creation.
The protological age that continues from creation to fall can be distinguished from the typo-
logical age that stretches from the fall to the coming of Christ. The protological can further
be distinguished from the eschatological age that begins with the coming of Christ (realized
eschatology) and is consummated with the second coming of Christ (future eschatology).

protological intrusion: see intrusion.

prototype: in Reformed theology, a historical feature in the pre-fall order of creation that both
copies a heavenly reality and anticipates the historical consummation of the kingdom of God.
A prototype is the historically prior reality in creation that, after the fall, supplies a basis for
redemptive typology. For instance, the holy realm of Eden was the original, prototypical order
that reflected in temporary forms the future glory of heaven. After the fall, the holy realm of
Canaan is the typological order that reflects the same.

recapitulation: when a present event presents principles or states of affairs that are also (in
qualified ways) contained in previous principles or states of affairs.

recapitulative republication: the idea that national Israel’s sin and exile from Canaan func-
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tions to present in typological forms adjusted to redemptive history the sin and exile of Adam
from Eden.

redemptive-historical: an approach to biblical interpretation that understands Scripture as
a divinely-revealed record of the history of special revelation, and that examines the organic
and progressive movement of special revelation (after the fall) in light of its climax in Christ.

redemptive intrusion: the projection of the heavenly kingdom within the context of the cov-
enant of grace. This can also be called typological intrusion as it distinguishes redemptive
intrusion from the original projection of the holiness of the heavenly kingdom within the
protological (prelapsarian) order of Eden.

redemptive renewal: In Kline’s understanding, redemptive renewal includes not only the
regeneration of the sinner but the broader concept that the theocratic kingdom (Israel) ap-
pears after the fall in a redemptive form, thereby renewing the claims of the theocracy upon a
redeemed people. See proleptic.

reenaction: While not seeking to undermine the unique role of Adam as a sinless federal
head, reenaction claims there are theologically significant parallels between (1) the sin and
exile of Adam as protological son of God and (2) Israel as typologial son of God, particularly
the way that disobedience results in the loss of holy theocratic realms (i.e., Eden and Canaan,
respectively).

replication: In Kline’s thought, replication is God’s act of copying or sketching heavenly re-
alities in temporary earthly forms—forms that both veil and reveal the heavenly glory to come.
In addition, in certain instances in redemptive history, key persons replicate in qualified ways
either the apostasy of Adam or the fidelity of Christ as the kingdom of God develops through
redemptive history toward consummation.

republication: In general, the re-presentation of a prior state of affairs, or principles, or laws,
at a later period. In terms of recent theological controversy, republication is the idea that the
Adamic covenant of works is presented a second time, with varying degrees of modification,
in the Mosaic covenant.

sanctions: Unlike modern secular usage, covenant theology employs the term sanction to
describe both negative and positive aspects of God’s covenantal relationship to his people.
Sanctions are therefore the blessings or curses appended to God’s covenants in relation to their
essential conditions, whether a covenant of works or covenant of grace.

Sinaitic covenant: see Mosaic covenant.

subservient covenant: the view that the Mosaic covenant in substance, and at the national
level as opposed to the individual level, promises temporal life in Canaan upon condition of
perfect obedience to the moral, ceremonial, and judicial laws.

substance: in covenant theology, a discussion of the “substance” of God’s covenant involves
the essential nature of, and/or condition of, the covenant. The covenant of grace promises eter-
nal life and salvation through faith in Christ. The covenant of works promises eternal life on
the condition of perfect, personal, exact and entire obedience to God’s moral law.
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substantial republication: the view that the Mosaic covenant is essentially characterized as a
works arrangement in terms of its fundamental principle or condition. A substantial republica-
tion of the covenant of works would therefore be different in kind from the covenant grace.

symbol: a temporary earthly feature in the history of special revelation through which the
Lord revealed Himself and applied redemptive grace to his people.

synecdoche: a figure of speech by which a part refers, by extension, to a whole, or vice versa.
For example, in the statement, “Brady won a Super Bowl,” “Brady” is synecdochal for the
entire team.

taxonomy: a system, way or scheme of classifying (e.g, Protestantism, Roman Catholicism
and Eastern Orthodoxy represent a taxonomy of Christian religion)

temporal: In contrast to what is eternal, a temporal feature is a created, contingent reality. All
things temporal come to exist and depend for their existence on the creative and providential
power of the triune God.

theocracy: literally means “rule of God.” In Kline’s thought, a theocracy refers to a holy realm
in which the cult and culture are institutionally integrated under the rule of God.

theocratic kingdom: a kingdom that possesses distinctively holy features that belong to the
reign of the triune God. In his covenantal kingdom, God seeks to commune with a holy people
in a holy realm, advancing them beyond probation through the obedience of a federal head.
Eden and Canaan are, respectively, protological and typological intrusions of this rule of God,
anticipating its consummate reality in a new heavens and new earth where only the righteous
in Christ shall dwell.

type: a divinely authored state of affairs (e.g., a person, place or institution) that images a
heavenly reality and foreshadows its consummate realization through the work of an obedient
federal head (i.e., the tree of life and Adam, or the paschal lamb and Christ).

typical: existing in a state of affairs that is designed by God to point toward a vertical (heav-
enly) and future (consummate) reality.

typological intrusion: see redemptive intrusion.

typological merit: distinct from proper or ex pacto merit that applies to the perfect and per-
sonal obedience of sinless federal heads (Adam or Christ), Kline argues that key figures in
redemptive history offer unique instances of Spirit-gifted obedience in faith that tethers such
obedience to the acquisition (Abraham) or maintenance (Israel) of the typal kingdom.

typology: in Reformed theology, divinely authored patterns in covenant history that in earthly
and impermanent forms both model a heavenly reality and anticipate its consummate histori-
cal realization. After the fall, typological features in the history of special revelation find con-
summate fulfillment in the person, work and kingdom of Jesus Christ.

uniquely administered: pertaining to the discriminating features by which God dispenses his
kingdom in a particular time and place. For instance, the Mosaic covenant is put into effect
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through the shedding of sacrificial animal blood (Heb 9:18-20) and the new covenant is put
into effect through the blood of Christ (Heb 9:23-24).

Westminster assembly: a gathering of theologians and political observers from England and
Scotland, meeting in Westminster Abbey from 1643—-1653 to reform churches in the British
archipelago. The assembly was responsible, among other things, for writing what has come to
be called the Westminster standards.

Westminster standards: as employed by Presbyterian churches in the United States and
Canada, a collective term for the Westminster Confession of Faith, the Larger Catechism, and
the Shorter Catechism only.

works principle: In Kline’s writings, a “works principle” is, on an administrative reading, a
covenantal feature that tethers the acquisition or loss of a promised inheritance to the represen-
tative obedience or disobedience of a sinless federal head (Adam or Christ), a believer (e.g.,
Abraham), or a nation (Israel). As such, the works principle is not identical to the covenant of
works with Adam, because it can operate in both pre-redemptive and redemptive settings. A
works principle, on a substantial reading of Kline, would denote the reappearance of a grace-
less principle of Adamic probation, set in substantial contrast to redemptive grace, that is ap-
plied at the typological level to the nation of Israel.
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SUMMARY OF OPC STATISTICS FOR 2015

Eighty-third General Assembly

REGIONAL CHURCHES COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed

Local Churches & Mission Works:| C Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer | Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 9 2| 753 21 9 12 16 23 28 728 216 19 10 5 0 13 7220
CENTRAL U.S. 5 0 189 5 0 2 1 10 1 184 66 5 0 3 0 7 0 61
CONNECTICUT & So. NEW YORK 6| 0 441 26 19 5 3 9 28 451 101 9 1 7 0 3 9 92
DAKOTAS 16 1 954 17 28 13 6 13 50 943| 354 14 55 8 1 43 14 357
MICHIGAN & ONTARIO 19] 5| 2081 49 8 71 12 79 48 2147| 1008 8 33 29 1 50 13 1036
MID-ATLANTIC 13| 1| 1736 34 45 55 7 133 46 1684 692 33 27 15 1. 72 7 657
MIDWEST 28 9 2698 74 117 106 31 102 81 2781 990 65 70 36 0 9 37 962
NEW JERSEY 22( 1| 1409 34 36 39 18 61 62 1377 410 18 20 22 119 24 382
NEW YORK & NEW ENGLAND 23| 4 1892 51 22 31 12 47 20 1917) 611 47 18 12 0 7 4 633
No. CALIFORNIA & NEVADA 16 2| 1211 32 71 3 5 54 36 1254 357 27 23 22 2 26 16 341
NORTHWEST 17) 3| 1313 18 61 48 12 97 36 1295 536 39 31 12 0 56 7 531
OHIO 17) 4| 1448 39 29 35 10 92 45 1404| 455 45 30 15 0 49 12 454
PHILADELPHIA 13| 0] 1205 15 26 40 8 109 21 1148 311 25 19 8 0 56 8 283
SOUTH 18| 2| 1033 33 41 31 5 78 54 1001 306 24 20 8 0 19 7 316
SOUTHEAST 21| 4| 1506 50 48 74 9 73 43 1553 541 41 34 28 0 25 14 549
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 19| 8| 2022 46 70 104 16 88 67 2071| 518 46 48 27 0 4 25 519
SOUTHWEST 16 1 907 30 58 73 5 67 17 979] 320 28 44 19 0 18 0 355
THE WHOLE CHURCH 278 47| 22798 574 765 874 176 1235 683 22917) 7792 573 483 276 6 614 204 7748
Abbreviations:

MW = Mission Works

Prof = Received on Profession of Faith
Reaff = Received on Reaffirmation of Faith
Xfer = Received on Letter of Transfer

Dcd = Deceased (see BD II: B.3.f)

Dism = Dismissed (per BD II: B.3.a, B.3.b, B.3.c, or B.3.e)

D&E = Disciplined or Erased (per BD Il: B.3.d, B.3.e, or B.3.9)

Bapt = Baptized
Par = Received with Parents
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SUMMARY OF OPC STATISTICS FOR 2015

MEMBERSHIP TOTALS OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
Members Ministers | Grand Total | RElders | Deacons | AMWorship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per | Via
Jan Dec | Jan Dec| Jan Dec | Act. N/A| Act. N/A| May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills

969 948 17[ 18| 986 966 34 11[ 25 5 669 69| 409 427 14054 299.3 186.2|  1891.0 26 113.0
255 245 8 8| 263 253 9 4 4 0f 216 192 135 126 3135 18.7 1.0 3332 18 0.0
542 543| 14 13| 556 556 15 2| 17 0f 388 399 17 176]  1030.4 154.3 11.4] 11961 2.7 22
1308 1300 20 22| 1328 1322| 41 8| 37 7| 1008 946 473 461 1738.0 1314 19.1 18885 2.0 234
3089 3183 38 40| 3127 3223 67 33] 55 40 2859 2861| 1351 1349| 3906.8 664.4 309.6| 48808 23 0.0

2428 2341| 34 36| 2462 2377| &3 9] 55 6| 1772 1726 779  797| 37284 7631 5316 50231 3.0 0.0
3688 3743 58 56| 3746 3799 96 79| 103 79| 2717 2798 1173 1261| 48403  1140.8 3478 63289 23 10.1
1819 1750| 33 30| 1852 1789| 46 16| 39 5| 1332 1340 677 706 2593.3 4021 626) 30580 22 212
2503 2550 40 36| 2543 2586| 87 17| 60 12| 2137 2184 1097 1064| 3791.8 619.3 4118 48229 25 0.0

1568 1595 26 25| 1594 1620| 45 5 271 3| 1218 1264| 663 703 2800.6 286.2 109.6| 31964 2.5 0.0
1849 1826| 32 31| 1881 1857| 44 9] 35 9] 1456 1515 606 603 22327 538.2 184.8| 29557 2.3 0.0
1903 1858 37 37| 1940 1895 58 6| 41 8| 1372 1314 712 699 2391.9 495.3 296.3] 31835 23 482
1516 1431| 34 35| 1550 1466 44 9] 25 9] 1121 1109| 558 615 23352 314.0 2851 29343 26 20.0
1339 1317 29 29| 1368 1346| 46 2| 37 0 111 1214 478 507 26803 196.8 4745 33516 33 85
2047 2102| 44 46| 2091 2148| 56 4 46 2| 1823 1820/ 1138 1160|  3288.8 454.3 1528/ 38960 25 0.0
2540 2590| 47 46| 2587 2636| 64 20 54 7| 2132 2188 967 985 4650.6 594.8 1454 53907 2.6 30.8
1227 1334] 23 27) 1250 1361| 38 6] 26 1| 1069 1084] 561 581 2112.3 3104 1004 25231 2.6 0.0

30590 30665] 534 535| 31124 31200| 843 240| 686 193| 24400 24650 11948 12220 45840.2 73835  3630.2| 56853.9 25| 2834

A= Associate or Assistant Pastor Act. =Active General = For church operations: salaries, mortgage, rent, utilities, supplies
E = Evangelist or Organizing Pastor N/A = Not Active Benev. = For missions, outreach, evangelism, and diaconal ministry
T = Teacher Capital = For property and building purchase and improvements

S = Stated Supply
Per CM = Average total giving per communicant member
May, Nov = Average weekly attendance in May and November Via Wills = Funds given as bequests
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Eighty-third General Assembly

STATISTICAL REPORTS OF THE REGIONAL CHURCHES AND CONGREGATIONS

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer | Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA
Redeemer Carlisle PA 79 0 1 2 0 2 6 74 18 0 0 0 0 0 4 14
Covenant "' Chambersburg PA
Redeemer Danville PA 33 2 0 4 0 6 0 33 26 4 2 0 0 4 0 28
Faith Fawn Grove PA 64 0 0 1 9 2 0 54 8 1 2 0 0 0 0 1"
Living Hope Gettysburg PA 5 0 2 4 0 0 0 5 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 28
Westminster Hollidaysburg PA 198 5 4 0 1 6 8 192 54 2 0 3 0 2 0 51
Calvary Middletown PA 88 0 1 0 4 6 5 74 28 1 0 0 0 7 2 20
Providence Mifflinburg PA 35 5 0 0 1 0 1 38 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 1
Resurrection State College PA 44 1 0 0 0 0 1 44 21 2 0 0 0 0 0 23
New Life W lliamsport PA 154 8 1 1 1 0 7 156 31 5 1 2 0 0 1 34
Omega W lliamsport PA
Other members ' 5 00 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS - CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 753 21 9 12 16 23 28 728 216 19 10 5 0 13 7 220
" Members on the roll of the regional church
"' Members are on the roll of Living Hope, Gettysburg PA
"2 Members are on the roll of New Life, Williamsport, PA
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE CENTRAL U. S.
Caney OPC Caney KS 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5|
Park Woods Overland Park KS 52 3 0 0 0 4 1 50 20 2 0 1 0 1 0 20
Faith Lincoln NE 53 1 0 0 1 2 0 51 10 3 0 1 0 2 0 10
Westminster Bartlesville OK 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Providence Tulsa OK 29 1 0 2 0 4 0 28 27 0 0 1 0 4 0 22
Other members ' 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
TOTALS - CENTRAL U. S. 189 5 0 2 1 10 1 184 66 5 0 3 0 7 0 61
" Members on the roll of the regional church
REGIONAL CHURCH OF CONNECTICUT AND SOUTHERN NEW YORK
Westminster Hamden CT 58 4 3 2 1 0 3 63 14 1 2 0 0 0 13
Bohemia OPC Bohemia NY n 0 5 0 1 0 18 57 18 1 1 0 0 0 8 12
Franklin Square OPC Franklin Square NY 137 15 0 0 1 2 5 144 34 1 0 1 0 0 0 34
Reformation Floral Park NY 35 0 0 3 0 0 0 38 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 15
Trinity Huntington NY 101 5 1 0 0 5 1 "1 16 5 0 4 0 1 1 15
Westchester Mount Vernon NY 26 2 0 0 0 2 1 25 2 0 0 0 0 2 0
Other members ' 13 13 3 3
TOTALS - CONNECTICUT & So. NEW YORK 41 26 19 5 3 9 28 4511 101 9 1 7 0 3 9 92
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE DAKOTAS
Bethel @ Broomfield co @2 0 0 0 0 0 o0 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 o0 43
High Plains Calhan co 33 0 0 0 0 1 0 32 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Reformation Elizabeth co 285 7 12 0 0 8 19 201 116 9 2 6 0 32 0 89
Park Hill Denver co 57 0 3 0 1 1 1 57 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 25
Providence Denver co 51 1 2 4 0 2 1 55 24 0 5 0 0 1 1 27
Emmanuel Castle Rock co 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 80 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 26
Emmaus Fort Collins co 59 3 4 4 2 3 10 55 35 3 3 0 1 3 6 31
Bethel " Bismarck ND 0 0 0 0
Bethel Carson ND 23 0 4 16 0 1 0 42 0 0o M 0 0 0 0 1"
Grace " (terminated) Fargo ND 16 0 0 0 1 12 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
Murdock Memorial Bancroft sD 30 2 0 0 0 1 0 31 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 4
Reformed Freeman sD 97 1 0 2 1 2 0 97 29 0 3 0 0 2 0 30
Westminster Hamll SD 35 0 0 0 0 1 0 34 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Calvary Volga SD 33 0 0 1 0 1 9 24 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 4
Winner OPC Winner sD 55 2 0 0 1 0 1 55 19 0 3 0 0 0 0 22
Berean Ogden ut 22 1 0 5 0 1 3 24 14 1 2 0 0 0 6 1"
Christ Salt Lake City ut 23 0 1 0 0 0 3 21 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Grace Reformed Fell. Lander wy 42 0 2 1 0 3 0 42 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other members ' 1 1
TOTALS - DAKOTAS 954 17 28 113 6 113 50 943] 354 14 55 8 1 43 14 357

" Members are on the roll of the regional church
"' Members are on the roll of Bethel, Carson, ND.
" Wife of minister with no local OPC to join
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STATISTICAL REPORTS OF THE REGIONAL CHURCHES AND CONGREGATIONS

TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship [ Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan _ Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA, Continued
97 88|Jody O. Morris 3 1 1 1 73 65] 47 49 1394 10.3 15.3 1650 2.2 0.0
Joshua L. McKamy
59 61|Roth M. Reason 2 0 0 0 62 56 40 40 85.2 411 50.4 1766 54 0.0
72 65[Shane M. Bennett 3 0 4 0] 38 34 14 18 102.2 49 0.0 1072 2.0 0.0
76 87|John D. Van Meerbeke 2 3 1 0] 60 74 57 64 139.0 333 124 1848 3.1 0.0
Kyle N. Brown
Joshua L. McKamy ©
252 243|Mark R. Brown 8 3 10 2] 145 165 75 85 279.8 119.9 0.0 399.7 241 0.0
116 94|Arthur J. Fox 3 4 2 2] 60 55 39 28 1376 224 10.0 1700 23 0.0
42 49(Vacant 2 0 1 0] 42 39 23 23 823 1.8 0.0 940 2.5 0.0
65 67|Jeremiah W. Montgomery 4 0 1 0] 58 58 26 33 1297 20.1 14.6 1643 3.7 0.0
185 190|Paul N. Browne 7 0 5 0 13 150 88 87 3102 356 836 4294 28] 1130
Andrew T. Adcock *
Andrew T. Adcock ©
5 4
969 948 34] 1] 25] 5] 669] 696] 409] 427] 14054]  209.3] 1862 1891.0 26] 113.0)

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE CENTRAL U. S., Continued

20 20|Vacant 0 0 0 0 20 10 15 9 9.8 0.4 0.0 102 0.7 0.0
72 70|Geoffrey C. Smith 2 2 3 0] 75 80 35 40 1454 10.8 0.4 1566 3.1 O.t
63 61{LeRoy E. Miller 3 1 1 0] 33 31 28 28 720 34 0.6 761 1.5 0.0
39 39|Vacant 2 1 0 0] 30 26 28 25 86.3 4.0 0.0 90.3 2.5 0.0
Edward A. Eppinger *
56 50{Jim G. Stevenson 2 0 0 0] 58 45 29 24 1431 13.1 0.0 1562 5.6 0.0
5 5
255 245 9 4 4 0] 216 192] 135  126] 3135 187 T0[ 3332 18 00
REGIONAL CHURCH OF CONNECTICUT AND SOUTHERN NEW YORK, Continued
72 76|Jonathan Holst 4 0 4 0] 72 79 44 47 176.2 745 0.0 2506  4.0] 22
James W. Campbell "
89 69(Meindert Ploegman 3 0 3 0] 48 38 13 9 89.6 74 1.1 1081 1.9 0.0
17 178|William Shishko 4 1 6 0] 85 94 45 47 315.6 43.5 0.0 350.1 2.5 0.0
49 53|Jonathan Shishko 1 1 0 0 47 51 25 25 110.6 1.1 0.0 1216 3.2 0.0
17 126|Benjamin W. Miller 2 0 3 0] 109 "1 28 32 246.0 124 0.3 2586 2.3 0.0
David C. Innes "
28 25|Daniel G. Osborne 1 0 1 0 27 26 16 16, 925 55 0.0 980 39 0.0
16 16
542 543 152 17 0| 388 399 171 176 10304 1543 114 1961 27| 22
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE DAKOTAS, Continued
135 135|Gregory L. Thurston 2 0 6 0 140 122 138 123 153.3 45 0.0 157.8 17| 0.0
42 41(David A. Bosch 3 0 2 0] 25 22 8 6 323 15 0.0 338 11 0.0
401 290(Kevin P. Swanson 2 0 5 0f 209 180 0 0 409.7 10.0 3.3 4229 21 0.0
81 82|Matthew W. Kingsbury 4 1 6 0] 56 65 47 43 1423 18 0.0 1540 27 0.0
75 82|Shawn C. Mathis 3 0 2 1 64 67 47 58 159.5 25.1 0.0 1846 34 0.0
0 106|Michael J. Chapa 1 0 2 1 97 97 0 0 191.2 248 0.0 2160 27| 0.0
94 86|Archibald A. Alison 2 0 0 0] 55 50 55 50 921 14.2 6.2 125 20| 0.0
0 0{Bruce L. Prentice 25 28
23 53|Bruce L. Prentice 2 1 1 0] 17 17 15 15 83.1 32 0.0 86.3 21 22.8
21 0 0 0 0 0] 8 0 8 0 271 0.0 0.0 271 0.0
36 35|Young J. Son ® 3 0 3 1 18 17 0 0 249 18 0.0 267 0.9 0.0
126 127|Vacant 3 5 2 1 58 55 15 16 233 0.8 1.0 250 0.3 0.0
42 41|Curtis A. Moleterno 3 0 2 1 35 32 24 22 61.3 135 0.0 748 22| 0.0
38 28(Steven A. Richert 3 0 2 1 27 28 17 19 46.9 4.2 15 525 22| 0.0
74 77|Bradley J. Irick 4 1 2 1 53 47 40 39 53.4 4.2 0.0 576  1.0] 0.0
36 35|Curtis A. Eggleston 2 0 0 0] 46 37 35 35 63.4 0.3 0.0 636 27| 0.0
30 28|D. Jason Wallace 1 0 0 0] 31 37 5 7 524 0.0 6.0 584 2.8 0.6
53 53|Philip B. Strong 3 0 2 0] 44 45 19 28 1219 1.6 1.2 1348 32 0.0
1 1
1308 1300 41 8 37 7| 1008 946 473 461 1738.0 1314 19.1 18885 2.0 234
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CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer| Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par |Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO
Grace Reformed Walkerton IN 62 0 10 0 0 0 5 67 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 7
Redeemer Ada MI 286 7 10 6 [ 1 204 143 12 4 4 0 12 0 143
Covenant Brighton MI 61 0 0 1 0 0o 1 51 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Chain-O-Lakes Central Lake MI 25 4 0 0 0 0 0 29 23 0 0 4 0 0 1 18
Little Farms Chapel Coopersville Mi 176 4 0 1 1 6 5 169 9 4 0 3 0 3 4 85
Oakland Hills Community Farmington Hills MI 174 8 8 5 0 2 2 191 40 8 0 4 0 0 0 44
Fremont "' Fremont M 29 0 5 4 0 0 1 377 8 3 3 0 0 0 0 24
Spencer Mills Gowen MI 137 0 4 0 3 12 1 125 35 2 0 0 0 4 1 32
Harvest Grand Rapids Mi 32 14 1 16 0 2 2 M 231 2 8 10 1 18 2 230
New City Fellowship "2 Grand Rapids MI 69 1 15 10 0 0 0 95 50 7 4 1 0 0 0 60
Mill Creek Grand Rapids Mi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hillsdale Hillsdale MI 49 0 9 10 0 1 0 67 17 1 5 0 0 0 0 23
New Life Fellowship Holland Mi 73 4 4 1 0 2 2 78 33 2 2 1 0 2 0 34
Cedar Hudsonville MI 86 1 2 10 1 3 0 95 57 6 7 1 0 0 0 69
Community Kalamazoo MI 30 1 0 1 1 1 0 30 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Meadow Springs Community ~ Kentwood Mi 26 1 0 0 0 2 2 23 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 "
Grace Lansing MI 19 1 0 0 1 3 0 16 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 8]
Providence " Manistee M 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 9 5 1.0 0 0 0 0 6
Pilgrim Metamora MI 67 0 3 1 1 4 0 66 13 3 0 0 0 7 0 9
Rockford Springs Community ~ Rockford Mi 125 1 3 0 3 4 6 116 53 3 0 0 0 0 5 51
Providence Southfield Mi 7 0 1 0 0 0 1 7 22 1 0 0 0 0 0 23
Living Hope " Beamsville ON 25 2 0 3 0 0 0 30! 36 0 0 1 0 1 0 34
Covenant Komoka ON 66 0 0 0 0 1 3 61 31 2 0 0 0 0 0 33
Emmanuel " Meaford ON 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Grace Covenant Sheffield ON 68 0 0 2 1 3 3 63 63 5 0 0 0 3 0 65
TOTALS - MICHIGAN & ONTARIO 2081 49 85 71 12 79 48 2147) 1008 88 33 29 1 50 13 1036
"' Under the oversight of session, Little Farms Chapel, Coopersville, MI, but not included in their statistics
2 Under the oversight of session, Harvest, Grand Rapids, M, but not included in their statistics
¥ Under the oversight of session, Grace Covenant, Sheffield, ON, but not included in their statistics
" Under the oversight of session, Covenant, Komoka, ON, but not included in their statistics
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MID-ATLANTIC
Grace and Peace California MD 96 8 5 1 1 0 10 99 21 1 0 5 0 0 0 17
Living Hope @' Clarksville MD 65 0 0 0 0O O 0 65 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 53
Columbia OPC Columbia MD 400 7 16 0 1 2 4 396 198 7 4 5 1T 2 0 182
Christ " (terminated) Elkton MD 43 0 0 0 0 43 0 0f 13 0 0 0 0 13 0 0]
New Hope Frederick MD 142 3 6 8 1 1 9 148 46 10 5 0 0 8 0 53
Trinity Reformed " Gaithersburg MD 13 0 0 0 0 0 4 9) 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0
Trinity Reformed Lanham (Bowie) MD 63 5 0 2 0 0 7 63 27 2 0 0 0 1 0 28
Knox Silver Spring MD 104 0 7 1 3 5 1 103 29 2 1 0 0 4 0 28
Providence Charlottesville VA 54 0 0 2 1 12 2 4 29 0 2 0 0 8 2 21
Bethel Reformed Fredericksburg VA 97 1 2 0 0 [ 0 94 35 3 0 1 0 4 0 33
Bethel Leesburg VA 109 0 0 0 [V K] 0 96 50 2 0 0 0 2 0 50
Ketoctin Covenant Purcellville VA 155 2 1 6 0 3 0 161 42 3 4 1 0 1 0 47
Staunton Staunton VA 55 3 0 0 0 1 1 56 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
Sterling OPC Sterling VA 60 2 0 5 0 9 0 58 13 0 1 0 0 1 0 13
Grace Vienna VA 258 3 8 30 0 18 8 273 98 3 10 3 0 9 0 99
Other members ' 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 8 0 0 0 8
TOTALS - MID-ATLANTIC 1736 34 45 55 7 133 46 1684] 692 33 27 15 1. 72 7 657

M Members are on the roll of the regional church

' Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total  Per | Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO, Continued
67 74 (Matthew W. C. Barker 4 0 0 0 60 75 20 20 700 211 34 945 14 0.0
429 437|John Currie 7 9 8 10| 375 35 145 153 613.7 534 241 6911 24 0.0
James F. Mong *
72 62(Douglas B. Doll 2 0 0 0 45 55 25 24 1234 10.2 0.0 1335 26 0.0
48 47(Bruce G. Buchanan 3 2 2 0 49 49 45 46 47.0 6.2 16.7 698 24 0.0
267  254|Robert M. Van Manen 7 7 7 7| 250 250! 120 120 276.9 544 18.7 3501 21 0.0
214 235|Ralph A. Rebandt Il 4 1 2 1 250 250 50 50 308.5 79.3 422 4301 23 0.0
47 61|W. Vernon Picknally, Jr. © 0 0 0 0 55 55 45 45 80.1 6.5 5.0 916 25 0.0
172 157|Alan M. Flowers 3 2 5 6 125 119 35 30 172.9 54 23 1805 1.4 0.0
553  571|Dale A. Van Dyke 10 7 8 5| 455 455 275 275 524.8 182.7 101.7 809.2 24 0.0
Mika D. Edmonson *
Jeff Shamess *
119 155|Mika D. Edmonson © 0 0 0 0] 205 205 120 120 1935 26.3 39.6 2594 27 0.0
0 0[Vacant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
66 90|Everett A. Henes 2 0 0 0 90 96 35 37 122.3 16.2 6.9 1455 22 0.0
106 112(Martin A. Novak 2 0 2 0 85 80 25 25 158.3 15.3 288 2024 26 0.0
143 164|Stephen W. Igo 4 0 3 4 109 118, 80 92 204.5 48.9 0.0 2534 27 0.0
Michael D. Knierim *
Larry Johnson "
Christopher L. Post ®
40 40(Vacant 1 0 0 0 55 50 50 44 109.8 13.1 6.8 1297 43 0.0
36 34/Gerald J. Neumair 2 0 0 0 34 30 31 27 54.1 4.7 0.0 589 26 0.0
24 24(Stephen A. Pribble 2 0 0 1 20 18 20 16 39.7 12 0.0 409 26 0.0
18 15 0 0 0 0 12 12 10 10 55.8 9.9 0.0 657 7.3 0.0
80 75(Vacant 2 0 3 0 60 60 20 20 132.0 8.0 0.0 1400 21 0.0
178 167|David A. Vander Meer 3 3 6 3 151 150, 0 0 152.3 207 1.9 1749 15 0.0
99 100|Jeffrey B. Wilson 3 2 3 2 75 68 30 25 108.0 52 0.0 132 15 0.0
61 64(Douglas L. Bylsma 0 0 1 0 61 72 25 25 93.0 28 0.0 958 32 0.0
96 94(John R. Ferguson 3 0 2 0 85 85 80 80 1317 4.1 0.0 1358 22 0.0
23 23|John R. Ferguson 0 0 0 0 23 23 23 23 245 0.9 0.0 254 15 0.0
131 128|Neil P. Stewart 3 0 3 1 130 130 42 42 1101 67.9 11.5 1895 3.0 0.0,
3089 3183 67 33 55 40] 2859 2861 1351 1349]  3906.8 664.4 309.6) 4880.8 23 0.0
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MID-ATLANTIC, Continued
"7 116S. Edd Cathey 4 0 0 0 82 83 20 15 196.0 237 16.0 2356 24 0.0
18 118|Clark H. Brooking 2 0 4 0 125 135 50 61 227.8 222 0.0 2500 38 0.0
Timothy W. Flora
598 578|Randall M. Lovelace 10 3 17 3 4an 443 194 204 9373 2843 353.5 15752 4.0 0.0
56 0]
188 201|Francis E. VanDelden 4 0 3 0 180 190 92 92 329.8 49.1 10.4 3893 26 0.0
Stephen R. Hake "
18 9[Ronald L. Beabout © 0 0 0 0 13 14, 0 8 39.4 21 0.0 416 46 0.0
90 91(Gerald S. Taylor 2 0 2 0 60 58 20 20 107.7 227 18 1322 21 0.0
133 131|Thomas A. Martin 9 4 3 2 94 86 55 60 232.6 99.7 0.0 3323 32 0.0
83 62[Anthony A. Monaghan 1 1 2 0 66 52 48 35 100.3 18.0 0.0 184 29 0.0
132 127 |Andrew J. Mller * 2 0 2 0 74 7 50 50 135.0 5.0 70.0 2100 22 0.0
159 146|George C. Hammond 3 1 6 0 100 113, 50 53 314.7 523 0.0 3669 3.8 0.0
197 208|Charles R. Biggs 3 0 2 0 107 97 35 32 240.7 17.6 0.0 2583 1.6 0.0
80 81|Ethan W. Allison 2 0 5 0] 53 55 27 25 114.2 155 0.0 1298 2.3 0.0
73 71|Philip T. Proctor 3 0 3 0 75 70 25 25 201.2 17.7 0.0 2188 3.8 0.0
356  372|Daniel P. Clifford 8 0 6 1 272 253 13 "7 551.7 133.2 80.0 7648 2.8 0.0
Stephen M. Brown *
Chad B. Van Dixhoom
30 30
2428 2341 53 9 55 6] 1772 1726 779 797 37284 763.1 531.6. 50231 3.0 0.0
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CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer| Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MIDWEST
Covenant of Grace Batavia (N. Aurora) L 109 6 20 0 0 4 14 "7 44 5 7 3 0 0 0 53
Gospel Life ' Chicago IL 22 4 6 4 0 0 1 35 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 5|
Christ Covenant " Crystal Lake IL 2% 0 0 0 2 24 8 0 0 0 0 6
Hope Grayslake IL 27 4 9 0 1 0 0 39 5 1 4 1 0 0 0 9
Grace Hanover Park IL 63 2 0 3 0 2 0 66 22 2 2 2 0 0 0 24
Westminster Indian Head Park IL 43 2 0 0 0 1 4 40 26 0 0 2 0 0 4 20
Momence Momence IL 41 2 0 0 0 2 0 4 23 0 0 2 0 3 1 17
New Covenant Community Joliet IL 145 3 3 4 0 8 3 144 46 6 5 2 0 10 1 44
Covenant Orland Park IL 176 10 0 2 4 14 4 166 51 3 1 6 0 5 0 44
Providence Rockford IL 34 2 2 0 0 0 0 38 19 1 0 2 0 0 0 18
Grace Springfield IL 18 0 0 0 0 1 3 14 6 0 0 0 0 0 5 1
Bethel Wheaton IL 189 5 14 7 0 5 2 208 70 6 5 4 0 8 1 68
Covenant Cedar Falls IA 30 0 0 4 1 1 1 31 14 0 3 0 0 7 0 10
Sovereign Grace " Davenport IA
Grace Reformed Des Moines IA 56 0 0 0 0 0 3 53 37 2 0 0 0 0 9 30
Hope " Pella IA 0 0 0 0
Immanuel " Andover MN 13 1 0 6 8 5 0 1 0 0 2
Mission St. Paul MN 81 0 15 3 1 4 0 94 4 7 0 0 5 0 46
Sovereign Grace Ref. Doniphan MO 29 4 0 0 0 0 0 33 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 13
Christ St. Charles MO 88 1 10 9 1 5 0 102 20 0 2 0 0 0 0 22
Gateway " Town and Country MO 27 1 1 9 0 6 0 32 8 1 5 1 0 0 0 13
Covenant Fam ly Troy MO 0 0 0 45 0 0 0 45 0 2 9 0 0 0 0 1"
Apple Valley Appleton (Neenah) ~ WI 85 1 13 4 0 5 2 96 31 3 3 1 0 3 0 33
Calvary Cedar Grove wi 246 8 0 0 7 14 0 233 58 5 0 3 0 16 0 44
Providence Reformed " Eau Claire Wi 0 0 0 0
New Hope Green Bay Wi 188 2 2 3 3 3 7 182 80 2 1 0 0 4 79
Covenant Hammond wi 66 4 7 2 0 1 76 46 5 3 2 0 0 0 52
Christ Janesville Wi 84 1 1 4 1 4 4 81 30 0 6 0 0 6 2 28
Providence Madison (Fitchburg) ~ WI 55 0 2 2 0 0 3 56 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 28
Falls Menomonee Falls Wi 156 0 1 1 3 3 26 126 49 2 2 0 0 14 6 33
Covenant Milwaukee (New Berlin WI 37 0 3 0 0 6 0 34 14 0 2 0 0 0 0 16
Old Stockbridge Morgan Siding Wi 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Bethel Oostburg Wi 357 4 5 0 5 0 0 361 132 5 2 4 0 0 0 135
Grace Reformed Reedsburg Wi 49 7 2 0 1 0 3 54 17 2 0 1 0 0 8 10
Covenant Life "* Shawano Wi 0 0 0 0
Grace Sheboygan Wi 98 0 1 0 1 2 0 96 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 21
Menominee Zoar Wi 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 17 14 0 0 0 0 3 0 1
Other members ' 6 6
TOTALS - MIDWEST 2698 74 117 106 31 102 81 2781 990 65 70 36 0 90 37 962

M Members are on the roll of the regional church

" Under the oversight of Session, Westminster, Indian Head Park, IL, but not included in their statistics
"2 Under the oversight of Session, Hope, Grayslake, IL, but not included in their statistics
¥ Under the oversight of Session, Christ, Janesvile, WI, but not included in their statistics

" Members are on the roll of Covenant of Grace, Batavia, IL
5 Members are on the roll of Grace Reformed, Des Moines, IA

Y Under the oversight of session, Mission, St. Paul, MN, but not included in their statistics

" Members are on the roll of Covenant, Hammond, WI

¥ Under the oversight of session, New Hope, Green Bay, WI, but not included in their statistics
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)

MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total  Per | Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MIDWEST, Continued
153 170|James R. Megchelsen 2 1 2 1 91 102 60 65 193.6 412 241 2589 22 0.0
Kenneth R. Golden *
23 40(John Ro 0 0 0 0 35 31 12 12 39.3 5.1 0.0 444 13 0.0
34 30|Brandon T. Wilkins © 0 0 0 0 28 24 21 19 79.0 3.0 0.0 820 34 0.0
32 48|Camden M. Bucey 0 3 45 50 29 35 136.0 245 0.0 1605 4.1 0.0
Brandon T. Wilkins *
85 90|Matthew E. Cotta 5 2 3 1 68 68 44 45 1422 26.7 9.4 1783 27 0.0
69 60(Robert E. Tarullo 3 0 2 0 57 52 47 47 74 209 0.0 923 23 0.0
64 58|Brent C. Evans 2 2 3 2 44 44 15 15 83.6 19.5 74 105 27 0.0
191 188|Bruce H. Hollister 5 1 5 0 180 176! 146 140 2347 55.4 37.6 32717 23 0.0
Alan D. Strange ™"

227 210]lain A. M. Wright 3 3 5 9) 154 155 85 82 2492 1141 151 3785 23 0.0
53 56/John R. Hilbelink © 0 0 0 0 48 48 35 35 68.0 52 0.0 733 19 0.0
24 15|Terrance E. Dowds 1 0 0 0 12 14 0 0 226 0.0 0.0 226 16 0.0

259  276|A. Craig Troxel 4 3 9 2| 238 227 52 52 349.8 165.8 65.0 5806 2.8 0.0
44 41[Michael J. Kearney 2 0 2 0 26 32 25 28 83.5 24 0.0 858 2.8 0.0

0 Kenneth R. Golden ©
93 83(Edward E. Jensen 2 0 2 0 56 56 20 20 1375 75 39 1489 28 0.0
Charles A. Muether
0 0|Charles A. Muether 0 0 0 0
18 10[James T. Hoekstra © 0 0 0 0 19 21 0 0] 513 13 0.0 526 6.6 0.0
122 140|Frank P. Liu 2 1 2 93 97 36 47 1749 20.7 6.2 2019 21 0.0
James T. Hoekstra *
4 46(Kent W. Harding 1 0 0 0 33 32 18 21 50.8 75 0.0 583 1.8 0.0

108 124|Scott E. Churnock 3 1 5 0 83 96 0 0] 201.8 43 6.8 2129 21 0.0
35 45|Paul A. Mourreale 0 0 0 4 27 35 0 0] 109.2 318 0.0 1409 44 0.0

0 56(Marcus J. Serven 1 0 0 0 50 50 25 30 100.3 37 0.0 1040 23 0.0
116 129|John A. Hartley 6 0 6 1 91 107 59 63 269.4 228 0.0 2921 3.0 0.0
304  277|David M. Cornette 8 21 8 16 175 190 34 45 208.8 94.4 116.7 4199 18 0.6

0 0[Kim M. Kuhfuss © 0 0 0 0
268  261|James E. Ferguson 9 3 9 1 186 167 50 61 332.6 916 208 4450 24 0.0
12 128|Shane P. Lems 3 2 5 0 103 118 40 39 200.4 242 17.5 2421 32 0.0

Kim M. Kuhfuss ©
14 109|David W. King 6 6 6 3 83 88 56 63 125.8 232 0.0 1490 1.8 0.0
John R. Hilbelink *
80 84|C. Mark Jenkins 1 0 1 0 60 68 32 34 89.1 238 0.0 1130 20 0.0
Kenny R. Honken ®
205 159|Benjamin J. Snodgrass 4 2 5 6 17 17 47 47 2497 80.0 04 3302 26 74
Jonathan B. Falk *
Stephen L. Roberts ©
51 50(Frank J. Marsh 2 0 3 1 45 43 18 17 148.6 258 0.0 1744 51 0.0
49 49(Vacant 1 1 1 0 29 25 6 0 419 34 1.2 465 14 0.0
489 496(John R. Tinsley, Sr. 10 26 9 29| 276 302 72 120 3314 140.9 72 4794 13 22
David L. Veldhorst *
Richard M. Edwards "
66 64 (Christian M. McShaffrey 2 0 2 0 51 45 34 31 83.8 6.5 25 929 1.7 0.0

0 0[James E. Ferguson 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0

118 117|Brian L. De Jong 4 4 4 3 89 97 40 35 159.4 422 5.0 2066 22 0.0
35 28(Vacant 1 0 1 0 25 21 15 13 209 14 0.8 231 14 0.0

6 6]

3688 3743 96 79 103 79| 2717 2798 1173 1261 4840.3 1140.8 347.8 63289 23 10.1
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Eighty-third General Assembly

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer| Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW JERSEY
Immanuel Bellmawr NJ 147 1 2 0 4 15 1 120! 57 4 0 1 0 9 7 44
Faith Bible Brick NJ 42 4 1 0 0 0 0 47 20 1 0 4 0 0 0 17
New Hope Bridgeton NJ 95 6 4 0 3 4 2 96! 26 1 0 5 0 0 0 22
Grace Fair Lawn NJ 49 0 1 0 0 0 0 50 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
Church of the Covenant Hackettstown NJ 146 8 6 3 2 0 6 155 38 4 4 5 0 0 1 40
Grace Hamilton (Trenton) ~ NJ 37 1 0 0 0 3 0 35 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Providence Mantua NJ 30 2 5 1 1 0 0 47 7 0 4 2 0 0 0 9
Immanuel Medford NJ 48 0 7 7 1 2 2 57 33 3 3 0 0 0 2 37
Central Bible North W idwood NJ 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Grace Pennsville NJ 25 1 0 0 0 0 0 26 14 0 0 1 0 0 0 13
Calvary Community Phillipsburg NJ 70 0 0 2 1 0 10 61 17 0 0 0 0 0 5 12!
River of Life Phillipsburg NJ 101 0 0 0 1 0o 1" 89 1" 0 0 1 0 0 0 10
Faith Pittsgrove NJ 166 4 2 0 1 2 7 162 53 1 0 3 0 0 4 47
Calvary Ringoes NJ 18 0 3 2 0 0 2 21 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
Mt. Carmel Somerset NJ 83 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
Covenant Vineland NJ 44 1 0 0 0 0 0 45 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 9]
Immanuel West Collingswood ~ NJ 40 0 0 3 0 1 3 39 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 5
Grace Westfield NJ 59 0 0 2 1 7 3 50 1" 0 5 0 0 0 0 16
Emmanuel Whippany NJ 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 0 0]
Calvary Wildwood NJ 57 1 5 0 3 2 5 53 26 2 0 0 0 2 3 23
Reformada "' Arroyo PR 0 0 0 0
Reformada *" San Juan PR 44 0 0 0 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Primera Iglesia Pres Ortodoxa ~ San Juan PR 59 4 0 0 0 3 0 60 10 2 0 0 1 0 0 1
Other members ' 3 0 0 9 0 2 0 20 00 0 0 0 o0 O 0
Member without rights of presbytery ? 1 1
TOTALS - NEW JERSEY 1409 34 36 39 18 61 62 1377 410 18 20 22 1 19 24 382
""" Members are on the roll of Reformada, San Juan, PR
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
2 Aminister on the roll of the regional church with ministerial credentials held in suspense per FG XXIII:18
REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENGLAND
Pilgrim Bangor ME 155 7 2 0 0 7 1 156 43 4 0 3 0 0 0 44
Pleasant Mountain "' Bridgton ME 0 0 0 0]
Living Hope (frm. Merrymeeting [ Brunswick ME 58 0 0 0 1 1 0 56! 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16!
Penobscot Bay " Bucksport ME 0 0 0 0
Grace Reformed " Farmington ME 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 9
Limington Limington ME 61 0 3 9 1 0 2 70 14 3 1 0 0 0 1 17
Second Parish Portland ME 15 0 4 2 0 12 0 109 57 8 3 0 0 6 0 62
Lakeview Rockport ME 120 2 0 2 0 0 5 19, 26 1 0 0 0 0 2 25
Skowhegan OPC Skowhegan ME 23 0 3 0 0 3 2 21 12 0 0 0 0 8 0 4
Grace @2 Fall River MA M 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 1
First Pres., North Shore Ipswich MA 375 23 0 5 1 1 0 401 92 3 0 2 0 0 0 93,
Igreja Pres. Brasileira em Melros Melrose MA 21 0 0 0 0 3 0 18 9 0 0 0 0 3 0 6
Merrimack Va ley North Andover MA 64 1 5 0 1 0 2 67 17 4 0 1 o 0 0 20
Immanuel Chapel Upton MA 52 1 0 2 1 2 0 52 15 0 1 1 0 3 0 12
Pres. Ch. of Cape Cod West Bamnstable MA 84 2 2 0 2 2 3 81 23 2 0 0 0 0 1 24
Pilgrim @) Dover NH 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 13 0 0 0 0 0 o0 13
Jaffrey OPC Jaffrey NH 43 0 0 0 0 4 2 37 26 0 0 0 0 3 0 23
Amoskeag Manchester NH 67 0 0 3 0 0 0 70 36 1 0 0 0 0 0 37
First Church of Merrimack Merrimack NH 150 2 0 4 2 10 0 144 39 3 5 0 0 3 0 44
Providence " West Lebanon NH 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 12 4 4 0 2 0 0 0 6
Covenant Amsterdam NY 78 2 1 0 0 1 0 80 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 12
Grace Lisbon NY 39 5 1 0 0 0 0 45 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 21
Covenant Rochester NY 70 1 1 0 1 0 1 70 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Memorial ¥ Rochester NY % 0 0 0 0 0 0 740 3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
Calvary Schenectady NY 70 0 0 0 2 1 0 67 14 1 0 0 0 1 0 14
Hope Syracuse NY 34 1 0 0 0 0 1 34 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 21
Covenant Barre VT 63 0 0 0 0 0 1 62 32 1 0 3 0 0 0 30
Other members ' 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
Member without rights of presbytery ? 1 1
TOTALS - NEW YORK & NEW ENGLAND 1892 51 22 31 12 47 20 1917| 611 47 18 12 0 27 4 633

" Members are on the roll of the regional church
" Members are on the ro| of Second Parish, Portland, ME
"2 Members are on the ro| of Living Hope, Brunswick, ME
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM [ Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW JERSEY, Continued
204 164|Thomas D. Church 2 0 0 114 113, 34 46 2728 65.3 26 3407 28 0.0
Matthew D. Cole *
62 64(Todd E. Smith 1 0 1 0 42 40 23 17 58.3 6.6 0.0 650 14 0.0
121 118Claude A. Taylor Il 4 2 3 0 97 92 61 58 163.9 17.0 76 1885 2.0 0.0
i 72(John J. Keegan 1 0 2 1 47 51 29 29 101.5 191 0.0 1206 24 0.0
184 195|Ronald E. Pearce 2 5 5 1 145 151 85 98 318.2 521 12.5 3829 25 0.0
46 44(Travis A. Yonkman 3 0 3 0 39 43 20 22 67.5 194 13.3 1002 29 0.0
37 56(Carl S. McDaniel, Jr. 2 0 3 0 65 70 20 25 100.9 1741 0.0 179 2.5 0.0
81 94(David J. Harr 1 1 2 1 62 58 26 37 155.4 248 8.6 1888 33 0.0
16 17|James Allay 2 0 0 0 20 24 9 8 415 3.0 08 453 28 0.0
39 39Vacant 1 0 1 0 32 23 35 22 135 33 07 176 4.5 0.0
87 73[Michael W. Bobick 3 0 1 0 81 93 34 30 203.0 732 5.0 2812 46 0.0
12 99(Wiliam O. Slack Il 3 0 1 0 101 105! 39 47 185.5 325 0.0 2181 2.5 0.0
219 209|Richard N. Ellis 4 1 3 1 115 115 50 57 2198 30.0 29 2527 16 0.7
Andrew R. Barshinger *
20 24 (Vacant 2 0 1 0 23 22 15 13 68.5 49 0.0 734 35 0.0
108 108|Vacant 1 0 2 0 60 50 10 10 126.8 84 28 1379 17 0.0
50 54 (Vacant 3 2 1 0 33 34 22 25 62.7 35 58 720 16 0.0
47 44(Neil J. Lodge 1 1 2 1 30 29 15 15 775 32 0.0 807 21 0.0
70 66Timothy Ferguson 0 1 1 0 21 38 8 20 43.9 39 0.0 478 1.0 0.0
28 0[Vacant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
83 76(James A. Zozzaro 2 1 1 0 53 47 0 0 88.0 121 0.0 1000 1.9 26.5
0 0]
51 51(Carlos M. Cruz 4 2 1 0 54 67 52 63 60.1 12 0.0 612 14 0.0
69 71[Milton Villanueva 4 0 1 0 98 75 90 64 64.0 1.7 0.0 657 1.1 0.0
13 20
1 1
1819 1759 46 16 39 5| 1332 1340 677 706 2593.3 402.1 626 30580 2.2 272

REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENGLAND, Continued

198 200|Russell J. Ham Iton 6 0 4 1 150 182 84 96 183.8 49.3 7.2 3042 20 0.0
0 0] 0 0 0 0 52 55 47 47 50.2 43 06 55.2 0.0
74 72|Gordon H. Cook, Jr. 5 0 2 0 42 42 24 24 61.5 16.2 209 986 18 0.0
John F. A. Kramer "
0 0[None 1 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0 13|None 0 0 0 0 19 1 19 10 16.6 12 0.0 178 44 0.0
75 87(D. Leonard Gulstrom 3 2 4 2 70 75 40 40 11.0 240 0.0 1350 1.9 0.0
172 171|Daniel F. Patterson 5 2 2 0 79 89 64 64 154.2 59.5 10.0! 2237 21 0.0
146 144|Stephen J. Tracey 4 0 6 0 145 128 64 66 299.7 229 0.0 3226 27 0.0
35 25(Vacant 2 0 0 0 9 9 9 9 264 15 15 294 14 0.0
12 12|Vacant 2 1 1 0 19 19 0 0 282 0.4 0.0 286 26 0.0
467  494|Gregory A. Hills 13 4 6 1 514 574 237 226 844.1 2226 89.3 11560 29 0.0
Derek W. Baker *
30 24(Roberto Laranjo 2 0 2 0 37 38 0 0 744 19 0.0 763 42 0.0
81 87(David A. Booth 2 0 1 1 68 68 39 39 148.3 281 90.0 2664 4.0 0.0
67 64(Mark A. Marquis 2 0 3 0 55 55 35 35 168.9 292 0.0 1981 3.8 0.0
107 105|James A. La Belle 3 4 1 0 120 70 30 20 169.0 15 26.7 2071 26 0.0
58 58(Vacant 3 0 1 0 50 55 35 30 98.0 "7 0.0 1096 24 0.0
69 60(Stephen A. Migotsky 2 0 0 0 35 28 18 1" 721 56 0.0 777 21 0.0
103 107|Gregory E. Reynolds 4 0 4 0 74 74 25 25 128.0 307 50.5 2092 3.0 0.0
189 188|Allen C. Tomlinson 6 0 6 0 131 145 47 50 2705 287 0.0 2992 241 0.0
12 18|Timothy G. Herndon £ 0 0 0 0 24 31 12 14 36.7 07 0.0 373 31 0.0
84 92(Timothy H. Gregson 3 0 4 2 70 74 41 41 1921 126 4.0 2087 26 0.0
57 66 (Patrick R. Severson 3 0 4 0 42 50 30 32 93.9 0.0 0.0 939 21 0.0
111 111{Kevin M. Kisler 5 1 2 1 64 72 65 65 111 178 278 156.7 22 0.0
106 106 |Vacant 3 1 2 4 79 63 45 20 83.9 6.5 0.0 904 12 0.0
84 81(Thomas Trouwborst 3 0 2 0 85 79 47 65 146.2 10.6 45 1613 24 0.0
53 55(Gerald P. Malkus 2 1 1 0 33 31 19 19 93.9 12.8 0.0 1066 3.1 0.0
95 92(Carl A. P. Durham 3 1 2 0 il 67 21 16 129.2 9.1 15.0° 1533 25 0.0
Andrew H. Selle ™
17 17
1 1
2503 2550 87 17 60 12| 2137 2184 1097 1064 3791.8 619.3 411.8| 48229 2.5 0.0

" Under the oversight of session, Covenant, Barre, VT, but not included in their statistics
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
? Aminister on the roll of the regional church with ministeri ials held in

per FG XXIII:18
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Eighty-third General Assembly

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer | Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan [Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA
Covenant Berkeley CA 48 2 2 0 0 3 3 46 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 3
New Hope Hanford CA 72 0 0 2 0 0 0 74 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Sovereign Grace Community  Hughson CA 83 3 0 5 1 3 5 82 45 3 0 1 1 0 8 38
Grace " Madera CA 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3
Covenant Marina CA 104 1 14 4 0 9 6 108 40 3 7 1 0 2 0 47
Grace Modesto CA 46 0 2 1 0 0 2 47 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Providence Morgan Hill CA 12 0 0 2 0 0 0 14/ 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 9
Trinity Novato CA 49 0o 2 1 0 3 1 48 15 2 0 0 0 4 0 13
Delta Oaks Pittsburg CA 93 1 0 0 0 3 0 91 15 0 0 0 0 2 0 13
Redding Reformed Fe lowship ~ Redding CA 33 0 4 4 0 1 0 40 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 11
Reformation Fellowship Roseville CA 149 16 16 6 0 5 6 176 56 3 9 12 0 3 1 52
First San Francisco CA 66 0 3 2 0 2 0 69 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 6
Covenant San Jose CA 159 3 7 2 1 8 6 156 39 2 0 2 0 6 5 28
Oak Hill Sonora CA 79 0 4 0 0 4 4 75 16 1 0 0 1 0 2 14
New Covenant ®" South San Francisco CA 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
First Sunnyvale CA 84 3 0 2 2 6 1 80 35 1 2 3 0 5 0 30
Grace Battle Mountain NV 33 3 0 0 0 7 2 27 6 3 2 3 0 3 0 5
Mt. Rose Reformed Sparks (Reno) NV 44 0 9 4 1 0 0 56 15 5 0 0 0 0 0 20
Other members ' 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
TOTALS - NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 1211 32 71 3 5 54 36 1264| 357 271 23 22 2 26 16 341
" Members are on the roll of the regional church
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE NORTHWEST
Grace Wasilla AK 61 1 4 1 0 7 60 19 6 2 1 0 2 0 24
Arco OPC Arco ID 22 0 0 0 0 22 5 0 5
Coeur d'Alene Reformed "' Coeur d'Alene ID 0 116 10 0 0 0 27 0 7 9 0 0 0 0 16,
New Geneva @) Idaho Fals D 42 42| 15 15
Grace Reformed Bend OR 69 1 2 2 0 0 0 74 8 4 0 1 0 0 0 11
Westminster Corvallis OR 107 1 4 3 4 6 5 100 38 2 10 0 0 4 0 46
Faith Grants Pass OR 53 2 6 6 0 1 4 62 17 0 2 2 0 0 0 17
Trinity Medford OR 70 0 0 0 0o 10 0 60 33 0 0 0 0 10 0 23
Trinity Newberg OR 39 0 0 0 2 0 14 23 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 7
First Portland OR 129 2 5 4 1 3 0 136 40 1 0 2 0 0 0 39
Covenant Grace Roseburg OR 34 1 2 7 0 1 4 39 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 13
Trinity Bothell WA 54 0 0 3 1 2 0 54 36 1 0 0 0 0 0 37
Emmanuel *" Colville WA 27 0 0 0 0 2 0 25 14 0 0 0 0 2 0 12
Covenant Kennewick WA 43 0 6 4 0 5 0 48 20 1 3 0 0 1 0 23
Emmanuel Kent WA 131 4 3 1 2 2 5 130 49 2 0 3 0 0 4 44
Lynnwood OPC Lynnwood WA 128 0 0 2 1 0 1 128 65 3 1 0 0 0 0 69
Hope (withdrew from OPC) Mercer Island WA 46 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 32 0 0
Sovereign Grace Oak Harbor WA 61 1 0 2 0 4 0 60 28 0 3 1 0 2 0 28
Reformation Olympia WA 57 2 6 2 1 6 1 59 22 4 0 2 0 3 1 20
Redeeming Grace ' Port Angeles WA 24 0 2 0 0 0 0 26 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Redeemer Airdrie AB 81 2 5 1 0 0 2 87 57 5 0 0 0 0 0 62
Other members ' 35 0 0 0 0 2 0 33 1" 0 0 0 0 0 0 1"
TOTALS - NORTHWEST 1313 18 61 48 12 97 36 1295 536 39 31 12 0 56 7 531

" Members are on the roll of the regional church
M Under the oversight of session,Covenant, Kennewick, WA, but not included in their statistics

2 Under the oversight of session, Sovereign Grace, Oak Harbor, WA, but not included in their statistics
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/JA Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital |Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA, Continued
51 49|Wayne K. Forkner 2 0 1 0] 36 42 19 15 96.3 83 0.0 1046 2.3 0.0
106 108 |Kevin L. Medcalf 2 0 1 0 57 64 45 47 127.4 3.0 0.0 1304 1.8 0.0
128 120|Mark R. Wheat 5 0 1 0 83 88 63 60 145.5 30.1 541 2297 2.8 0.0
0 11|Terry F. Thole 0 0 0 0 20 20 0 0 8.4 0.0 0.0 84 11 0.0
144 155(Joel C. Robbins 3 0 3 0 106 m 63 65 2470 39.3 52 2914 27 0.0
Timothy G. Walker *
52 53|P. Shaun Bryant 1 0 0 1 50 50 25 25 120.4 0.0 0.0 1204 2.6 0.0
20 23[none 0 0 0 0 28 24 15 13 93.3 20 0.0 953 6.8 0.0
64 61(W. Reid Hankins 2 0 1 0 45 37 26 19 1235 14.1 0.0 137.7 29 0.0
108 104 |Michael D. Dengerink 3 0 3 1 84 80 33 37 162.3 12.3 16.6 1912 21 0.0
43 51|Gene L. Crow 2 0 0 0 48 50 23 25 95.3 28 0.0 981 25 0.0
205  228|Kevin W. Van Der Linden 3 1 6 0 198 212 139 172 300.6 42.7 0.0 3432 2.0 0.0
i 75/J. Glenn Ferrell 4 0 1 0 55 55 25 25 1414 14.5 10.0 1659 24 0.0
198 184 Jeffery A. Landis 7 2 4 1 137 143’ 68 62 435.7 353 0.0 4710  3.0] 0.0

Robert A. Starke *

95 89|David P. Bush 2 0 3 0 90 90 50 50 152.9 10.7 0.0 1636 22 0.0
45 45|Carl E. Erickson 2 0 1 0 38 35 7 10 89.9 10.0 3.7 1036 25 0.0
19 110{Vacant 3 2 2 0 70 70 35 35 313.9 535 200 3874 48 0.0
39 32|Alan J. Dueck 1 0 0 0 27 22 13 14 60.9 46 0.0 655 24 0.0
59 76|Andrew J. Preston 3 0 0 0 46 l 14 29 86.1 30 0.0 891 16 0.0
21 21

1568 1595 45 5 27 3| 1218 1264| 663  703|  2800.6 286.2 1096 31964 25 0.0

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE NORTHWEST, Continued

80 84(M. Scott Johnson 4 0 1 0 55 55 20 20 933 247 15.2 1331 22 0.0
27 27|Richard A. Miller 2 0 1 1 19 19 0 0 279 22 30.1 60.1 27| 0.0
0 43 0 0 0 0
57 57(David A. Bass 0 0 2 0 57 59 22 23 735 27 17 79 19 0.0
7 85(Daniel J. D llard 1 0 0 0 55 55 15 15 106.4 5.7 0.0 121 1.5 0.0
145 146 |Martin Emmrich 5 1 3 0 120 120 50 50 128.6 371 52.0 277 22 0.0
70 79(Karl E. Thompson 3 1 3 1 78 99 50 52 84.8 26.7 56 170 1.9 0.0
103 83|Brian H. Nicholson 4 0 4 0 110 110 40 40 96.0 9.3 13.0 1182 2.0] 0.0
48 30[John W. Mahaffy 2 0 1 1 25 23 8 7 88.7 151 0.0 1038 4.5 0.0
169 175|Jack L. Smith 4 1 4 4 150 150 75 75 201.6 101.5 14.0 3171 23 0.0
43 52|Jeffrey M. Scott 2 0 0 0 50 65 0 0] 80.9 23 0.0 832 21 0.0
90 91[Marcus J. Renkema 2 1 2 0 85 80 25 20 121.6 55 1.2 1383 2.6 0.0
4 37|Paul 0. Johnson & 0 0 0 0] 30 35 6 10 449 0.0 0.0 449 1.8 0.0
63 71[Mark A. Collingridge 1 0 0 0 49 50 27 28 128.9 225 0.0 1515 32 0.0
Paul O. Johnson *
180 174|Randall A. Bergquist 5 2 3 0 132 140 75 84 250.2 108.4 0.0 3586 2.8 0.0
193 197 |Benjamin A. Swinburnson 4 1 140 148’ 60 47 275.3 125.1 0.0 4004 31 0.0
78 0]
89 88(Robert C. Van Kooten 1 1 4 1 42 60 0 0] 1m.8 51 0.0 1168  1.9] 0.0
79 79|Brett A. McNeill 3 0 1 0 89 73 44 32 114.4 8.0 40.5 1629 2.8 0.0
33 35(Andrew M. Elam 0 0 0 0 40 44 19 30 67.3 43 0.0 716 28 0.0
138 149 |Larry E. Wilson 2 0 2 0 130 130 70 70 136.8 321 16 1704 2.0 0.0

46 44

1849 1826 44 9 3 9] 1456 1515] 606  603| 2232.7 538.2 184.8] 29557 2.3 0.0
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Eighty-third General Assembly

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer |Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF OHIO
Christ Covenant Sheridan IN 134 0 0 7 0 16 1 124 44 7 0 0 0 7 0 44
Good Shepherd ') Cincinnati OH 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
Grace Columbus OH 276 5 1 3 0 5 2 288 99 9 1 3 0 1 0 105
Covenant Dayton (Vandalia) OH 121 12 4 4 0 2 2 119, 19 2 9 6 0 4 8 12
Redeemer Dayton (Beavercreek) OH 144 4 4 9 2 12 6 14 43 8 4 2 0 2 0 51
Grace "' Huron OH 0 0 0 0
Covenant Mansfield OH 98 0 4 0 0 1 8 93 21 1 0o 0 0 0 0 22
Lake Mayfield V llage OH 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Knox Mt. Vernon OH 55 6 0 0 0 0 0 61 12 10 0 0 0 0 0 22
Providence Pataskala OH il 0 4 2 1 6 1 69 20 2 2 0 0 3 0 21
Living Water " Springfield OH 0 0 0 0
Trinity Frankin PA 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 21 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
Covenant Grove City PA 116 2 0 3 0 5 1 115, 26 1 1 1 0 0 0 27
Calvary Harrisville PA 97 1 0 0 3 0 2 93 28 1 0 0 0 0 4 25
Faith Indiana PA 45 0 0 0 1 3 2 39 13 0 0 0 0 10 0 3
Immanuel Moon Township PA 18 3 0 5 0 3 0 23 15 0 10 3 0 2 0 20!
Redeemer " Pittsburgh PA 19 4 0 0 0 4 0 19 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 7
Nashua Pulaski PA 41 1 0 2 2 0 1 4 26 1 3 0 0 0 0 30
Grace @™ Sewickley PA 60 0 0 0O 0 0 O 6] 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Westminster (dissolved) Windber PA 27 0 0 0 0 27 0 0] 16 0 0 0 0 16 0 0
Trinity " Huntington Wy
Reformation Morgantown wv 57 0 2 0 1 8 1 49 25 1 0 0 0 4 0 22
Other members ' 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS - OHIO 1448 39 29 35 10 92 45 1404 455 45 30 15 0 49 12 454
Y Members are on the roll of Covenant, Mansfield, OH
2 Members are on the roll of Covenant, Vandalia, OH.
"3 Under the oversight of session, Covenant, Grove City, PA, but not included in their statistics
" Members are on the roll of Grace, Columbus, OH
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
REGIONAL CHURCH OF PHILADELPHIA
Grace Middletown DE 47 0 0 4 3 5 0 43 13 0 4 0 0 0 2 15
Emmanuel Wilmington DE 153 0 0 0 0 12 0o 14 29 2 0 0 0 6 0 25
Living Hope Allentown PA 82 0 2 0 0 4 9 71 38 0 0 0 0 0 33
Cornerstone Ambler PA 105 0o 13 M1 1 0 6 122 24 14 2 0 0 0 0 40
Trinity Easton PA 58 1 2 4 1 3 0 61 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Calvary Glenside PA 135 7 4 14 2 6 2 150 47 4 10 7 0 3 1 50
Trinity Hatboro PA 160 0 2 5 0 6 4 157 29 1 3 0 0 2 0 31
Knox @ Lansdowne PA 210 0 0 0 0 0 21 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
First Perkasie PA 17 0 1 1 1 0 0 18 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Emmanuel Cpl. (withdrew) Philadelphia PA 32 0 0 0 0 32 0 0] 25 0 0 0 0 25 0 0
Indonesian Prot. " (withdrew)  Philadelphia PA 37 0 0 0 0 37 0 0] 18 0 0 0 0 18 0 0
Grace @™ Philadelphia PA 7 0 0 0 0 0 o 7 1® 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Grace Fellowship Philadelphia PA 29 1 0 0 0 4 0 26 15 0 0 1 0 2 0 12
Covenant Sinking Spring PA 224 6 2 1 0 0 0 233 23 3 0 0 0 0 0 26/
Pocono Reeders PA 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Other members ' 8 8
TOTALS - PHILADELPHIA 1205 15 26 40 8 109 21 1148 311 26 19 8 0 56 8 283

"' Members were under the oversight of session, Emmanuel Chapel, Philadelphia, PA, prior to withdrawal.
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF OHIO, Continued
178 168|Mark S. Melton 5 0 2 1 120 110 0 0 165.6 372 0.0 2028 16 0.0
40 40 (Christopher A. Malamisuro 2 0 2 0 39 45 32 31 103.4 35 0.0 1069 43 0.0
375  393|Wiliam B. Kessler 6 0 6 2 188 169’ 72 68 385.0 917 15.8] 4925 1.7 0.0
Jason C. Kirklin *
140 131|Matthew H. Patton 3 0 4 0 103 102 66 66 2382 383 84.3 3608 3.0 0.0
Bradley M. Peppo ©
187 192|Robert Y. Eckardt 5 1 3 1 154 144 104 "7 299.7 978 34.9 4324 341 0.0
Ken B. Montgomery *
0 0 0o 0 0 O
19 115(Matthew A. Judd 2 1 1 0 66 53 40 42 109.9 229 3.5 1363 1.5 0.0
28 28|Geoffrey L. Willour 1 1 1 0 25 26 18 17 752 4.6 0.0 798 35 0.0
67 83(Jeremy J. Logan 2 0 0 0 61 53 55 46 77.0 10.5 2.3 899 15 0.0
91 90(Stephen J. Dufresne 3 1 4 3 87 7 55 38 128.2 275 0.0 1568 2.3 0.0
0 0] 0 0 0 0
33 34(David G. Graves 3 0 0 0 27 23 16 12 526 15 0.0 540 26 0.0
142 142|Jeremy C. Jones 5 0 3 1 134 138 45 43 1277 55.9 75 1912 17 0.0
125 118 (Peter J. Puliatti 6 2 6 0 104 92 66 66 96.5 214 1479 2658 29 0.0
58 42(Douglas W. Snyder, Sr. 2 0 0 0 29 4 14 16 804 6.7 0.0 871 22 0.0
33 43[Mark A. Garcia 1 0 1 0 32 32 32 32 64.8 22 0.0 670 29 0.0
24 26|Thomas G. Albaugh © 0 0 0 0 32 25 16 15 332 53 0.0 384 20 0.0
67 71|D. Patrick Ramsey 2 0 2 0 53 53 17 17 84.0 1.7 0.0 856 2.1 482
70 70(R. Daniel Knox 5 0 3 0 60 60 30 30 146.0 15.8 0.0 1618 2.7 0.0
Brett E. Mahlen *
43 0]
0 0 0 0
82 71|Jonathan E. Hutchison * 5 0 3 0 58 il 34 43 1245 50.9 0.0 1753 36 0.0
1 1
1903 1858, 58 6 41 8] 1372 1314 712 699] 2391.9 4953 296.3 31835 23 482
REGIONAL CHURCH OF PHILADELPHIA, Continued
60 58(Robert P. Harting, Jr. 1 0 1 0 51 55 21 23 73.0 34 3.5 798 19 0.0
182 166 |Michael J. Matossian 7 4 4 3 114 92 66 60 400.9 70.2 0.0 4711 33 0.0
David W. Landow *
120 104|Tim W. Young 4 0] 87 94 54 55 2406 232 124 2761 39 0.0
129 162|Carl R. Trueman 3 1 3 162 156 75 94 211.8 121 3.0 2269 19 20.0
Cecil R. (Cris) Simpson
68 72(Lane G. Tipton 3 0 2 2 57 44 37 36 80.7 14.8 0.0 954 16 0.0
182 200|J. Mark Sallade 7 2 4 0 188 21 10 135 2512 576 0.1 3089 21 0.0
189 188|Larry J. Westerveld 6 1 5 1 139 145 58 80 27113 97.9 262.0 6312 4.0 0.0
33 33Vacant 3 0 0 0 39 39 22 22 50.0 0.0 0.0 500 24 0.0
22 23|R. Scott MacLaren 2 0 0 0 25 26 16 20 73.8 25 42 804 45 0.0
57 0]
55 0]
94 94(Lloyd J. Sterrett 1 0 0 0 7 82 0 0 106.5 0.9 0.0 1074 14 0.0
44 38|Wiliam F. Snodgrass 1 0 0 0 23 22 9 8 65.0 4.4 0.0 694 27 0.0
247 259|Vacant 5 1 2 3 140 125 80 75 4445 25.0 0.0 4695 2.0 0.0
Jonathan F. Peters *
26 26(Thomas A. Foh 2 0 0 0 19 18 10 7 66.0 20 0.0 680 36 0.0
8 8
1516 1431 44 9 25 9| 121 1109| 558  615] 23352 314.0 285.1 29343 26 20.0
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Eighty-third General Assembly

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer |Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan [Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTH
Redeemer Birmingham AL 15 15 0 2 0 0 0 32 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4
Providence Huntsville (Madison) AL 29 1 0 3 0 0 2 31 19 2 3 0 0 0 1 23
Heritage Mobile AL 30 1 1 0 0 4 7 21 8 2 0 0 O 3 2 5
Providence Bradenton FL 86 1 9 4 2 2 9 87 35 0 0 2 0 0 3 30
Holy Trinity Fort Lauderdale FL 43 0 2 1 0 0 6 40 9 3 0 0 0 0 1 1"
Covenant Reformed ' Fort Pierce FL 65 0 0 0 O o0 0 6/ 1M 0 0 0 0 0 0 M
Redemption Gainesville FL 65 1 3 4 0 5 0 68 33 3 0 1 0 1 0 34
Sharon Hialeah FL 18 0 0 0 0 1 0 17 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Keys ®*) Key West FL % 0 0 0 O 0 0O 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Fellowship Lake Worth FL 24 0 0 0 1 2 2 19 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
Christ the King " Naples FL 13 0 7 10 0 0 0 30 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4
Grace ®" Niceville FL 16 16 1 1
Lake Sherwood Orlando FL 146 1 1 0 0 6 5 137 23 2 1 0 0 1 0 25
Reformation Oviedo FL 67 1 0 3 0 9 0 62 39 3 0 1 0 9 0 32
Covenant Pensacola FL 64 0 1 0 1 7 7 50 6 2 0 0 0 4 0 4
Covenant St. Augustine FL 73 2 15 2 0 1 0 91 18 5 1 0 0 0 24
Calvary Tallahassee FL 153 0 2 0 0 38 15 102 39 1 0 0 0 0 0 40
Covenant Natchitoches LA 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 21 6 0 o0 2 0 0 0 4
Pineville Pineville LA 36 0 0 0 1 2 0 33 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 5
Wolf River " Collierville N 31 7 0 2 0 1 1 38 10 0 7 2 0 0 0 15
Other members ' 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
TOTALS - SOUTH 1033 33 41 31 5 78 54 1001 306 24 20 8 0 19 7 316
" Members are on the roll of the regional church
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHEAST
Covenant """} Buford GA 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Redeemer Doraville GA 9 0 0 4 o0 8 1 85 18 1 2 0 0 0 0 21
Covenant LaGrange GA 79 2 2 0 0 5 6 72! 36 0 3 2 0 1 4 32
Heritage " Royston GA 34 2 0 5 1 0 0 40 31 3 2 2 0 0 0 34
Geneva Woodstock GA 46 3 0 0 0 3 8 38 23 2 0 0 0 0 2 23
Neon Reformed " Neon KY 19 2 2 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 12
Redeemer Charlotte NC 80 1 0 1 1 9 0 72 2 2 0 0 o0 2 0 22
Reformation Gastonia (Dallas) NC 26 3 5 1 0 0 0 35 13 4 0 3 0 0 0 14
Providence Greensboro NC 93 6 3 0 1 8 1 92 17 1 0 5 0 4 0 9
Sovereign Grace Reformed Hickory NC 38 0 6 1 0 0 13 32 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 4
Matthews OPC Matthews NC 261 2 2 4 1 4 0 264 59 6 0 2 0 0 0 63
Covenant Reformed ' Mount Airy NC 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
Covenant New Bern NC 43 0 1 0 1 3 1 39 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 16,
Pilgrim Raleigh NC 83 2 2 8 0 7 1 87 47 7 4 2 0 9 0 47
Shloh Raleigh NC 91 2 4 16 0 2 0 m 34 0 6 2 0 0 0 38
Trinity Reformed Wilmington NC 53 0 0 8 0 0 0 61 26 2 2 0 0 0 0 30
Harvest "' (e Winston-Salem NC 0 0 0 0
Covenant Community ') Greenville sC 9B 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 47
Cornerstone Chattanooga ™ 63 0 0 4 0 14 1 52! 28 3 0 0 0 8 0 23
Faith Cookeville N 36 15 0 9 0 0 0 60 6 3 5 1 0 0 0 13
Sandy Springs Maryville ™ 31 1 1 9 0 4 0 38 14 0 7 1 0 1 0 19
Providence Chilhowie VA 52 6 0 0 0 0 2 56 20 0 0 6 0 0 0 14
Grace Lynchburg VA 4l 2 1 0 2 2 8 74 34 2 0 2 0 0 6 28
Garst Mil Roanoke VA 28 0 2 2 1 3 0 28 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2]
Reformation " Virginia Beach VA 14 1 5 2 0 0 0 22 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 9
Other members ' 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Member without rights of presbytery 2 1 1 0
TOTALS - SOUTHEAST 1506 50 48 74 9 73 43 1553] 541 41 34 28 0 25 14 549

M Members are on the roll of the regional church

" Members are on the roll of Covenant Reformed, Mount Airy, NC, but no report was received.
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
2 Aminister on the roll of the regional church with ministerial credentials held in suspense per FG XXII:18
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship | Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan  Dec Act. N/A Act. N/A | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTH, Continued
15 36(Mark D. Soud 1 0 0 0 31 31 0 0 4.7 0.0 0.0 4“7 13 0.0
48 54(Darren S. Thole 3 0 3 0 45 43 26 26 100.3 6.9 0.0 1072 35 0.0
38 26(Kenneth L. Wendland 2 0 0 0 35 40 15 18 925 11 0.0 936 45 0.0
121 117 Michael S. Borg 4 0 3 0] 106 130 39 48 2124 225 15.1 2500 29 85
52 51(Chad D. Mulinix 1 0 2 0 38 42 22 23 85.5 26 0.0 881 22 0.0
76 76(RobertA. Berry, Jr. 4 0 2 0 46 58 33 26 160.1 0.0 0.0 1601 25 0.0
98  102|Joel D. Fick 3 0 1 0 82 83 38 44 151.4 479 10.2 2095 341 0.0
30 29|Jeffrey K. Boer 2 0 0 0 19 18 0 0 66.0 03 0.0 664 39 0.0
20 20(Wiliam V. Welzien 1 0 0 0 21 22 1 1 64.0 34 4.0 74 45 0.0
38 33[Henry Stanke 2 0 0 0 47 42 0 0 51.9 03 13 535 28 0.0
13 34|Eric R. Hausler ® 0 0 0 0 33 55 0 22 160.1 6.0 240 1901 6.3 0.0
17 17 [Harold E. Thomas 1 0 2 0] 20 20 16 16 4“7 58 0.0 475 3.0 0.0
169 162|Larry G. Mininger 5 0 5 0 96 18 57 45 337.9 246 2158 5783 42 0.0
Geoffrey M. Downey *
106 94 (Stephen J. Oharek 3 0 3 0 70 7 40 40 145.2 9.1 1.6 1560 25 0.0
David E. Chlton *
70 54(John J. Schortmann 2 0 3 0 55 55 20 20 145.3 208 0.0 1662 3.3 0.0
91 115 Eric B. Watkins 4 0 6 0 107 129 36 42 246.6 6.8 199.3 4527 50 0.0
192 142|Wiliam M. Hobbs 4 1 4 0 159 151 61 59 2833 19.9 3.0 3063 3.0 0.0
John A. Sharpe *
24 25(Warren R. Bennett |l 2 0 0 0 22 21 12 14 752 27 0.0 779 37 0.0
4 38(Jack W. Sawyer 2 1 3 0 35 32 15 16 125.2 16.0 0.0 1412 43 0.0
4 53|Mark A. Winder © 0 0 0 0 44 47 37 37 93.9 0.0 0.0 939 25 0.0
39 39
1339 1317 46 2 37 0] 1111 1214] 478 507 2680.3 1968  4745] 33516 33 85
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHEAST, Continued
0 0|Christopher B. Strevel, Sr. 0 0 0 0 0.0
108 106 |Vacant 5 1 1 0 90 75 45 35 180.0 84 0.3 1887 22 0.0
115 104(A. Boyd Miller IV 3 0 3 1 105 93 67 52 136.6 45.7 54.0 2363 33 0.0
65 74|Michael L. Myers © 0 0 0 0 59 68 0 0 106.4 18.0 0.0 1245 3.1 0.0
69 61{Matthew Holst 2 0 3 0 44 48 35 41 116.3 211 0.0 1373 3.6 0.0
30 33|M. Jay Bennett © 0 0 0 0 26 26 15 15 15.5 13 0.0 16.7 08 0.0
102 94 (Clifford L. Blair 3 0 4 0] 91 85 81 77 161.5 304 77 199.6 2.8 0.0
39 49(Joseph H. Fowler, Jr. 2 0 1 0 55 53 42 40 68.4 135 0.0 819 23 0.0
110 101|Arie van Eyk 2 0 3 0 95 88 47 52 202.0 48.8 137 2645 29 0.0
43 36(Christopher B. Cashen 2 1 0 0 29 33 20 21 68.6 9.1 0.0 777 24 0.0
320  327|T. Nathan Trice 6 0 5 0] 300 300{ 200 200 449.5 16.4 0.0 4658 1.8 0.0
M. Justin Rosser *
72 72(Brenton C. Ferry 2 0 0 0 53 46 30 25 131.8 234 0.0 1562 3.1 0.0
57 55|M. Daniel Fincham 2 0 2 0 46 48 44 43 153.6 17.7 1.1 1725 44 0.0
130 134|Douglas M. Withington 5 0 6 0 96 92 60 52 178.4 46.4 0.0 2248 26 0.0
125 149|Irfon P. Hughes * 3 0 3 0 150 160 110 120, 300.0 314 40.0 3714 33 0.0
79 91|Frederick F. Hofland 2 0 4 1 78 84 35 40 141.0 15.0 4.0 1600 2.6 0.0
0 0
140 140|Peter C. Van Doodewaard 2 0 2 0 97 110 76 75 206.6 10.8 0.0 2174 23 0.0
L. Anthony Curto "
Zecharius Abraham Weldeyesus
91 75(Calvin D. Keller 0 3 0 81 78 59 70 106.7 23.0 7.7 1374 26 0.0
W. Ralph English
42 73[Matthew A. Figura 3 0 0 0 68 60 35 58 80.0 5.0 0.0 850 14 0.0
45 57(James H. Ganzevoort 1 0 2 0 51 50 30 31 751 26.2 0.0 1013 27 0.0
72 70{Hank L.Belfield 4 1 1 0 55 55 30 30 105.9 241 21.3| 1293 23 0.0
105  102|Peter Stazen Il 1 0 2 0 86 89 55 60 1211 36.4 3.0 1605 2.2 0.0
30 30(Rodney T. King 2 1 1 0 33 39 22 23 107.1 20 0.0 1090 3.9 0.0
19 31[None 0 0 0 0 35 40 0 0 76.8 23 0.0 792 36 0.0
38 38
1 0]
2047 2102 56 4 46 2| 1823 1820] 1138 116 3288.8 454.3 152.8 3896.0 25 0.




474 Eighty-third General Assembly

CHURCH OR MISSION WORK COMMUNICANT MEMBERS NONCOMMUNICANT MEMBERS
Added Removed Added Removed
Name Town or City ST | Jan | Prof Reaff Xfer| Dcd Dism D&E| Dec | Jan |Bapt Par | Prof Dcd Dism D&E| Dec
REGIONAL CHURCH OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
Concho Valley ™ Concho AZ 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 16 00 1 0 0 0 0 1
Verde Valley Ref. Cpl. " Cottonwood AZ 29 0 0 2 2 0 2 27 14 0 1 0 0 0 2 13
Calvin Phoenix AZ 169 2 8 15 3 4 8 179 41 3 5 0 0 0 4 45
Prescott Prescott AZ 43 0 4 1 2 0 7 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Covenant Tucson AZ 50 6 0 10 0 7 1 58 26 0 3 0 2 0 22
Yuma OPC " Yuma AZ 0 0o N 5 0 2 14 0 14 0 0 0 1
Theophilus Anaheim CA i 2 6 0 1 2 0 76! 22 0 1 1 0 0 1 21
Anaheim Hils " Anaheim Hills CA 10 2 2 6 0 0 0 20 6 2 4 0 0 0 0 12
Big Bear Valley " Big Bear Lake CA % 0 0 0 0 2 14 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Bonita Bonita CA 90 2 0 0 0 2 0 90 16 0 0 0 0 3 0 13
Trinity " Capistrano Beach CA 3% 2 5 12 0 0 0 54 9 6 4 2 0 0 0 17
Grace Carson CA 4 1 2 1 0 0 0 45 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 13
Bayview Chula Vista CA 108 6 6 0 1 0 0 19 13 0 0 3 0 0 0 10
Grace Costa Mesa CA 31 0 1 2 0 2 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Escondido OPC Escondido CA 95 2 2 4 0 5 4 94 30 2 0 2 0 3 3 24
Christ and Heaven ™ Garden Grove CA 29 1 o 0 0 0 3 27 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 7
El Camino Goleta CA 36 0 1 1 1 1 0 36 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Calvary La Mirada CA 63 2 2 6 1 2 1 69 23 2 1 0 0 2 0 24
Faith Long Beach CA 183 1 7 6 1 10 2 184 49 6 3 0 0 5 0 53
Covenant of Grace Oxnard CA 37 0 0 0 0 0 1 36 23 1 0 0 0 0 0 24
Sovereign Grace Redlands CA 72 0 0 0 1 15 0 56 19 2 0 0 0 6 0 15,
Harvest $San Marcos CA 86 0 3 3 0 0 0 92 39 6 3 0 0 0 0 48
Redeemer Santa Maria CA 56 1 0 4 0o 10 9 42 27 2 0 0 8 2 19
Providence Temecula CA 173 8 5 1 1 17 35 0 30
Branch of Hope " Torrance CA 26 0 0O 0O O O O 298 47 0 0 0 0O 0O 0 47
Resurrection " Westminster CA 33 3 3 0 0 0 0 39 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 7
Westminster Westminster CA 108 3 2 0 2 4 1 106; 12 4 0 2 0 0 0 14,
Redeemer " Pearl City HI 60 2 0 6 0 1 8 49 27 2 8 2 0 9 3
Other members ' 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 2022 46 70 104 16 88 67 2071 518 46 48 27 0 41 25 519
" Members are on the roll of the regional church
" Under the oversight of session, Prescott OPC, Prescott, AZ, but not included in their statistics
2 Under the oversight of session, Westminster OPC, Westminster, CA, but not included in their statistics
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHWEST
Covenant of Grace Albuquerque NM 37 1 0 0 0 0 0 38 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
OPC of Rio Rancho Rio Rancho NM 70 1 4 0 0 0 3 72 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Grace ™" Norman oK 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Covenant Abilene X 22 0 9 0 0 2 1 28 5 0 5 0 0 3 0 7
Christ Covenant Amarillo X 69 2 2 4 0 1 0 76 1 5 6 2 0 0 0 20
Providence Austin (Pflugerville) ~ TX 17 1 1 7 2 25 5 94 56 5 6 0 0 5 0 62
South Austin Austin X 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 27 0 0o M1 0 0 0 0 1
Mid Cities Bedford X 7 0 1 9 0 7 0 74 30 3 0 0 0 6 0 27
Christ Covenant Dallas-SW X 36 3 0 0 1 3 0 35 12 0 0 3 0 0 0 9
Covenant Fort Worth X 35 1 0 3 0 1 4 34 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Faith Garland X il 3 6 5 0 7 0 78 41 1 1 2 0 0 0 4
Cornerstone Jersey Village (Houstoi TX 40 0 7 7 0 0 0 54 19 1 12 0 0 0 0 32
Providence Kingwood (Houston) ~ TX 45 8 0 5 0o n 2 45 30 2 1 6 0 4 0 23
Christ The King Longview X 24 2 0 0 1 1 0 24 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 6
Grace San Antonio X 106 2 8 4 0 3 2 15 30 9 0 0 0 0 0 39
San Antonio Reformed San Antonio X 20 3 4 6 0 1 0 32 15 2 2 3 0 0 0 16,
Tyler OPC Tyler (Flint) X 120 3 12 0 1 5 0 129 25 0 0 2 0 0 0 23
Other members ' 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
TOTALS - SOUTHWEST 907 30 58 73 5 67 17 979] 320 28 44 19 0 18 0 35

M Members are on the roll of the regional church
" Members of former congregations et al. remaining on the roll of the regional church
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TOTAL CHURCH OFFICERS ATTENDANCE OFFERINGS & BEQUESTS ($1,000)
MEMBERS |Pastor(s) RElders Deacons | AM Worship [ Sun. School Offerings by Type or Usage Total Per [ Via
Jan  Dec Act. NJA Act. NJA | May Nov | May Nov | General Benev. Capital | Offerings CM | Wills
REGIONAL CHURCH OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, Continued
0 17|Charles K. Perkins 0 0 0 0] 16 18 16 18 486 0.9 0.0 495 31 0.0
43 40|Brian D. Chang ® 0 0 0 2] 35 32 25 22 487 0.6 0.0 494 18] 0.0
210 224|Michael L. Babcock 6 1 6 0] 195 210 40 40 485.0 64.0 77.0 6260 3.5 0.5
45 41(Charles K. Perkins 3 1 0 0] 40 4 18 18 116.3 0.3 0.0 1166  3.0] 223
Brian D. Chang *
76 80|Christopher J. Chelpka 2 0 1 0] 69 48 26 25 101.0 0.9 45 1063 1.8 0.0
0 25(David Crum 0 0 0 0] 25 35 16 23 55.1 0.8 0.0 559  4.0] 0.0
93 97|Yousik Hong 1 0 1 0] 98 107 69 82 270.0 25.0 0.0 2950 3.9 0.0
Peter H. Sim *
16 32|Christopher D. Hartshom © 0 0 0 0] 45 51 19 22 738 0.5 0.0 743 3.7 0.0
22 0 0 1 0 0] 5 0| 0 0 35.0 46 0.0 396 0.0
106 103|Stephen L. Parker 4 0 3 0] 86 88 39 34 1483 61.4 0.0 209.7 2.3 0.0
4 71|Jonathan B. Moersch © 0 0 0 O 51 63 30 35 103.1 0.1 2.0) 1052 19 0.0
51 58|Joshua P. Lyon 4 1 4 1 62 57 7 12 72 48 0.0 760 1.7] 8.0
121 129|Roger Wagner 5 2 4 0] 86 97 53 44 166.1 174 0.0 1835 1.5 0.0
Jerome A. Famik ©
31 32|David L. Thibault 1 0 0 0] 33 34 30 32 7.0 25 0.0 736 23] 0.0
125 118(Zachary R. Keele 4 0 1 0] 85 92 38 41 187.6 19.0 0.0 2066 2.2 0.0
38 34|Yong H. Kim ® 0 0 1 0] 49 37 35 28 115.1 0.0 0.0 1151 43| 0.0
40 40(Douglas P. Harley 2 3 1 0] 33 27 10 14 1236 16.8 0.0 1404 3.9 0.0
86 93[M. Austin Britton 2 1 3 1 86 95 47 56 161.1 21.0 0.0 1881 2.7, 0.0
232 237|JamesT.Lim 5 3 4 1 168 163 98 99 316.1 755 0.0 3916 21 0.0
60 60{Mark C. Mueller 2 0 2 0] 38 40 16 19 100.5 0.0 0.0 1005 2.8 0.0
91 71|Vacant 2 0 0 0] 83 7 39 28 1315 16.3 0.0 1478 26 0.0
125 140|Mark A. Schroeder 1 1 4 0] 104 118, 74 82 230.6 61.8 15.9] 3084 34| 0.0
John W. Garrisi
83 61[Joshua E. Martin 0 0] 46 59 24 40 109.3 9.6 0.0 1188 2.8 0.0
208 201|Vacant 4 0 7 0] 146 159 26 28 207.8 308 0.0 2386 1.4 0.0
345 345|Paul Viggiano 4 4 8 1 261 251 75 46 715.2 288 0.0 7440 2.5 0.0
Dale T. Hanaoka '
42 46(William J. Gorrell 2 0 0 0] 40 38 23 23 59.0 20 0.0 61.0 16| 0.0
120 120|William J. Gorrell 9 1 4 1 88 88 37 37 291.0 120.0 46.0 4570 4.3 0.0
87 72|Douglas L. Watson ® 0 0 0 0] 59 63 37 37 108.9 33 0.0 1123 23] 0.0
0 3
2540 2590 64 20 54 7] 2132 2188 967  985|  4650.6 594.8 1454 5390.7 2.6 30.8)
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHWEST, Continued
53 54|John R. Hunt, Jr. 1 0 0 0] 40 40 15 15 64.3 26 0.0 66.9 1.8 0.0
72 74{Todd S. Bordow 3 0 2 0] 85 85 40 40 138.0 12.5 0.0 1505 2.1 0.0
28 28|Todd P. Dole 2 0 0 0] 22 23 1 13 415 16 0.0 431 2.2 0.0
27 35|Robert A. Lotzer 3 1 3 0] 28 32 6 15 720 54 0.0 774 2.8 0.0
80 96|Jeremy Boothby 3 0 2 0] 80 80 40 50 2216 12.9 0.0 2345 34 0.0
173 156|Glen J. Clary 2 0 2 0] 100 108 45 67 202.1 35.0 2.7 2398 26| 0.0
0 38|James J. Cassidy 1 0 1 0] 36 4 27 26 104.7 13.7 8.4 1268 4.7 0.0
101 101|Joseph L. Troutman 3 0 2 0 76 85 48 41 1376 448 0.0 1824 2.5 0.0
48 44(Joseph A. Keller 1 1 0 1 43 30 22 19 64.5 16.8 0.0 813 23] 0.0
44 43(Todd V. Wagenmaker 2 0 3 0] 34 33 18 18 703 0.8 0.0 7121 0.0
112 119|Chad E. Bond 3 4 1 0 96 101 64 60 1145 200 1.5 1360 17, 0.0
59 86|Robert S. Arendale 2 0 1 0] 68 70 35 37 198.4 19.3 0.0 2176 4.0] 0.0
75 68[{Adam A. York 3 0 3 0] 64 42 53 32 108.6 9.0 8.8 1264 2.8 0.0
31 30|Phillip D. Hodson 2 0 0 0] 35 30 15 12 749 25 10.0 874 36 0.0
136 154|Nathan J. Hornfeld 3 0 4 0] 920 100 40 40 191.3 50.8 240 266.1 2.3 0.0
35 48|Andrew T. Moody © 0 0 0 0] 41 53 33 31 87.8 10.3 0.0 9.0 31 0.0
145 152|John H. Johnson, Jr. 4 0 2 0] 131 131 49 65 220.3 524 451 3177 2.5 0.0
8 8
1227 1334 38 6 26 1] 1069 1084 561 581 2112.3 310.4 1004 25231 2.6 0.0
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RECAPITULATION OF MEMBERSHIP STATISTICS

1938-2015
As of December 31, 2015
Year Ministers* Communicant Baptized Total**
Members Children Membership
2015 535 22,917 7,748 31,200
2014 534 22,798 7,792 31,124
2013 534 22,411 7,682 30,627
2012 517 22,321 7,793 30,631
2011 509 22,001 7,696 30,206
2010 494 21,421 7,723 29,638
2009 485 21,161 7,753 29,399
2008 477 20,765 7,772 29,014
2007 464 20,545 7,734 28,743
2006 462 20,444 7,673 28,579
2005 449 20,010 7,498 27,957
2004 440 19,998 7,706 28,144
2003 437 19,725 7,857 27,769
2002 425 18,804 7,721 26,950
2001 416 18,293 7,601 26,310
1998 383 16,620 7,339 24,342
1988 335 13,108 5,933 19,376
1978 248 10,939 4,867 16,171
1968 170 9,197 4,841 14,142
1958 133 6,734 3,528 10,395
1948 98 5,543 2,061 7,702
1938 99 4,225 - 4,324

* Ministers were included in Total Membership beginning December 31, 1972. Total
membership figures given above for all years have been adjusted to include ministers; they
will differ, therefore, from the figures that appear in the Minutes of the General Assembly for
years prior to 1973.

** Total membership in each year was revised in the following year’s Statistician’s report, and
the revised figures are shown above. Figures for communicant members and baptized children
prior to 1984 were not revised, so their totals differ slightly from revised total memberships.
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STATISTICAL REPORTS OF THE PRESBYTERIES

PRESBYTERY OF CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
PA [between and including Potter, Clinton, Centre, Blair, and Bedford Counties on
the west; and Bradford, Sullivan, Columbia, Northumberland, Lebanon, York, and
(part of) Lancaster Counties on the east]

Membership: 18 Ministers, 46 Ruling Elders

Stated meetings: 1st Saturday of February and May; 3rd Saturday of September
and November

Stated Clerk: Alan W. Montgomery, term expires February 2017

Moderator: Jeremiah W. Montgomery, term expires February 2017

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 9 churches and 2 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works: None

Mission works: Parent church:
Covenant, Chambersburg, PA Living Hope, Gettysburg, PA
Omega, Williamsport, PA New Life, Williamsport, PA
Ministers
Ordinations:

Joshua L. McKamy, 23 January 2015

Shane M. Bennett, 16 October 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:

Thomas E. Tyson, dismissed to Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic, 5 December 2015
Ministers installed:

Joshua L. McKamy, as evangelist of Living Hope, Gettysburg, PA, serving at

Covenant, Chambersburg, PA, 23 January 2015

Shane M. Bennett, as pastor of Faith, Fawn Grove, PA, 16 October 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:

Douglas C. Winward, Jr., from serving as pastor of Faith, Fawn Grove, PA, 30

April 2015

Stephen S. Payson, from serving as pastor of Providence, Mifflinburg, PA, 31
August 2015

Roll of ministers:

Andrew T. Adcock Shane M. Bennett Kyle N. Brown

Mark R. Brown Paul N. Browne Arthur J. Fox

Theodore J. Georgian Joel C. Kershner Joshua L. McKamy

Jeremiah W. Montgomery Jody O. Morris Stephen S. Payson

Roth M. Reason Lawrence Semel Albert W. Steever, Jr.

John D. Van Meerbeke Bryan J. Weaver Douglas C. Winward, Jr.

Licentiates
Licensures: None
Licentiates received:
Shane M. Bennett, from Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic, 2 May 2015
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Licentiates removed:
Joshua L. McKamy, ordained, 23 January 2015
Jeffrey J. Downs, dismissed to the PCA, Calvary Presbytery, 23 August 2015
Shane M. Bennett, ordained, 16 October 2015

Roll of licentiates: None

PRESBYTERY OF THE CENTRAL U. S.
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
AR, KS, MO [Cass, Clay, Jackson, and Platte Counties], NE, OK [northeastern

counties]
Membership: 8 Ministers, 13 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: April and September
Stated Clerk: Mark T. Harrington, term expires April 2018
Moderator: George A. Martin, term expires April 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 5 churches
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Providence, Tulsa, OK, organized as a new and separate congregation, 15 May
2015
Ministers
Ordinations: None
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Patrick D. Durkee, deposed, 15 May 2015
Ministers installed:
Jim G. Stevenson, as pastor of Providence, Tulsa, OK, 15 May 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Jim G. Stevenson, from serving as evangelist in Tulsa, OK, 15 May 2015
Roll of ministers:

Joseph A. Auksela Timothy L. Black Edward A. Eppinger
Mark T. Harrington Timothy L. McClymonds LeRoy E. Miller
Geoffrey C. Smith Jim G. Stevenson

Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates:

Colby T. Painter

PRESBYTERY OF CONNECTICUT AND SOUTHERN NEW YORK
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
CT, NY [south of the northern boundaries of Sullivan, Ulster, and Dutchess

Counties]
Membership: 13 Ministers, 17 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 3rd Saturday of January, April, September, and November

Stated Clerk: John W. Mallin III, term expires January 2019
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Moderator: Carl N. Smith, term from January 2015-January 2016
Jonathan W. Shishko, term from January 2016—January 2017
Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 6 churches
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Reformation, Floral Park, NY, organized as a new and separate congregation, 14
November 2015
Ministers
Ordinations: None
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Sabry Tanios, erased, 18 April 2015
Ministers installed:
Jonathan W. Shishko, as pastor of Reformation, Floral Park, NY, 14 November
2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Jonathan W. Shishko, from serving as evangelist in Floral Park, NY, 14 November

2015
Roll of ministers:
James W. Campbell Samuel S. Chung Richard R. Gerber
Brad S. Hertzog Jonathan Holst David C. Innes
John W. Mallin 11T Benjamin W. Miller Daniel G. Osborne
Meindert Ploegman Jonathan W. Shishko William Shishko
Carl N. Smith

Licentiates
Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates: None

PRESBYTERY OF THE DAKOTAS
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
CO, IA [Lyon, Sioux, Osceola, and O’Brien Counties], ND, SD, UT, WY

Membership: 22 Ministers, 49 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 1st Tuesday of April
4th Tuesday of September
Stated Clerk: Archibald A. Allison, term expires April 2017
Moderator: Gregory L. Thurston, term expires April 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 16 churches and 1 unorganized mission work
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Emmanuel, Castle Rock, CO, organized as a new and separate congregation, 25

April 2015
Grace, Fargo, ND, (mission work) terminated, 23 September 2015
Mission works: Parent church:

Bethel, Bismarck, ND Bethel, Carson, ND
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Ministers
Ordinations:
Michael J. Chapa, 3 October 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed: None
Ministers installed:
Michael J. Chapa, as pastor of Emmanuel, Castle Rock, CO, 3 October 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Gregory P. Hoadley, from serving as evangelist in Fargo, ND, 23 September 2015
D. Nathan Holloway, from serving as pastor of Bethlehem Reformed, Freeman,
SD, 20 December 2015
Roll of ministers:

Archibald A. Allison David A. Bosch Michael J. Chapa
Leonard J. Coppes Curtis A. Eggleston Gregory P. Hoadley
Richard G. Hodgson D. Nathan Holloway Bradley J. Irick
Matthew W. Kingsbury Shawn C. Mathis Curtis A. Moleterno
Bruce L. Prentice Steven A. Richert Young J. Son
Philip B. Strong Kevin P. Swanson Gregory L. Thurston
Murray 1. Uomoto D. Jason Wallace Gerald 1. Williamson
Richard Wynja

Licentiates

Licensures:

Joshua C. Schwisow, 23 September 2015
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed:

Michael J. Chapa, ordained 3 October 2015
Roll of licentiates:

Joshua C. Schwisow

PRESBYTERY OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
IN [northern counties], lower MI, Ontario

Membership: 40 Ministers, 100 Ruling Elders

Stated meetings: January, April, and September

Stated Clerk: Kenneth A. Smith, term expires January 2018
Moderator: Robert M. Van Manen, term expires September 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 19 churches and 5 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Mill Creek, Grand Rapids, MI, dissolved (effective 31 December 2014), 16

January 2015
Hillsdale OPC, Hillsdale, MI, organized as a new and separate congregation, 17
April 2015
Mission works: Parent church:

Fremont OPC, Fremont, MI Little Farms Chapel, Coopersville, MI
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New City Fellowship, Grand Rapids, MI Harvest, Grand Rapids, MI
Providence, Manistee, MI Little Farms Chapel, Coopersville, MI
Living Hope, Jordan, ON Grace Covenant, Sheffield, ON
Emmanuel, Meaford, ON Covenant, Komoka, ON

Ministers

Ordinations: None
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:

Jason M. Roddy, dismissed to Presbytery of the Southeast, 16 October 2015

Ministers installed:

Everett A. Henes, as pastor of Hillsdale OPC, Hillsdale, MI, 17 April 2015
Christopher L. Post, as evangelist in Hudsonville, M1, 25 November 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
K. Dale Collison, from serving as associate pastor of Covenant, London, Ontario,

28 February 2015

Everett A. Henes, from serving as evangelist in Hillsdale, MI, 17 April 2015
Markus G. Jeromin, from serving as associate pastor of Little Farms Chapel,
Coopersville, MI, 31 December 2015

Roll of ministers:
Matthew W. C. Barker
Bruce G. Buchanan
John Currie
Lap O. Duong
John R. Ferguson
Kenneth J. Hovingh
Glenn D. Jerrell
Michael D. Knierim
Gerald J. Neumair
Christopher L. Post
Roger W. Schmurr
Neil P. Stewart
Dale A. Van Dyke
Jeftrey B. Wilson

Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates:

Micah Shin

Jorge Luiz Barros
Douglas L. Bylsma
Norman DeJong
Mika D. Edmonson
Alan M. Flowers
Stephen W. Igo
Benjamin W. Johnson
James F. Mong
Martin A. Novak
Stephen A. Pribble
Jeff Shamess

Rodney S. Thole
Robert M. Van Manen

Timothy L. Bero

K. Dale Collison
Douglas B. Doll
Douglas A Felch
Everett A. Henes
Markus G. Jeromin
Larry Johnson
Gerry J. Mynders
W. Vern Picknally
Ralph A. Rebandt II
Kenneth A. Smith
David A. Vander Meer
Peter J. Wallace

PRESBYTERY OF THE MID-ATLANTIC

General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
DC, MD, northern VA
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Membership:
Stated meetings:

36 Ministers, 61 Ruling Elders

Ist Saturday of May; 3rd Saturday of September;
Ist Saturday of December

Stephen M. Brown, term expires September 2016
Thomas A. Martin, term expires September 2016

Stated Clerk:
Moderator:

Churches and Mission Works

Number of congregations: 13 churches and 1 unorganized mission work
Changes in congregations and mission works:

Christ Presbyterian, Elkton, MD (mission work) terminated, 2 May 2015
Mission work: Parent church:

Trinity Reformed, Gaithersburg, MD  The regional church

Ministers

Ordinations: None
Ministers received:
Thomas E. Tyson, from Presbytery of Central PA, 5 December 2015
Ministers removed:
Stephen L. Roberts, to Presbytery of the Midwest, 2 October 2015
Ministers installed:
Timothy W. Flora, as pastor of Living Hope, Clarksville, MD, 12 September 2015
Chad B. Van Dixhoorn, as teacher at Reformed Theological Seminary, 2 October
2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Daniel J. Halley, from serving as associate pastor of Ketoctin, Purcellville, VA, 28
February 2015
Timothy W. Flora, from serving as associate pastor of Columbia, Columbia, MD,
31 May 2015
Chad B. Van Dixhoorn, from serving as associate pastor of Grace, Vienna, VA, 1
June 2015
Stephen L. Roberts, from serving as evangelist in Sterling, VA, 30 June 2015
Roll of ministers: (*emeritus)

Ethan W. Allison
Clark H. Brooking
Daniel P. Clifford
Bryan D. Estelle
Stephen B. Green
Daniel J. Halley
Stuart R. Jones
Randall M. Lovelace
Andrew J. Miller
James J. Stastny
Thomas E. Tyson

Francis E. VanDelden

Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None

Ronald L. Beabout
Stephen M. Brown
Craig C. Coulbourne
Timothy W. Flora
Stephen R. Hake
George C. Hammond
David T. King
Thomas A. Martin
Anthony A. Monaghan
Gerald S. Taylor
Edwin C. Urban

Chad B. Van Dixhoorn

Charles R. Biggs

S. Edd Cathey
Stephen D. Doe
Mark A. Green
George W. Hall, Jr.
Allen H. Harris
Peter Y. Lee
I
Philip T. Proctor
Albert J. Tricarico, Jr.
Laurence N. Vail*
Bennett B. Wethered
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Licentiates removed:
Shane M. Bennett, dismissed to Presbytery of Central PA, 2 May 2015
Roll of licentiates: None

PRESBYTERY OF THE MIDWEST
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
IL, TA [except Lyon, Sioux, Osceola, and O’Brien Counties], upper MI, MN, MO
[except Cass, Clay, Jackson, and Platte Counties], W1

Membership: 56 Ministers, 175 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 3rd Friday and Saturday of March

2nd Friday and Saturday after Labor Day (September)
Stated Clerk: Christian M. McShaffrey, term expires Mar 2016
Moderator: Tain M. Wright, term expires Mar 2016

Moderator elect: Elder Mitchell K. Mahan
Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 28 churches and 9 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Covenant Family Church, Troy, MO, received into the presbytery, 3 May 2015
Gospel Life Church, Chicago, IL, transferred to the oversight of the session of
Westminster, Indian Head Park, IL, 20 March 2015 [previously a mission

work of the presbytery]

Mission works: Parent church:
Gospel Life Church, Chicago, IL Westminster, Indian Head Park, IL
Christ Covenant, Crystal Lake, IL Hope, Grayslake, IL
Providence, Rockford, IL Christ, Janesville, WI
Sovereign Grace, Davenport, A Covenant of Grace, Batavia, IL
Hope Reformed, Pella, IA Grace Reformed, Des Moines, A
Immanuel Church, Andover, MN Mission, St. Paul, MN
Gateway, Town and Country, MO The regional church
Providence Reformed, Eau Claire, W1 Covenant, Hammond, WI
Covenant Life, Shawano, WI New Hope, Green Bay, WI

Ministers

Ordinations: None

Ministers received:
Michael J. Kearney, from the North America Presbytery of the KAPC, 1 May 2015
Marcus J. Serven, from the RPCGA, 3 May 2015
Stephen L. Roberts, from Presbytery of the Mid-Atlantic, 2 October 2015
David M. Cornette, from Presbytery of New Jersey, 20 November 2015

Ministers removed:
Todd V. Wagenmaker, dismissed to Presbytery of the Southwest, 13 February 2015
Roger Gibbons, entered eternal glory, 20 August 2015
Christopher A. Sandoval, dismissed to South Coast Presbytery (PCA), 26

September 2015

Ministers installed:
Michael J. Kearney, as pastor of Covenant, Cedar Falls, IA, 1 May 2015
Marcus J. Serven, as pastor of Covenant Family Church, Troy, MO, 3 May 2015
Paul Mourreale, as pastor of Gateway, St. Louis, MO, 10 Jul 2015
Stephen L. Roberts, as evangelist in Menomonee Falls, WI, 2 October 2015
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David M. Cornette, as pastor of Calvary OPC, Cedar Grove, WI, 20 November

2015

Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Todd V. Wagenmaker, from serving as church planter in Town and Country, MO,

30 January 2015

Paul A. Mourreale, from serving as pastor of New Hope, Green Bay, W1, 14 June

2015

John M. Fikkert, from serving as pastor of Bethel, Wheaton, IL, 16 August 2015

Roll of ministers:
Paul T. Berghaus
Scott E. Churnock
Matthew E. Cotta
Dennis L. Disselkoen
Brent C. Evans
John M. Fikkert
Joseph H. Hall
John R. Hilbelink
Kenny R. Honken
Michael J. Kearney
Shane P. Lems

Christian M. McShaffrey

Paul A. Mourreale
Donald F. Ritsman

Marcus J. Serven

Benjamin J. Snodgrass

John R. Tinsley
David M. VanDrunen
Brandon T. Wilkins

Licentiates

Licensures:

James L. Bosgraf
Douglas B. Clawson
Brian L. DeJong
Terry E. Dowds
Jonathan B. Falk
Kenneth R. Golden
Kent W. Harding
James T. Hoekstra
C. Mark Jenkins
David W. King
Frank P. Liu

James R. Megchelsen
Charles A. Muether
John H. Ro

John S. Shaw

Alan D. Strange
Cornelius Tolsma
David L. Veldhorst
lain A. M. Wright

Darryl Kretschmer, 20 Mar 2015

Licentiates received: None

Licentiates removed:

Camden M. Bucey
David M. Cornette
Ivan J. DeMaster
Richard M. Edwards
James E. Ferguson
Heero E. C. Hacquebord
John A. Hartley
Bruce H. Hollister
Edward E. Jensen
Kim M. Kuhfuss
Frank J. Marsh
Marcus A. Mininger
Gordon L. Oliver
Stephen L. Roberts
Lendall H. Smith
Robert E. Tarullo

A. Craig Troxel
John R. Wiers

Matthew Patton, dismissed to Presbytery of Ohio, 14 November 2015

Roll of licentiates:
Casey Bessette
Richard Cunningham
Sherif Gendy
Yevgeni Kogay
Darryl Kretschmer
Caleb Smith
Ryan Stoddard
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PRESBYTERY OF NEW JERSEY
General Information
Regional Church boundaries: NJ, PR

Membership: 30 Ministers, 66 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 4th Saturday of February; 4th Tuesday of April

4th Saturday of September; 1st Tuesday of December
Stated Clerk: Jon W. Stevenson, term expires September 2016
Moderator: Ross W. Graham, term expires September 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 22 churches and 1 unorganized mission work
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Immanuel, Whippany, NJ, ceased worship on 26 October 2014; assets have not
been sold; congregation enrolled on 28 April 2015 in the regional church;
congregation has not been dissolved

Mission works: Parent church:
Reformada, Arroyo, PR Reformada, San Juan, PR
Ministers
Ordinations:

Andrew R. Barshinger, 15 March 2015
Timothy Ferguson, 24 October 2015
Matthew D. Cole, 21 November 2015
Ministers received:
Todd E. Smith, from independency, 3 October 2015
Ministers removed:
Howard Currie, dismissed to the Reformed Episcopal Church, 14 March 2015
Jeffrey C. Waddington, dismissed to Presbytery of Philadelphia, 19 September
2015
Mark J. Larson, dismissed to Covenant East Classis of the RCUS, 26 September
2015
Claude D. DePrine 111, dismissed to Evangel Presbytery (PCA), 8 October 2014
(PNJ was notified on 14 October 2015)
David M. Cornette, dismissed to Presbytery of the Midwest, 20 November 2015
Ministers installed:
Andrew R. Barshinger, as associate pastor of Faith, Pole Tavern, NJ, 15 March
2015
Todd E. Smith, as pastor of Faith Bible, Brick, NJ, 3 October 2015
Timothy Ferguson, as pastor of Grace, Westfield, NJ, 24 October 2015
Matthew D. Cole, as associate pastor of Immanuel, Bellmawr, NJ, 21 November
2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
David M. Cornette, from serving as pastor of Grace, Pennsville, NJ, 9 November
2015
Roll of ministers:

James Allay Benjamin Alvira Samuel H. Bacon
Andrew R. Barshinger Michael W. Bobick Kenneth J. Campbell
Thomas D. Church Matthew D. Cole Carlos M. Cruz

Calvin K. Cummings, Jr. Richard N. Ellis Timothy Ferguson
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Ross W. Graham David J. Harr Mitchell R. Herring

Cornelius Johnson John J. Keegan George S. Kostas

Neil J. Lodge Carl S. McDaniel, Jr. Richard A. Nelson

Ronald E. Pearce William O. Slack II Todd E. Smith

Stanford M. Sutton, Jr. Claude A. Taylor IIT Milton Villenueva

John Vroegindewey Travis Yonkman James A. Zozzaro
Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received:
Matthew D. Cole, from Presbytery of the South, 21 November 2015
Licentiates removed:
Andrew R. Barshinger, ordained, 15 March 2015
Timothy Ferguson, ordained, 24 October 2015
Matthew D. Cole, ordained, 21 November 2015
Roll of licentiates:
James Jordan
Roberto Quifiones

PRESBYTERY OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENGLAND
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
MA, ME, NH, NY [north of Sullivan, Ulster, and Dutchess Counties], RI, VT

Membership: 36 Ministers, 104 Ruling Elders

Stated meetings: April and October

Stated Clerk: Stephen J. Tracey, term expires October 2017
Moderator: David A. Booth, term expires October 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 23 churches and 4 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Igreja Presbiteriana Brasileira em Melrose, Melrose, MA, organized as a new and
separate congregation, 25 January 2015
Merrymeeting Bay, Brunswick, ME changed its name to Living Hope

Mission works: Parent church:
Pleasant Mountain, Bridgton, ME Second Parish, Portland, ME
Penobscot Bay, Bucksport, ME Living Hope, Brunswick, ME
Grace Reformed, Farmington, ME The regional church
Providence, West Lebanon, NH Covenant, Barre, VT
Ministers
Ordinations:

Nathan A. Tomlinson, 31 October 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Jack K. Unangst, Jr., dismissed to Presbytery of the South (PCA), 23 April 2015
Paul H. Anderson, erased from the roll upon his death, 27 June 2015
Tim R. Beauchamp, dismissed to Southeast Alabama Presbytery (PCA), 25 August
2015
David R. Holmlund, dismissed to Presbytery of Philadelphia, 15 December 2015
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Roberto Laranjo, as pastor of Igreja Presbiteriana Brasileira em Melrose, Melrose,

MA, 25 January 2015

Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Roberto Laranjo, from serving as evangelist in Lowell, MA, 25 January 2015
David M. DeRienzo, from serving as associate pastor in Second Parish, Portland,

ME, 20 October 2015

David R. Holmlund, from serving as pastor of Pilgrim, Dover, NH, 15 December

2015
Roll of ministers:

Derek W. Baker
David M. DeRienzo
Carl A. P. Durham
Timothy H. Gregson
Timothy G. Herndon
Daniel L. Korzep
Roberto Laranjo
Gerald P. Malkus
David J. O’Leary
Stephen L. Phillips
Patrick R. Severson

Nathan A. Tomlinson

Licentiates

Licensures:

David A. Booth
Richard M. Dickinson
Michael G. Fettes

D. Leonard Gulstrom
Gregory A. Hills

John F. A. Kramer
Samuel T. Logan, Jr.
Mark A. Marquis
Daniel F. Patterson
Gregory E. Reynolds
Laurence C. Sibley, Jr.
Stephen J. Tracey

Caleb Nelson, 20 October 2015

Licentiates received: None

Licentiates removed:

Nathan A. Tomlinson, ordained, 31 October 2015

Roll of licentiates:
Nathan Lambert
Caleb Nelson

Gordon H. Cook, Jr.
Harold L. Dorman
I
Russell J. Hamilton
Kevin M. Kisler
James A. La Belle
Gary B. Magur
Stephen A. Migotsky
David S. Phillips
Andrew H. Selle
Allen C. Tomlinson

Thomas Trouwborst

PRESBYTERY OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA

General Information
Regional Church boundaries:

CA [north of northern borders of San Luis Obispo, Kern, and San Bernardino

Counties], NV
Membership:
Stated meetings:
Stated Clerk:
Moderator:

25 Ministers, 46 Ruling Elders
3rd Friday and Saturday of March and September
Donald G. Jamieson, term expires March 2018
W. Reid Hankins, term expires March 2017
Churches and Mission Works

Number of congregations: 16 churches and 2 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Redding Reformed Fellowship, Redding, CA, organized as a new and separate
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congregation, 15 May 2015

Mission work: Parent church:
Grace, Madera, CA The regional church
Providence, Morgan Hill, CA The regional church

Ministers

Ordinations: None
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Graham C. Harbman, dismissed to the PCA, 1 May 2015
Ministers installed:
Timothy G. Walker, as assistant pastor of Covenant, Marina, CA, 10 May 2015
Gene L. Crow, as pastor of Redding Reformed Fellowship, Redding, CA, 15 May
2015
Ryan M. McGraw, as teacher at Greenville Presbyterian Theological Seminary,
Greenville, SC, 15 June 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Timothy G. Walker, from serving as teacher of Covenant, Marina, CA, 10 May
2015
Gene L. Crow, from serving as evangelist in Redding, CA, 15 May 2015
Ryan M. McGraw, from serving as pastor of First, Sunnyvale, CA, 15 June 2015
Tony L. Garbarino, from serving as evangelist in Morgan Hill, CA, 8 December

2015

Roll of ministers:
P. Shaun Bryant David P. Bush Gene L. Crow
Michael D. Dengerink Alan J. Dueck Carl E. Erickson
J. Glenn Ferrell Wayne K. Forkner Tony L. Garbarino
W. Reid Hankins Jeffery A. Landis Luke P-y. Lu
Ryan M. McGraw Kevin L. Medcalf Richard C. Miller
Robert B. Needham Andrew J. Preston Mark E. Richline
Joel C. Robbins Salvador M. Solis Robert A. Starke
Terry F. Thole Kevin W. Van Der Linden Timothy G. Walker

Mark R. Wheat

Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates: None

PRESBYTERY OF THE NORTHWEST

General Information

Regional Church boundaries:
AK, ID, MT, OR, WA

Membership: 31 Ministers, 53 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 4th Friday and Saturday of April and September
Stated Clerk: Donald M. Poundstone, term expires September 2016

Moderator: Randall A. Bergquist, term expires September 2016
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Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 17 churches and 3 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Hope, Mercer Island, WA, withdrew from the OPC, 20 December 2015
Mission works: Parent church:
Coeur d’Alene Reformed, The regional church
Coeur d’Alene, ID
Emmanuel, Colville, WA Covenant, Kennewick, WA
Redeeming Grace, Port Angeles, WA Sovereign Grace, Oak Harbor, WA
Ministers
Ordinations: None
Minister received:
Jude J. Reardon, as a retired minister from the Christian Reformed Church, 26
April 2015
Ministers removed:
G. Mark Sumpter, dismissed to Presbytery of the Southwest, 18 September 2015
James T. Dennison, Jr., erased, 25 September 2015
Ministers installed: None
Ministerial relationship dissolved:
Daniel W. McManigal, from serving as pastor of Hope, Mercer Island, WA, 20
December 2015
Roll of ministers:

David A. Bass

Mark A Collingridge
Stanton P. Durham
M. Scott Johnson
Calvin R. Malcor

Randall A. Bergquist
Larry D. Conard
Andrew M. Elam
Paul O. Johnson
Ronald J. McKenzie

Glenn T. Black
Daniel Dillard

Martin Emmrich

John W. Mahafty
Daniel W. McManigal

Brett A. McNeill
Brian H. Nicholson

Marcus J. Renkema

Richard A. Miller
Donald M. Poundstone
Jeffrey M. Scott

Karl E. Thompson
Robert C. Van Kooten

Jay M. Milojevich
Jude J. Reardon
Jack L. Smith

Benjamin W. Swinburnson Eric W. Tuininga

Earl W. Vanderhoff

Larry E. Wilson
Licentiates
Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates: None

J. Peter Vosteen

PRESBYTERY OF OHIO
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
IN [except northern counties], KY [except southeastern counties], OH, western PA,
\VAY%

Membership: 37 Ministers, 62 Ruling Elders
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Stated meetings: 2nd Friday and Saturday of March

3rd Friday and Saturday of October
Stated Clerk: Ken B. Montgomery, term expires October 2017
Moderator: Danny E. Olinger, term expires October 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 17 churches and 4 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Westminster, Windber, PA, dissolved, 13 March 2015

Mission works: Parent church:
Grace, Huron, OH Covenant, Mansfield, OH
Living Water, Springfield, OH Covenant, Vandalia, OH
Redeemer, Pittsburgh, PA Covenant, Grove City, PA
Trinity, Huntington, WV Grace, Columbus, OH
Ministers
Ordinations:

Jeremy J. Logan, 27 March 2015
Matthew H. Patton, 13 November 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Gerald C. Dodds, removed by erasure, 13 March 2015
Ministers installed:
Jeremy J. Logan, as pastor of Knox, Mt. Vernon, OH, 27 March 2015
L. Charles Jackson, as missionary evangelist to Uganda, 6 June 2015
David J. Robbins, as missionary evangelist to Uganda, 30 October 2015
Matthew H. Patton, as pastor of Covenant, Vandalia, OH, 13 November 2015
Stewart E. Lauer, as missionary evangelist to Japan, 16 November 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Robert J. McKelvey, from serving as pastor of Westminster, Windbur, PA, 13
March 2015
L. Charles Jackson, from serving as pastor of Covenant, Vandalia, OH, 31 May
2015
David J. Robbins, from serving as evangelist in Columbus, OH, 17 October 2015
Stewart E. Lauer, from serving as missionary evangelist to Japan under the CFM,

16 November 2015

Roll of ministers:
Thomas G. Albaugh Sam M. Allison Marvin O. Bowman
Everett C. DeVelde, Jr. Stephen J. Dufresne Robert Y. Eckardt
Leo A. Frailey Michael F. Frangipane Mark A. Garcia
David G. Graves Karl A. Hubenthal Jonathan E. Hutchison
L. Charles Jackson Jeremy C. Jones Matthew A. Judd
William B. Kessler Jason C. Kirklin R. Daniel Knox
Stewart E. Lauer Jeremy J. Logan Brett E. Mahlen
Christopher A. Malamisuro Robert J. McKelvey Mark S. Melton
Ken B. Montgomery Allen P. Moran Lawrence B. Oldaker

Danny E. Olinger Matthew H. Patton Bradley M. Peppo
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Peter J. Puliatti D. Patrick Ramsey David J. Robbins
George C. Scipione Douglas W. Snyder Russell L. Westbrook
Geoffrey L. Willour

Licentiates

Licensures: None

Licentiates received: None

Licentiates removed:
Louis J. Cloete, dismissed to Presbytery of the Southeast, 24 April 2015
Jeremy J. Logan, ordained, 27 March 2015

Roll of licentiates:
Alex R. Eppstein

PRESBYTERY OF PHILADELPHIA
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
DE, eastern PA

Membership: 35 Ministers, 55 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 1st Saturday of February and May

3rd Saturday of September and November
Stated Clerk: Thomas A. Foh, term expires September 2016
Moderator: Charles T. DeBoer, term expires September 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 13 churches
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Emmanuel Chapel, Philadelphia, PA, withdrew from the OPC, 27 January 2015
Gereja Protestant Indonesian Jemaat Immanuel (a mission work), Philadelphia,
PA, terminated upon the withdrawal of Emmanuel Chapel from the OPC, 27
January 2015
Ministers
Ordinations: None
Ministers received:
Jeffrey C. Waddington, from Presbytery of New Jersey, 19 September 2015
David R. Holmlund, from Presbytery of New York & New England, 15 December
2015
Ministers removed:
Douglas A. Watson, dismissed to Presbytery of the Southeast, 16 October 2015
Ministers installed:
Lane G. Tipton, as pastor of Trinity, Easton, PA, 5 June 2015
Cecil R. Simpson, 111, as pastor of Cornerstone, Ambler, PA, 11 October 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Wendell S. Stoltzfus, from serving as pastor of Covenant, Sinking Spring, PA, 19
September 2015
Cecil R. Simpson, 11, from serving as teacher of Cornerstone, Ambler, PA, 11
October 2015
Roll of ministers:

Gregory K. Beale George R. Cottenden Wilson L. Cummings
Donald J. Duff Robert W. Eckardt Thomas A. Foh
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Richard B. Gaffin, Jr. John P. Galbraith Jonathan C. Gibbs III
A. LeRoy Greer Robert P. Harting David R. Holmlund
David W. Landow Richard S. MacLaren Michael J. Matossian
Harold A. McKenzie Robert A. Minnig George F. Morton
Jonathan F. Peters Wendell L. Rockey J. Mark Sallade
Richard A. Shaw Cecil R. (Cris) Simpson III David A. Smiley
William F. Snodgrass Matthew D. Stephan Lloyd J. Sterrett
Wendell S. Stoltzfus Lane G. Tipton Barry A. Traver
Carl R. Trueman Jeffrey C. Waddington Larry J. Westerveld
Brian T. Wingard Tim W. Young

Licentiates

Licensures:

Charles B. Williams, 19 September 2015
Benjamin O. Gordon, 21 November 2015
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates:
Andrew W. Fortenberry
Benjamin O. Gordon
Steven M. Moulson
Thomas A. Tkach
Charles B. Williams

PRESBYTERY OF THE SOUTH
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
AL, FL, southern GA, LA, MS, western TN

Membership: 29 Ministers, 48 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 2nd Friday and Saturday after Easter
4th Friday and Saturday in October
Stated Clerk: Jeffrey K. Boer, term expires October 2017
Moderator: Kenneth L. Wendland, term expires October 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 18 churches and 2 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works: None

Mission work: Parent church:
Christ the King (formerly Naples), Naples, FL.  The regional church
Wolf River, Collierville, TN The regional church
Ministers
Ordinations:

Mark D. Soud, 15 May 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed: None
Ministers installed:
Mark D. Soud, as pastor of Redeemer, Birmingham, AL, 15 May 2015



Yearbook 493

Ministerial relationships dissolved: None
Roll of ministers:

Warren R. Bennett I11 Robert A. Berry, Jr. Jeffrey K. Boer
Michael S. Borg David E. Chilton Allen D. Curry
Geoffrey M. Downey Joel D. Fick Eric R. Hausler
William M. Hobbs Benjamin K. Hopp Hendrick Krabbendam
Larry G. Mininger Chad D. Mullinix Stephen J. Oharek
Donald M. Parker Carl G. Russell Jack W. Sawyer
John J. Schortmann John A. Sharpe Mark D. Soud
Henry Stanke Darren S. Thole Harold E. Thomas
Jose Vera Eric B. Watkins William V. Welzien
Kenneth L. Wendland Mark A. Winder

Licentiates

Licensures: None
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed:
Mark D. Soud, ordained, 15 May 2015
Matthew D. Cole, dismissed to Presbytery of New Jersey, 21 November 2015
Ben C. Dunson, license recalled at his request, 23 October 2015
Roll of licentiates:
David S. Veldkamp
William M. Watson

PRESBYTERY OF THE SOUTHEAST
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
Northern GA, southeastern KY, NC, SC, eastern TN, southern VA, Bermuda

Membership: 46 Ministers, 69 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 4th Friday and Saturday of April
3rd Friday and Saturday of October
Stated Clerk: Hank L. Belfield, term expires October 2017
Moderator: M. Jay Bennett, term expires October 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 21 churches and 4 unorganized mission works
Changes in congregations and mission works:
Covenant, Buford, GA, received from the RPCUS, 11 December 2015

Mission works: Parent church:
Heritage, Royston, GA* The regional church
Neon Reformed, Neon, KY The regional church
Harvest, Winston-Salem, NC Covenant Ref., Mount Airy, NC
Reformation, Virginia Beach, VA The regional church
Ministers
Ordinations:

M. Justin Rosser, 16 January 2015



494 Eighty-third General Assembly

Ministers received:
Zecharias Abraham Weldeyesus, credentials were restored from being held in
suspense, 24 May 2015"
Jason M. Roddy, from Presbytery of Michigan and Ontario, without a call, 16

October 2015

Douglas A. Watson, from Presbytery of Philadelphia, without a call, 16 October
2015

Christopher B. Strevel, Sr., from Covenant Presbytery of the RPCUS, 11
December 2015

Ministers removed:
Bryan P. Crotts, dismissed to the First Presbytery of the ARPC, 24 Apr 2015
Gabriel N. E. Fluhrer, dismissed to Mississippi Valley Presbytery of the PCA, 6
Aug 2015
Ministers installed:
M. Justin Rosser, as associate pastor of Matthews OPC, Matthews, NC, 16 January
2015
Christopher B. Strevel, Sr., as pastor of Covenant, Buford, GA, 11 December 2015
Zecharias Abraham Weldeyesus, as an evangelist of Covenant Community,
Taylors, SC, 24 May 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:

Gabriel N. E. Fluhrer, from serving as pastor of Shiloh, Raleigh, NC, 6 Aug 2015
S. Scott Willet, from serving as pastor of Redeemer, Atlanta, GA, 24 Apr 2015

Roll of ministers:

DeLacy A. Andrews, Jr.
M. Jay Bennett

Wayne A. Buchtel
Thomas S. Champness, Jr.
Scott G. Davenport

W. Ralph English

M. Daniel Fincham
Frederick F. Hofland
Irfon P. Hughes
Rodney T. King

John D. McGowan

E. Cody Ray

Peter Stazen I1

T. Nathan Trice
Douglas A. Watson

Douglas M. Withington

John W. Belden

Clifford L. Blair

John Carrick

L. Anthony Curto
William D. Dennison
Brenton C. Ferry

Joseph H. Fowler, Jr.
Matthew Holst

John W. Jamison

George W. Knight I11

A. Boyd Miller IV

Jason M. Roddy
Christopher B. Strevel, Sr.
Peter C. Van Doodewaard

Zecharias Abraham
Weldeyesus

Hank L. Belfield

H. Carl Bone
Christopher B. Cashen
Roy Davenport
Sidney D. Dyer
Matthew A. Figura
James H. Ganzevoort
Richard L. Horner
Calvin D. Keller

J. Boone Leigh
Michael L. Myers

M. Justin Rosser
Donald H. Taws

Arie van Eyk

S. Scott Willet

Licentiates
Licensures:
Michael T. Spangler, 16 October 2015
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Licentiates received:
Louis J. Cloete, from Presbytery of Ohio, 24 April 2015
Licentiates removed:
M. Justin Rosser, 16 January 2015
Roll of licentiates:
Jeffrey S. Carter
Louis J. Cloete
Lowell Ivey
David J. Koenig
Michael T. Spangler
Clarence Veld
Notes:
* Heritage Presbyterian, Royston, GA was previously named Heritage Reformed Presbyterian
Church and was located in Hartwell, GA. This mission work changed its name when it relo-
cated to Royston, GA.
" Rev. Weldeyesus was originally ordained in a denomination in Eritrea which has since been
disbanded due to political oppression in that country. Given that the Presbytery of the Southeast
could not communicate with his ordaining church to complete a transfer, we originally
received him into the membership of the regional church with his ministerial credentials held
in suspense until such time as he could be called by a congregation in the OPC (see F.O.G.
XXIII.18). This initial reception occurred at the November 14-15, 2014 stated meeting after
a floor exam in theology was conducted and after hearing various testimonials. At the April
24-25, 2015 stated meeting, the presbytery was informed that Rev. Weldeyesus had received
a call from Covenant Community OPC, Taylors, SC to serve as an evangelist (part time). The
suspension of his ministerial credentials was officially lifted when he was duly installed on
May 24, 2015. He was enrolled as a new minister of the presbytery at that time.
" On 10 December 2014 the Presbytery of the Southeast was informed by the Presbytery
of Ohio that D. Patrick Ramsey was installed as pastor Nashua OPC on 21 November 2014,
and thus enrolled in Presbytery of Ohio as of that date. However, there had been no previous
contact regarding his call, nor any request for his orderly dismissal to the Presbytery of Ohio.
As such, Rev. Ramsey could not be officially removed from the roll of the Presbytery of the
Southeast in 2014 even though the Presbytery of Ohio showed him as having been enrolled
in 2014. As such, this removal in our records was a holdover from 2014 and did not become
official on our books until 2015. [See Statistical Reports of the Presbyteries, Minutes of the
Eighty-Second General Assembly, p. 432.]

PRESBYTERY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
AZ, CA [south of northern borders of San Luis Obispo, Kern, and San Bernardino
Counties], HI

Membership: 46 Ministers, 84 Ruling Elders

Stated meetings: Ist Friday and Saturday of February and May
3rd Thursday, Friday and Saturday of October

Stated Clerk: William J. Gorrell, term expires December 2016

Moderator: Douglas L. Watson, term expires December 2016

Churches and Mission Works
Number of congregations: 19 churches and 8 unorganized mission works
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Changes in congregations and mission works:
Verde Valley Reformed Chapel, Cottonwood, AZ, brought under regional church
from Prescott Presbyterian, 6 February 2015
Yuma OPC, Yuma, AZ, received as mission work of regional church, 6 February
2015
Concho Valley, Concho, AZ, put under care of Prescott Presbyterian from regional
church, 23 July 2015
Big Bear Valley, Big Bear Lake, CA, mission work terminated, 31 December 2015

Mission works: Parent church:

Concho Valley, Concho, AZ Prescott OPC, Prescott, AZ

Verde Valley Reformed Chapel,
Cottonwood, AZ

Yuma OPC, Yuma, AZ

Anaheim Hills Presbyterian,
Anaheim Hills, CA

Trinity, Capistrano Beach, CA

Christ and Heaven, Long Beach, CA

Resurrection, Westminster, CA

Redeemer, Pearl City, HI

The regional church
The regional church

The regional church
The regional church
The regional church
Westminster OPC, Westminster, CA
The regional church

Ministers

Ordinations:
David L. Thibault, 12 September 2015
Ministers received: None
Ministers removed:
Jesse A. J. Pirschel, dismissed to Tennessee Valley Presbytery, PCA, 14 July 2015
Andrew E. Wikholm, erased from the roll upon his death, 19 July 2015
Ministers installed:
David L. Thibault, as pastor of Grace, Costa Mesa, CA, 12 September 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
Jesse A. J. Pirschel, from serving as pastor of Providence, Temecula, CA, 14 July

2015

Robert G. Herrmann, from serving as pastor of Sovereign Grace, Redlands, CA,
July 2015

Alan R. Pontier, from serving as evangelist in Big Bear Lake, CA, 6 September
2015

Roll of ministers: (*emeritus)

Michael L. Babcock
Bruce M. Brawdy*
John A. Carter
David A. Crum
John W. Garrisi
Douglas P. Harley
C. Phillip Hollstein
Rollin P. Keller

James T. Lim

Josué 1. Balderas*

M. Austin Britton

Brian D. Chang

Jerome A. Farnik
William J. Gorrell
Christopher D. Hartshorn
Yousik Hong

Yong H. Kim

Joshua P. Lyon

Steven M. Baugh
Donald G. Buchanan, Jr.
Christopher J. Chelpka
John V. Fesko

Dale T. Hanaoka

Robert G. Herrmann
Zachary R. Keele
Stephen A. Larson
Joshua E. Martin



Charles A. Mcllhenny
David A. Okken
Charles K. Perkins
Gonzalo Salinas
Robert B. Strimple*
Paul Viggiano

Yearbook

Jonathan B. Moersch
Daniel H. Overduin
Alan R. Pontier
Mark A. Schroeder
Charles K. Telfer
Roger Wagner

Douglas L. Watson
Licentiates
Licensures:
Daniel Chew, 6 February 2015
Ryan Cavanaugh, 1 May 2015
Andy Smith, 1 May 2015
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed:

Mark C. Mueller
Stephen L. Parker
Timothy J. Power
Peter H. Sim
David L. Thibault
William E. Warren

Nicholas Lazzareschi, joined another denomination, 6 February 2015

David L. Thibault, ordained, 12 September 2015

Broc Seaman, joined Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod, license recalled, 16

October 2015
Roll of licentiates:
Ryan Cavanaugh
Daniel Chew
Adrian R. Crum
Andy Smith

PRESBYTERY OF THE SOUTHWEST

General Information
Regional Church boundaries:
NM, OK [except northeast counties], TX

Membership: 27 Ministers, 46 Ruling Elders
Stated meetings: 3rd Friday in January
Ist Friday in May

3rd Friday in September

Stated Clerk:
Moderator:

Churches and Mission Works

Joseph A. Keller, term expires January 2016
Robert S. Arendale, term expires January 2016

Number of congregations: 16 churches and 1 unorganized mission work

Changes in congregations and mission works:

South Austin, Austin, TX, organized as a new and separate congregation, 27

February 2015
Mission work:
San Antonio Reformed, San Antonio, TX
Ministers
Ordinations: None
Ministers received:

Parent church:
The regional church

Todd V. Wagenmaker, from Presbytery of the Midwest, 13 February 2015
G. Mark Sumpter, from Presbytery of the Northwest, 18 September 2015
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Ministers removed: None
Ministers installed:
Todd V. Wagenmaker, as pastor of Covenant, Fort Worth, TX, 13 February 2015
James J. Cassidy, as pastor of South Austin, Austin, TX, 27 February 2015
G. Mark Sumpter, as Regional Home Missionary of the Presbytery of the
Southwest, 18 September 2015
Ministerial relationships dissolved:
F. Allan Story, Jr., from serving as pastor of Providence, Pflugerville, TX, 16

Todd P. Dole
John R. Hunt, Jr.
Robert A. Lotzer
K. Scott Oliphint
G. Mark Sumpter

Phillip D. Hodson
John H. Johnson, Jr.
Edward W. Ludt
Jack J. Peterson

Joseph L. Troutman

January 2015
James J. Cassidy, from serving as associate pastor of Providence, Pflugerville, TX,
27 February 2015
Roll of ministers: Robert S. Arendale
William J. Bomer Chad E. Bond Jeremy Boothby
Todd S. Bordow David T. Brack James J. Cassidy
Glen J. Clary Kim N. Dang William H. Doerfel

Nathan J. Hornfeld
Joseph A. Keller
Andrew T. Moody

F. Allan Story, Jr.
Todd V. Wagenmaker

Christopher H. Wisdom
Licentiates
Licensures:

Robert N. Canode, 1 May 2015
Licentiates received: None
Licentiates removed: None
Roll of licentiates:

Robert N. Canode

Robert W. Mossotti

Adam A. York
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APPORTIONMENT OF COMMISSIONERS
TO THE 84th GENERAL ASSEMBLY

In accordance with the Standing Rules of the General Assembly, Chapter I,
commissioners to the Eighty-fourth (2017) General Assembly are apportioned as follows:

Presbytery Ministers Ruling Elders
2016 2017 2016 2017
Central Pennsylvania 3 3 2 2
Central United States 2 1 1 1
Connecticut and S. New York 2 2 1 1
Dakotas 4 4 2 2
Michigan and Ontario 7 7 6 6
Mid-Atlantic 6 6 5 4
Midwest 9 9 7 7
New Jersey 5 5 4 4
New York and New England 7 6 5 5
Northern California and Nevada 4 4 3 3
Northwest 5 5 3 3
Ohio 6 6 4 4
Philadelphia 6 6 3 3
South 5 5 3 3
Southeast 7 8 4 4
Southern California 8 8 5 5
Southwest 4 5 2 3
Moderator, 83rd GA 1 0 0 1
Stated Clerk, 83rd GA 1 1 0 0

Totals 92 91 60 61
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STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS

Class of 2019 John W. Mallin III
Class of 2018 Alan D. Strange
Class of 2017 S. Scott Willet
Alternate: Thomas C. Crumplar

CHAPLAINS AND MILITARY PERSONNEL

Class of 2019  Christopher H. Wisdom, Richard M. Dickinson
Class of 2018 Michael C. Cloy, Cornelius Johnson
Class of 2017 Michael W. Jennings, Mark W. Rogers

CHRISTIAN EDUCATION

Class of 2019 Ministers: Glen J. Clary, David J. Harr, Alan D. Strange
Ruling Elders: James S. Gidley,* John R. Muether*

Class of 2018 Ministers: Archibald A. Allison, Sidney D. Dyer, Daniel F. Patterson*
Ruling Elders: Darryl G. Hart, David Winslow, Jr.*

Class of 2017 Ministers: Gregory E. Reynolds, A. Craig Troxel,* David M. VanDrunen*
Ruling Elders: Timothy M. Jackson, Wallace King

General Secretary: The Rev. Danny E. Olinger

*Member of Subcommittee on Ministerial Training

COORDINATION

Class of 2019 Minister: Donald J. Duff
Ruling Elder: John D. Mazunik
Class of 2018 Minister: Anthony A. Monaghan
Ruling Elder: William A. Muether
Class of 2017 Minister: Stephen J. Oharek
Ruling Elder: Paul H. Tavares
Representative, Christian Education: Timothy M. Jackson
Danny E. Olinger, Gen. Sec., ex officio
Representative, Foreign Missions: The Rev. Glenn D. Jerrell
Mark T. Bube, Gen. Sec., ex officio
Representative, Home Missions and Church Extension: Garret A. Hoogerhyde
John S. Shaw, Gen. Sec., ex officio
Director of Finance and Planned Giving: David E. Haney
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DIACONAL MINISTRIES

Class of 2019 Minister: Ronald E. Pearce

Ruling Elder: Alexander A. Zarek

Deacon: John J. Voss, Jr.
Class of 2018 Minister: Lendall H. Smith

Deacons: Ronald De Ru, Robert J. Wright, Jr.
Class of 2017 Minister: T. Nathan Trice

Ruling Elder: Seth B. Long

Deacon: Christopher A. Sudlow

ECUMENICITY AND INTERCHURCH RELATIONS

Class of 2019 George R. Cottenden, L. Anthony Curto, Stephen J. Tracey
Class of 2018 Mark T. Bube, Mark J. Williams, lain A. M. Wright
Class of 2017 Charles A. Muether, Jack W. Sawyer, Chad B. Van Dixhoorn

FOREIGN MISSIONS

Class of 2019  Ministers: William B. Kessler, Philip T. Proctor, John D. Van Meerbeke
Ruling Elders: John S. Emmet, Hayo Jager

Class of 2018 Ministers: Paul N. Browne, Glenn D. Jerrell, M. Scott Johnson
Ruling Elders: D. Miguel Flower, Benjamin A. Stahl

Class of 2017 Ministers: Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., Mark A. Green, Frank J. Marsh
Ruling Elders: David J. Gregg, Jon W. Stevenson

General Secretary: Mark T. Bube

Associate General Secretary: The Rev. Douglas B. Clawson

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ARRANGEMENTS

Class of 2019 Robert E. Tarullo

Class of 2018 Alan W. Montgomery

Class of 2017 David T. Mahaffy, Edward K. Tress
Alternate: Jesse Montgomery

Ex officio: Ross W. Graham, Stated Clerk

COMMITTEE FOR THE HISTORIAN
Class of 2019 Brian L. De Jong

Class of 2018 Chad E. Bond
Class of 2017 Danny E. Olinger, David C. Noe
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HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION

Class of 2019 Ministers: James J. Cassidy, John Currie, Donald M. Poundstone
Ruling Elders: Gregory S. DeJong, Garret A. Hoogerhyde

Class of 2018 Ministers: John R. Hilbelink, Dale A. Van Dyke, Eric B. Watkins
Ruling Elders: Jerold W. Barnett, John M. Mauldin

Class of 2017 Ministers: Jeffrey A. Landis, Larry G. Mininger, J. Mark Sallade
Ruling Elders: Keith A. LeMahieu, James W. Van Dam

General Secretary: The Rev. John S. Shaw

PENSIONS

Class of 2019  Minister: Darren S. Thole

Ruling Elders: Bruce A. Stahl, David Winslow, Jr.
Class of 2018 Minister: John D. McGowan

Ruling Elders: Roger W. Huibregtse, David Vander Ploeg
Class of 2017 Minister: Douglas L. Watson

Ruling Elders: Garret A. Hoogerhyde, Stephen Veldhorst

TRUSTEES OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

Class of 2019  Minister: Richard N. Ellis
Ruling Elder: Edward K. Tress

Class of 2018 Minister: Samuel H. Bacon
Ruling Elder: David E. Haney

Class of 2017 Minister: Stephen L. Phillips
Ruling Elder: Stephen L. Chong
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23rd
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MODERATORS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLIES

YEAR

1936
1936
1937
1938
1939
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

MODERATOR

J. Gresham Machen, D.D., Litt.D.
J. Oliver Buswell, Jr., D.D.

John J. De Waard
R. B. Kuiper

Alexander K. Davison, S.T.D.

Everett C. DeVelde
Paul Woolley

Robert Strong, S.T.D.
John P. Clelland

Oscar Holkeboer
Edwin H. Rian

Robert S. Marsden
Ned B. Stonehouse, Th.D.
John P. Galbraith
Edward L. Kellogg
Dwight H. Poundstone
Leslie W. Sloat
Lawrence R. Eyres
Calvin K. Cummings
John H. Skilton, Ph.D.
Robert K. Churchill
Robert L. Vining
Edward J. Young, Ph.D.
Bruce F. Hunt
Edmund P. Clowney
Leslie A. Dunn

David L. Neilands, Esq.
John Murray

Robert L. Atwell
LeRoy B. Oliver
Glenn R. Coie

Robert W. Eckardt
Richard A. Barker
Henry W. Coray
Arthur O. Olson
Ralph E. Clough

John J. Mitchell

George W. Knight III, Th.D.

Jack J. Peterson
Charles H. Ellis
Laurence N. Vail
George R. Cottenden
Garret A. Hoogerhyde
Wendell L. Rockey, Jr.
Larry D. Conard

PLACE OF ASSEMBLY

Philadelphia, Pa.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Quarryville, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Cincinnati, Ohio
Glenside, Pa.
Rochester, N.Y.
Willow Grove, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Cedar Grove, Wis.
Wildwood, N.J.
Los Angeles, Calif.
Glenside, Pa.
Glenside, Pa.
Denver, Colo.
Glenside, Pa.
Rochester, N.Y.
Glenside, Pa.
Denver, Colo.

W. Collingswood, N.J.
Oostburg, Wis.
Glenside, Pa.
Manhattan Beach, Calif.
Glenside, Pa.
Cedar Grove, Wis.
Vineland, N.J.
Silver Spring, Md.
Portland, Ore.
Oostburg, Wis.
Long Beach, Calif.
Westfield, N.J.
Silver Spring, Md.
Portland, Ore.
Wilmington, Del.
Oostburg, Wis.
Manhattan Beach, Calif.
Palos Heights, I11.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Oostburg, Wis.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
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46th
47th
48th
49th
50th
S1st
52nd
53rd
54th
55th
56th
57th
58th
59th
60th
61st
62nd
63rd
64th
65th
66th
67th
68th
69th
70th
71st
72nd
73rd
74th
75th
76th
77th
78th
79th
80th
81st
82nd
83rd

1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
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George E. Haney, Jr.
Thomas E. Tyson
Glenn T. Black
Dennis E. Johnson
Bernard J. Stonehouse
Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., Th.D.
John R. Hilbelink
Robert B. Strimple, Th.D.
John O. Kinnaird
Mark T. Bube

Donald J. Duff
Theodore J. Georgian
William E. Warren
Stephen L. Phillips
Donald M. Poundstone
Steven F. Miller
Douglas A. Watson
David Winslow

John W. Mahafty

Ross W. Graham
Larry G. Mininger
James S. Gidley, Ph.D.
David J. O’Leary
Douglas B. Clawson
Robert M. Coie

Larry E. Wilson

James L. Bosgraf
Richard R. Gerber
Robert Y. Eckardt
Alan D. Strange
William Shishko

Alan R. Pontier
Danny E. Olinger

L. Anthony Curto
Jeffery A. Landis

A. Craig Troxel, Ph.D.
Archibald A. Allison
Paul H. Tavares

Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Laverock, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.

St. Davids, Pa.

St. Davids, Pa.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Lookout Mountain, Tenn.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
San Diego, Calif.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Harvey Cedars, N.J.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Tacoma, Wash.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Wenham, Mass.
Sioux Center, lowa
Beaver Falls, Pa.
Grand Rapids. Mich.
Palos Heights, Il1.
Sioux Center, lowa
Tacoma, Wash.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Palos Heights, Il1.
North East, Md.
Wheaton, Il1.
Moraga, Calif.
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Sioux Center, lowa
North East, Md.
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Ist 1936
2nd 1936
3rd 1937
4th 1938
5th 1939
6th 1939
7th 1940
8th 1941
9th 1942
10th 1943
11th 1944
12th 1945
13th 1946
14th 1947
15th 1948
16th 1949
17th 1950
18th 1951
19th 1952
20th 1953
21st 1954
22nd 1955
23rd 1956
24th 1957
25th 1958
26th 1959
27th 1960
28th 1961
29th 1962
30th 1963
31st 1964
32nd 1965
33rd 1966
34th 1967
35th 1968
36th 1969
37th 1970
38th 1971
39th 1972
40th 1973
41st 1974
42nd 1975
43rd 1976
44th 1977
45th 1978
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Paul Woolley
Leslie W. Sloat
Leslie W. Sloat
John H. Skilton
Leslie W. Sloat
Leslie W. Sloat
John P. Galbraith
Paul Woolley
Robert E. Nicholas
Leslie W. Sloat
Edward Heerema
Eugene Bradford
Eugene Bradford
H. Wilson Albright
Robert W. Eckardt
Robert W. Eckardt
Robert L. Vining
Robert L. Vining
Henry D. Phillips
Raymond M. Meiners
Raymond M. Meiners
Robert S. Marsden
Robert S. Marsden
Robert S. Marsden
LeRoy B. Oliver
LeRoy B. Oliver
LeRoy B. Oliver
LeRoy B. Oliver
LeRoy B. Oliver
Robert W. Eckardt
Robert W. Eckardt
Robley J. Johnston
Robley J. Johnston
Robley J. Johnston
John J. Mitchell
John J. Mitchell
Robert E. Nicholas
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker

ASSISTANT CLERK

Edward L. Kellogg
LeRoy B. Oliver
Charles H. Ellis
Arthur W. Kuschke, Jr.
Robert L. Vining
Raymond M. Meiners
Edwards E. Elliott
LeRoy B. Oliver
Ralph W. Clough
Theodore J Georgian
F. Kingsley Elder, Jr.
Elmer M. Dortzbach
LeRoy B. Oliver
LeRoy B. Oliver
Raymond O. Zorn
Henry D. Phillips

C. Herbert Oliver
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Laurence N. Vail
Edwards E. Elliott
Edwards E. Elliott
Edwards E. Elliott
F. Kingsley Elder, Jr.
Ronald E. Jenkins
Ronald E. Jenkins
Robert E. Nicholas
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
James L. Bosgraf
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46th 1979
47th 1980
48th 1981
49th 1982
50th 1983
5Ist 1984
52nd 1985
53rd 1986
54th 1987
55th 1988
56th 1989
57th 1990
58th 1991
59th 1992
60th 1993
61st 1994
62nd 1995
63rd 1996
64th 1997
65th 1998
66th 1999
67th 2000
68th 2001
69th 2002
70th 2003
71st 2004
72nd 2005
73rd 2006
74th 2007
75th 2008
76th 2009
77th 2010
78th 2011
79th 2012
80th 2013
8lst 2014
82nd 2015
83rd 2016

HISTORIANS

STATISTICIAN
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Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
John P. Galbraith
John P. Galbraith
John P. Galbraith
John P. Galbraith
John P. Galbraith
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Richard A. Barker
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
Donald J. Duff
George R. Cottenden
George R. Cottenden
George R. Cottenden
George R. Cottenden
Ross W. Graham
Ross W. Graham
Ross W. Graham

Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
Glenn D. Jerrell
Glenn D. Jerrell
Glenn D. Jerrell
Glenn D. Jerrell
Glenn D. Jerrell
Stephen L. Phillips
Stephen L. Phillips
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty
John W. Mahafty

Charles G. Dennison (1981-1999)
John R. Muether (1999-2002 Acting Historian)

John R. Muether (2002-)

Robert L. Vining (1964-1965)
Edward A. Haug (1965-1975)
Rodney T. Jones (1975-1977)
Edward A. Haug (1977-1985)
Luke E. Brown (1985-)
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STATED CLERKS OF THE PRESBYTERIES

CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA
Mr. Alan W. Montgomery
275 Montgomery Ln.,
Duncansville, PA 16635-4324

CENTRAL UNITED STATES
The Rev. Mark T. Harrington
2800 Hallmark Rd.

Lincoln, NE 68507-2749

CONNECTICUT & SO.NY
The Rev. John W. Mallin III
444 North Allison St.
Greencastle, PA 17225-1212

DAKOTAS
The Rev. Archibald A. Allison
3808 Ziegler Rd.
Fort Collins, CO 80525

MICHIGAN & ONTARIO
The Rev. Kenneth A. Smith
7482 20th Ave.

Jenison, MI 49428-7702

MID-ATLANTIC
The Rev. Stephen M. Brown
3006 Sayre Rd.
Fairfax, VA 22031

MIDWEST
The Rev. Christian M. McShaffrey
S4021 State Road 23
Reedsburg, WI 53959-1938

NEW JERSEY
Mr. Jon W. Stevenson
17A West Atlantic Ave.
Cape May Court House, NJ 08210

NEW YORK & NEW ENGLAND
The Rev. Stephen J. Tracey
664 South Union Rd.

Union, ME 04862

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA & NEVADA
Mr. Donald G. Jamieson
1813 Comstock Ln.
San Jose, CA 95124-1705

NORTHWEST
The Rev. Donald M. Poundstone
624 NE 63rd Ave.
Portland, OR 97213

OHIO
The Rev. Ken B. Montgomery
3469 Indian Ripple Rd.
Beavercreek, OH 45440

PHILADELPHIA
The Rev. Thomas A. Foh
735 Rt. 115, Saylorsburg, PA
18353-7949

SOUTH
The Rev. Jeffrey K. Boer
6270 W. 6th Ave.
Hialeah, FL 33012-6529

SOUTHEAST
The Rev. Hank L. Belfield
532 Vance Dr.
Chilhowie, VA 24319

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
The Rev. William J. Gorrell
10101 Cunningham Ave.
Westminster, CA 92683-7001

SOUTHWEST
Dr. J. Mark Moody
1530 Benton Woods
San Antonio TX 78258-4494
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CLERKS OF SESSION
(Mission Works Marked with * Asterisks)
(Revised to 7/31/2016)

REGIONAL CHURCH OF CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA

Carlisle, Redeemer —J. L. Hoffman, 846 W South St., Carlisle, PA 17013-2714

*Chambersburg, Chambersburg — Clerk of Session, c/o Joshua McKamy, 346 Lantern Ln.,
Chambersburg, PA 17201

Danville, Redeemer — Robert P. Garvin, 32 Overlook Dr., Danville, PA 17821

Fawn Grove, Faith — Patrick Stoltz, 264 Bruce Rd., Airville, PA 17302-9417

Gettysburg, Living Hope — John W. Mallin 111, 444 N Allison St., Greencastle, PA 17225

Hollidaysburg, Westminster — Gary Steiner, 110 Cozy Mountain Ln., Hollidaysburg, PA
16648-9688

Middletown, Calvary — David Gregg, 1791 Brentwood Dr., Middletown, PA 17057

Mifflinburg, Providence — Travis Hollenbach, 8480 State Route 304, Mifflinburg, PA 17844

State College, Resurrection — Jeremiah W. Montgomery, 110 Stonerow Ln., Port Matilda, PA
16870-7909

Williamsport, New Life — Joseph W. Smith, 2001 Round Top Rd., Montoursville, PA 17754-
9609

*Williamsport, Omega — Andrew Adcock, 400 Russell Ave., Williamsport, PA 17701

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE CENTRAL UNITED STATES

KANSAS
Caney, Caney — Clerk of Session, 206 N Vine St., Caney, KS 67333

NEBRASKA
Lincoln, Faith — Mark T. Harrington, 2800 Hallmark Rd., Lincoln, NE 68507

OKLAHOMA

Bartlesville, Westminster — Jerold Barnett, 4101 SE Lakeview Dr., Bartlesville, OK 74006

Norman, Grace — John Mantooth, PO Box 667, Purcell, OK 73080

*Tulsa, Providence — Clerk of Session, c/o Jim Stevenson, 9014 S Darlington Ave., Tulsa,
OK 74137-3567

REGIONAL CHURCH OF CONNECTICUT
AND SOUTHERN NEW YORK

CONNECTICUT
Hamden, Westminster — William H. Bacon, PO Box 277, Durham, CT 06422

NEW YORK

Bohemia, The OP Church of Bohemia — Darrin Conlon, 271 Kensington Ct., Copiague, NY
11726-4321

Franklin Square, Orthodox Presbyterian — Michael Montemarano, 66 Hudson Rd., Bellerose
Village, NY 11001

Long Island, 7rinity — David C. Innes, 322 Secatogue Ave., Farmingdale, NY 11735
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Mount Vernon, Westchester — Ira Rubin, 2313 Throop Ave., Bronx, NY 10469
Queens, Reformation Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, PO Box 656806, Fresh Meadows, NY

11365
REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE DAKOTAS
COLORADO
Broomfield, Bethel Presbyterian — Gregory L. Thurston, 1282 Aberdeen Dr., Broomfield, CO
80020

Calhan, High Plains — Rob Alexander, 18161 CR 78, Calhan, CO 80808

*Castle Rock, Emmanuel — Clerk of Session, PO Box 1803, Castle Rock, CO 80104

Denver, Park Hill Presbyterian — Matthew W. Kingsbury, 1440 S Macon St., Aurora, CO
80012

Denver, Providence — Leonard J. Coppes, 9161 Vine St., Thornton, CO 80229

Elizabeth, Reformation — Kevin Swanson, 4552 Glen Haven Cir., Elizabeth, CO 80107

Fort Collins, Emmaus — Roger D. Schierkolk, 4285 Hot Springs Dr., Greeley, CO 80634

NORTH DAKOTA
Carson, Bethel — Chris Campbell, 3120 CR 135, Flasher, ND 58535

SOUTH DAKOTA

Bancroft, Murdock Memorial — Douglas R. Fox, 42312 199th St., Bancroft, SD 57353
Freeman, Bethlehem Reformed — Russell D. Becker, PO Box 673, Freeman, SD 57029
Hamill, Westminster — Miles DeJong, 31842 DeJong Rd., Kennebec, SD 57544
Volga, Calvary — James D. Kleinjan, 20506 463rd Ave., Bruce, SD 57220

Winner, Winner — Jon Hansen, 27630 321st Ave., Winner, SD 57580

UTAH

Ogden, Berean Presbyterian — Don King, 925 E 4100 S, Ogden, UT 84403

Salt Lake City, Christ Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, c/o Jason Wallace, 3824 Claudia St.,
Salt Lake City, UT 84120

WYOMING
Lander, Grace Reformed Fellowship — Clerk of Session, PO Box 1899, Lander, WY 82520

REGIONAL CHURCH OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO

INDIANA
Walkerton, Grace Reformed — Daniel R. Zylstra, 439 Edgewater Dr., Mishawaka, IN 46545

MICHIGAN

Ada, Redeemer — Philip Admiraal, 5701 Butterick Ave. SE, Alton, MI 49302

Brighton, Covenant — Jeffrey L. Fink, 1350 Old Plank Rd., Milford, MI 48170

Central Lake, Chain-O-Lakes — Bruce G. Buchanan, 1950 Clark Rd., Central Lake, MI
49622-9221

Coopersville, Little Farms Chapel — Hank Veldman, O-374 Fennessey, Grand Rapids, MI
49544

Farmington Hills, Oakland Hills Community — John Frith, 22593 Summer Ln., Novi, MI
48374
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Fremont, Fremont — Clerk of Session, PO Box 202, Fremont, MI 49412

Gowen, Spencer Mills — David Raih, 11111 Podunk Rd., Greenville, MI 48838

Grand Rapids, Harvest — Andrew McGinnis, 1613 Diamond Ct. NE, Grand Rapids, MI
49505-5205

*Grand Rapids, New City Fellowship — Clerk of Session, 700 Burton St. SE, Grand Rapids,
MI 49507

Hillsdale, Hillsdale — Darryl G. Hart, 101 Budlong St., Hillsdale, MI 49242-2043

Holland, New Life Fellowship — John A. McGeehan, 3570 Elk Ct., Zeeland, MI 49464

Hudsonville, Cedar — Craig Baker, c/o Stephen Igo, 7471 Woodcliff Dr., Hudsonville, MI
49426

Kalamazoo, Community Presbyterian — Charles Ybema, 6544 Lindenhurst Dr., Kalamazoo,
MI 49001-6154

Kentwood, Meadow Springs Community — Clerk of Session, c/o Gerald J Neumair, 1811 Jef-
frey St. SE, Kentwood, MI 49508

Lansing, Grace — Stephen A. Pribble, 2009 Loraine Ave., Lansing, MI 48910-8731

*Manistee, Providence — Markus Jeromin, 2802 Linwood Rd., Manistee, MI 49660-2532

Metamora, Pilgrim Presbyterian — Allan James, 5975 Ludwig, Oxford, MI 48371

Rockford, Rockford Springs Community — Thomas Moerdyke, 10054 16 Mile Rd. NE, Cedar
Springs, MI 49319

Southfield, Providence — Ronald Mills, 15742 Saint Marys, Detroit, MI 48227

ONTARIO

*Beamsville, Living Hope Presbyterian — Cope Jonkman, 76 Harrisburg Rd., RR 1, Paris,
ON N3L 3El

London, Covenant — Clerk of Session, ¢/o John Ferguson, 271 Quaker Ln., RR 2, Ilderton,
ON NOM 2A0

*Meaford, Emmanuel — Alan S. Quick, 383 Head St. N, Stratroy, ON N7G 2K1

Sheffield, Grace Covenant — Cope Jonkman, 76 Harrisburg Rd., RR 1, Paris, ON N3L 3E1

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MIDATLANTIC

MARYLAND

California, Grace and Peace Presbyterian — Allen Morrissette, 45256 Abell Dr., California,
MD 20619

Clarksville, Living Hope Presbyterian — Samuel Yoon, PO Box 67, Simpsonville, MD 21150

Columbia, Columbia Presbyterian — Timothy W. Flora, 10001 Rte.108, Columbia, MD
21044

Frederick, New Hope — Jason Rundell, 5412 Adamstown Commons Dr., Adamstown, MD
21710-8922

Lanham, Trinity Reformed — Gerald S. Taylor, 12705 Chesney Ln., Bowie, MD 20715

Silver Spring, Knox — Richard F. Lewis, 3 Lindenwood Ct., Olney, MD 20832-1556

VIRGINIA

Charlottesville, Providence — Kenneth F. Barnes, 227 Walnut Way, Barboursville, VA 22923

Fredericksburg, Bethel Reformed Presbyterian — Fred Krieg, 6106 Windsor Dr., Fredericks-
burg, VA 22407

*Gaithersburg, Trinity Reformed — Clerk of Session, c/o Ronald Beabout, 13025 Bridger Dr.,
Germantown, MD 20874
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Leesburg, Bethel — Glenn Taylor, 15453 Hillsboro Rd., Purcellville, VA 20132-2945

Purcellville, Ketoctin Covenant Presbyterian — Stephen L. Davis, 7388 Terranova Dr.,
Warrenton, VA 20187

Staunton, Staunton — Tappey H. Jones, 1868 Old Greenville Rd., Staunton, VA 24401

Sterling, Sterling — Mark Rogers, 12309 Moss Hollow Rd., Markum, VA 22643-1831

Vienna, Grace — John S. Logan, 1012 N Potomac St., Arlington, VA 22205-1630

*Virginia Beach, Reformation Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, P.O. Box 64125, Virginia
Beach, VA 23467-4125

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE MIDWEST

ILLINOIS

*Chicago, Gospel Life Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, PO Box 805320, Chicago, IL 60680-
4114

*Crystal Lake, Christ Covenant — Clerk of Session, ¢c/o Brandon T. Wilkins, 5418 Cobblers
Crossing, McHenry, IL 60050

Grayslake, Hope Presbyterian — Henk Blom, 430 North Shore Dr., Mundelein, IL 60060

Hanover Park, Grace — Lars R. Johnson, 5324 Niven Ln., Hanover Park, IL 60133

Indian Head Park, Westminster — John J. Fry, 2221 W 119th PI., Blue Island, IL 60406

Momence, Momence — Steve York, 6546 N 15000 East Rd., Grant Park, IL 60940-5476

New Lenox, New Covenant Community — Bruce H. Hollister, 15952 Windmill Dr., Homer
Glen, IL 60491

Orland Park, Covenant — Jack W. Pluister, 6412 Terrace Dr., Tinley Park, IL 60477-1832

*Rockford, Providence — Clerk of Session, ¢/o John Hilbelink, 3705 Burrmont Rd., Rock-
ford, IL 61107

Springfield, Grace Presbyterian — Geoff Rodd, 101 Brookside Glen Dr., Sherman, IL 62684

Sugar Grove, Covenant of Grace — Brian D. Holstrom, 6N401 E Ridgewood Dr., St. Charles,
IL 60175

Wheaton, Bethel — James Veenstra, 1S369 Pineview St., Lombard, IL 60148

IOWA

Cedar Falls, Covenant — Ed Olthoff, 323 East 12th St., Cedar Falls, IA 50613

*Davenport, Sovereign Grace — Richard E. Sackett, 33 Walnut Cir., Sugar Grove, IL 60554

Des Moines, Grace Reformed — Mitchell K. Mahan, 1572 NW 109th St., Clive, IA 50325

*Pella, Hope Reformed Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, c/o Charles A Muether, 310 Prairie
St., Pella, IA 50219-1947

MINNESOTA
* Andover, Immanuel — Clerk of Session, PO Box 32, Andover, MN 55304
St Paul, Mission — Randall Kreisel, 4216 Beard Ave. N, Robinsdale, MN 55422

MISSOURI

*Doniphan, Sovereign Grace Reformed — Clerk of Session, ¢c/o Kent Harding, RR2 Box
6453, Doniphan, MO 63935

Hazelwood, Christ Presbyterian — D. B. Cummings, 705 N Castello, Florissant, MO 63061

*St. Louis, Gateway — Bruce A. Stahl, 8 Heathercroft Ct., Chesterfield, MO 63017

Troy, Covenant Family — Clerk of Session, ¢/o Marcus J. Severn, 110 Casmer Dr., Troy, MO
63379
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WISCONSIN

Appleton, Apple Valley — Fred Fudge, E§188 Seefeld Rd., New London, W1 54961

Cedar Grove, Calvary — Andrew Wieberdink, 413 W. Willow Ave., Cedar Grove, WI 53013

*Eau Claire, Providence Reformed — Kurt Swanson, 302 265th St., Woodville, WI 54028

Green Bay, New Hope Presbyterian — Nelson J. Agen, N7137 County Rd. C, Seymour, WI
54165-8430

Hammond, Covenant Presbyterian — Kurt Swanson, 302 265th St., Woodville, WI 54028

Janesville, Christ Presbyterian — David W. King, 1420 Oakland Ave., Janesville, WI 53545

Madison, Providence Presbyterian — Chris Kendziora, N2076 Otsego Rd., Columbus, WI
53925-9776

Menomonee Falls, Falls — Robert Donehoo, 3877 Northwood Ter., Colgate, WI 53017

Milwaukee, Covenant Presbyterian — Keith Sorensen, 111 N Roosevelt Dr., Beaver Dam, WI
53916

Morgan Siding, Old Stockbridge — Clerk of Session, N8004 Morgan Rd., Gresham, WI
54128-8984

Oostburg, Bethel — Scott Smies, W1636 Smies Rd., Oostburg, WI 53070

Reedsburg, Grace Reformed — Dennis Baldridge, E14920 Warner Ave., Hillsboro, W1 54634

Sheboygan, Grace — Roger Arndt, 722 Wilson Ave., Sheboygan Falls, WI 53085

Zoar, Menominee — Karl E. Thompson, W 10133 Cherry Rd., Gresham, WI 54128

REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW JERSEY

NEW JERSEY

Bellmawr, /mmanuel — Robert B. Kafka, 277 Kings Hwy., Clarksboro, NJ 08020

Brick, Faith Bible — Clerk of Session, PO Box 4421, Brick, NJ 08723-1621

Bridgeton, New Hope — Steven Price, 1225 Starling Dr., Milville, NJ 08332

Elmer, Faith — Kevin L. Parks, 19 W Del a Vue Ave., Carneys Point, NJ 08069

Fair Lawn, Grace — Robert A. Reith, 40 N 17th St., Prospect Park, NJ 07508

Hackettstown, Church of the Covenant — Gerardo Cruz, 917 Iron Bridge Rd., Asbury, NJ
08802-1104

Hamilton Township, Grace — Joshua W. Allen, 101 Review Ave., Lawrenceville, NJ 08648

Mantua, Providence — Ward Gibson, 71 E Tomlin Station Rd., Mickleton, NJ 08056

Medford, Immanuel Presbyterian — Ross W. Graham, 33 Marsham Dr., Marlton, NJ 08053

North Wildwood, Central Bible — Clerk of Session, 1712 Central Ave., Wildwood, NJ
08260-5551

Pennsville, Grace — David Glading, 61 Miramar Dr., Pennsville, NJ 08070

Phillipsburg, River of Life — Thomas E. Notaro, 83 Miller St., Phillipsburg, NJ 08865

Phillipsburg/Harmony, Calvary Community — Gordon E. Kauffman, 2006 Hay Ter., Easton,
PA 18042-4617

Ringoes, Calvary — Clerk of Session, 24 US Hwy. 202, Ringoes, NJ 08551-1819

Somerset, Mt. Carmel — Ronald McGarry, 587 Garden Ave., Woodbridge, NJ 07095

Vineland, Covenant — Edward A. Duffy, 71 W Almond St., PO Box 54, Vineland, NJ 08362

West Collingswood, /mmanuel — Michael Richards, 1200 Newton Ave., West Collingswood,
NJ 08107

Westfield, Grace — Stanford M. Sutton, 89 Spruce Mill Ln., Scotch Plains, NJ 07076

Wildwood, Calvary — Clerk of Session, c/o James Zozzaro, 308 E Hand Ave., Wildwood, NJ
08260-4545
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PUERTO RICO

San Juan, Iglesia Presbiteriana Reformada del Caribe — Jaime D. Zapata, Urb Round Hill,
1223 Calle Azucena, Trujillo Alto, PR 00976-2725

San Juan, Iglesia Presbiteriana OrtodoxalJesus es la Verdad — David Quinones, 365 Calle
Bruselas, San Juan, PR 00920

REGIONAL CHURCH OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENGLAND

MAINE

* Auburn, Grace Reformed Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, c¢/o Steven Anderson, 45 Royal
Oaks Dr., Auburn, ME 04210

Bangor, Pilgrim — Jay Rankin, 510 South Rd., Holden, ME 04429-7539

*Bridgton, Pleasant Mountain — Clerk of Session, 30 North High St., Bridgton, ME 04009

Brunswick, Merrymeeting Bay — John F. Kramer, 120 Old Winthrop Rd., Augusta, ME
04330-4923

*Bucksport, Penobscot Bay — Paul S. MacDonald, 254 Horseback Rd., Carmel, ME 04419

Limington, Limington — Scott Weirick, 519 Cape Rd., Limington, ME 04049-3129

Portland, Second Parish — Stephen A. MacDonald, 85 South St., Gorham, ME 04038

Rockport, Lakeview — Richard V. Abbott, 550 Ridge Rd., Windsor, ME 04363-9731

Skowhegan, Skowhegan — Ronald W. Dorman, 678 Main St., Canaan, ME 04924

MASSACHUSETTS

Fall River (Providence, RI), Grace — Paul H. Anderson, PO Box 420, Kingston, RI 02881

Lowell, Igreja Presbiteriana Brasileira — Clerk of Session, c¢/o Roberto Laranjo, 600 Merrill
Ln. #3, Dracut, MA 01826-4447

North Andover, Merrimack Valley Presbyterian — Joe Jager, 21 Austin Rd., Medford, MA
02155

Upton, Immanuel Chapel — Jason Poquette, 35 Sunset Dr., Whitinsville, MA 01588

West Barnstable, Presbyterian Church of Cape Cod — James J. Hobbs, 19 Melissa Dr., Yar-
mouth, MA 02673-1460

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Dover, Pilgrim Presbyterian — Jon Kamerman, 14 Windsor Blvd., Londonderry, NH 03053

Jaffrey, Jaffrey Presbyterian — Scott Goodwin, 4 Casalis Rd., Peterborough, NH 03458

Manchester, Amoskeag — Jon Kamerman, 14 Windsor Blvd., Londonderry, NH 03053

Merrimack, First Church of Merrimack — Clerk of Session, PO Box 507, Merrimack, NH
03054

*West Lebanon, Providence Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, PO Box 5236, West Lebanon,
NH 03784

NEW YORK
Amsterdam, Covenant — Kirk Humphrey, 1427 Turnbull Rd., Delanson, NY 12053
Lisbon, Grace Presbyterian — Harley Lowry, 8820 County Rte. 27, Lisbon, NY 13658
Rochester, Memorial — Clerk of Session, 650 Merchants Rd., Rochester, NY 14609
Rochester, Covenant — Eric Runion, 103 Overbrook Rd., Rochester, NY 14616-3740
Schenectady, Calvary — Charles T. Powers, 1058 Palmer Ave., Niskayuna, NY 12309
Syracuse, Hope Presbyterian — Jonathan T. Looney, 4566 Kingsford Ter., Syracuse, NY
13215
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VERMONT
Barre, Covenant — Andrew H. Selle, PO Box 63, Essex Junction, VT 05453-0063

REGIONAL CHURCH OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA

CALIFORNIA

Berkeley, Covenant — John W. Roadifer, 3425 Reed Way, Concord, CA 94518-1523

Hanford, New Hope — Richard Goddard, 1802 Kings Rd., Hanford, CA 93230

Hughson, Sovereign Grace Community — Ken Tucker, 6061 Leedom Rd., Hughson, CA
95326

*Madera, Grace — Clerk of Session, c/o Terry F. Thole, 1120 E. Alamos Ave., Fresno, CA
93704

Marina, Covenant — Martin Chandler, 4431 Cypress Ridge Ct., Seaside, CA 93955

Modesto, Grace — P. Shuan Bryant, 3220 Pocket Ave., Riverbank, CA 95367-2805

Novato, Trinity — Marlin E. Viss, 2044 Stonewood Dr., Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Pittsburg, Delta Oaks Presbyterian — George S. Mackenzie, 2264 Gill Port Ln., Walnut
Creek, CA 94598-1136

*Redding, Redding Reformed Fellowship — Clerk of Session, PO Box 491855, Redding, CA
96049

Roseville, Reformation Fellowship — Michael L. Ziegler, 1417 Farmgate Cir., Roseville, CA
95747

San Francisco, First — Danny Choung, 37 Creekside Ct., Corte Madera, CA 94925

San Jose, Covenant — Randy Franklin, 20500 Black Rd., Los Gatos, CA 95033-9590

Sonora, Oak Hill — John H. Keiter, 15707 Curtis Cir., Sonora, CA 95370-9717

South San Francisco, New Covenant — Dennis J. Fullalove, 427 Heathcliff Dr., Pacifica, CA
94044

Sunnyvale, First — James Lemen, 18859 McFarland Ave., Saratoga, CA 95070

NEVADA
Battle Mountain, Grace — A. Bryan Aten, 1390 Palomino Rd., Battle Mountain, NV 89820
Sparks, Mt. Rose Presbyterian — Joseph A. Horvath, 10520 Codogan St., Truckee, CA 96161

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE NORTHWEST

ALASKA
Wasilla, Grace — Robert Renner, 16140 Rosenbug Cir., Eagle River, AK 99577

ALBERTA
Airdrie, Redeemer — Clerk of Session, PO Box 10207, Airdrie, AB, T4B OH5

IDAHO
Arco, Arco Orthodox Presbyterian — Ken Brewer, PO Box 274, Arco, ID 83213
Idaho Falls, New Geneva Presbyterian — David A. Bass, PO Box 53, Tetonia, ID 83452

OREGON

Bend, Grace Reformed Presbyterian — Daniel J. Dilliard, 21266 SE Capella PI., Bend, OR
97702

Corvallis, Westminster Presbyterian — David Otis, 2777 NW Romancier Dr., Corvallis, OR
97330
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Grants Pass, Faith — Frode Jensen, 1355 Ferry Rd., Grants Pass, OR 97526

Medford, Trinity — Cole Brumley, 511 Park Ave., Medford, OR 97501

Newberg, Trinity — Don Campbell, 20207 NW Galliard Loop, Hillsboro, OR 97124
Portland, First — Tom Bradshaw, 4810 NW 179th St., Ridgefield, WA 98642

Roseburg, Covenant Grace — Wayne C. McManigal, 475 Thomas Rd., Sutherlin, OR 97479

WASHINGTON

Bothell, Trinity — Marcus J. Renkema, 14402 24th Ave. W, Lynnwood, WA 98087-5918

*Colville, Emmanuel Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, 508 N Oak St., Colville, WA 99114

Kennewick, Covenant — John Deibler, 75111 Grosscup Rd., West Richland, WA 99353

Kent, Emmanuel — Kevin Clemans, 27050 10 Ave. S, Des Moines, WA 98198

Lynnwood, Lynnwood — Richard D. Mason, 14727 43rd Ave. NE #126, Marysville, WA
98271-3437

Oak Harbor, Sovereign Grace — Robert C. VanKooten, 1902 Zylstra Rd., Oak Harbor, WA
98277

Olympia, Reformation — Shawn Protsman, 1517 Redwood P1 SE, Olympia, WA 98501

*Port Angeles, Redeeming Grace — Robert C. VanKooten, 1902 Zylstra Rd., Oak Harbor,
WA 98277

REGIONAL CHURCH OF OHIO

INDIANA
Sheridan, Christ Covenant — Michael Gilbert, 402 S Georgia St., Sheridan, IN 46069

OHIO

Cincinatti, Good Shepherd — Robert E. Taylor, 11876 Elkwood Dr., Cincinatti, OH 45240-
1540

Columbus, Grace — David Huston, 14515 Robinson Rd., Plain City, OH 43064

Columbus East (Pataskala), Providence Presbyterian — Michael D. Diercks, 189 Citation Dr.,
Pataskala, OH 43062

Dayton (North), Covenant — Nathan Jones, 200 Squirrel Rd., Dayton, OH 45405

Dayton (South), Redeemer — T. Andrew Demana, 356 N King St., Xenia, OH 45385

*Huron, Grace Mission — Clerk of Session, ¢/o Chris Vandergoot, 3211 Huron-Avery Rd.,
Huron, OH 44839

Mansfield, Covenant — Jon K. Burton, 675 Brae Burn, Mansfield, OH 44907

Mayfield Village, Lake — Jon K. Burton, 675 Brae Burn, Mansfield, OH 44907

Mount Vernon, Knox Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, c/o Ron McCoy, 18049 Murray Rd.,
Mount Vernon, OH 43050

PENNSYLVANIA

Franklin, Trinity — George Elder, 493 E Gilmore Rd., Grove City, PA 16127

Grove City, Covenant — Tracy C. Miller, 211 N Center St., Grove City, PA 16127

Harrisville, Calvary — James D. Bailey, 349 Porter Rd., Harrisville, PA 16038

Indiana, Faith — Ronald McNutt, 2129 S Ridge Rd., Shelocta, PA 15774

Moon Township, Immanuel — Jonathan C. Stark, 1117 Hiland Ave., Coraopolis, PA 15108

*Pittsburgh, Redeemer OP Mission — Clerk of Session, 203 Glenfield Dr., Pittsburgh, PA
15235

Pulaski, Nashua — Everett C. DeVelde Jr., 5549 Georgetown Rd., Franklin, PA 16323

Sewickley, Grace — James S. Gidley, 141 Nelson Ave., New Brighton, PA 15066
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WEST VIRGINIA
Morgantown, Reformation — Don Beezhold, 34 Shellbark Ln., Morgantown, WV 26508

REGIONAL CHURCH OF PHILADELPHIA

DELAWARE
Middletown, Grace — Terry L. Wiley, PO Box 391, Middletown, DE 19709-0391
Wilmington, Emmanuel — Timothy D. Krizan, 2613 Pennington Dr., Wilmington, DE 19810

PENNSYLVANIA

Allentown, Living Hope — Kenneth Truscott, Jr., 1248 Clearview Cir., Allentown, PA 18103-
6005

Ambler, Cornerstone- Cris R. Simpson, 312 Mill Rd., Oreland, PA 19075-1113

Easton, Trinity — Joseph Oliff, 1241 Spruce St., Easton, PA 18042

Glenside, Calvary — Edward K. Tress, 108 Cathedral Dr., North Wales, PA 19454-1000

Hatboro, Trinity — Sean D. Gregg, 146 Lismore Ave., Apt. #2, Glenside, PA 19038-4011

Lansdowne, Knox — Andrew P. Duggan, 230 Fairlamb Ave., Havertown, PA 19083

Perkasie, First Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, c/o Richard Scott MacLaren, 441 Dorchester
Ln., Perkasie, PA 18944

Philadelphia, Grace — William Brasch, 1412 Parkside Dr., Havertown, PA 19083

Philadelphia, Grace Fellowship — David S. Burkett, 627 Stony Way, East Norriton, PA
19403-4219

Reeders, Pocono — Clerk of Session, c/o Thomas A. Foh, 735 Rte. 115, Saylorsburg, PA
18353-7949

Sinking Spring, Covenant — John R. Sallade, 36 Lawndale Rd., Reading, PA 19610

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTH

ALABAMA

Birmingham, Redeemer Presbyterian — Douglas Scofield, PO Box 535, Chelsea, AL 35043

Huntsville, Providence Presbyterian — Richard L. Guido, 6316 Turkey Track Rd., Conneaut-
ville, PA 16406

Mobile, Heritage Presbyterian — Jack R. Bentley, 5757 Deerwood Dr. S, Mobile, AL 36618

FLORIDA

Bradenton, Providence — Matthew Folkert, 11309 Parkside PI., Lakewood Ranch, FL 34202

Fort Lauderdale, Holy Trinity Presbyterian — Bill Watson, 805 Cypress Grove Ln., Pompano
Beach, FL 33069

Fort Pierce, Covenant Reformed Presbyterian — Samuel V. Rowe, 2012 Winding Creek Ln.,
Fort Pierce, FL 34981

Gainesville, Redemption — William J. Montgomery, 3007 SW 2nd Ct., Gainesville, FL 32601

Hialeah, Sharon — Raul Montes, 3985 Adra Ave., Doral, FL 33178-2905

Key West, Keys Presbyterian — Michael L. Andrews, 2501 Beaver Creek Dr., Havana, FL,
32333-5520

Lake Worth, Fellowship — Henry Stanke, 5536 Hypoluxo Rd., Lake Worth, FL 33463-7302

*Naples, Christ the King — Clerk of Session, c/o Eric Hausler, 7563 Berkshire Pines Dr.,
Naples, FL 34104

Niceville, Grace — Robert L. Grete, 277 Wava Ave., Niceville, FL 32578

Orlando, Lake Sherwood — Dan Stowe, 8850 Ott Williams Rd., Clermont, FL 64711-8653
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Oviedo, Reformation — John R. Muether, 1167 Kerwood Cir., Oviedo, FL 32765-6194

Pensacola, Covenant Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, 2885 Olive Rd., Pensacola, FL 32514-
6233

St. Augustine, Covenant — Ronald Lantrip, 1034 Garrison Dr., St. Augustine, FL 32092

Tallahassee, Calvary — Michael L. Andrews, 2501 Beaver Creek Dr., Havana, FL 32333-
9515

LOUISIANA

Nachitoches, Covenant Presbyterian — Joel Mertens, 144 Shamard Dr., Natchitoches, LA
71457

Pineville, Pineville Presbyterian — Jack W. Sawyer, 2522B Military Hwy., Pineville, LA
71360

TENNESSEE
*Collierville, Wolf River — Clerk of Session, 767 Silverman Dr., Collierville, TN 38017

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHEAST

GEORGIA

Atlanta, Redeemer — Richard W. Hastings, 2338 Scarlett Walk, Stone Mountain, GA 30087

Buford, Covenant Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, 1420 Rock Springs Rd., Buford, GA
30519

La Grange, Covenant — Terry E. Wilson, 3381 Happy Valley Cir., Newnan, GA 30263

*Royston, Heritage Reformed Presbyterian — Wallace B. King, 109 Walnut Cir. SW, Mari-
etta, GA 30064

Woodstock, Geneva — Wallace B. King, 109 Walnut Cir. SW, Marietta, GA 30064

KENTUCKY
*Neon, Neon Reformed Presbyterian — Seth Long, 3379 Craft Colly Rd., Ermine, KY 41815

NORTH CAROLINA

*Cary, Shiloh — Kevin Joyner, 5137 Beckwyck Dr., Fuquay Varina, NC 27526-9292

Charlotte, Redeemer Presbyterian — Nathan King, 9921 Ridgemore Dr., Charlotte, NC 28277

Matthews, Matthews — Trae Shepherd, 14116 Springwater Dr., Matthews, NC 28105-3908

Gastonia, Reformation — Clerk of Session, 1509 Laurel Ln., Gastonia, NC 28054

Greensboro, Providence Presbyterian — John T. Perez, 1007 Bearhollow Rd., Greensboro,
NC 27410

Hickory, Sovereign Grace Reformed Presbyterian — Ronnie Morgan, 1711 Pioneer Dr.,
Newton, NC 28658

Mount Airy, Covenant Reformed Presbyterian — Mike Shields, 250 Apollo Dr., Mount Airy,
NC 27030

New Bern, Covenant — Jeremy Huntington, 7430 US Hwy. 17, Pollocksville, NC 28573-
9204

Raleigh, Pilgrim — Larry Fatheree, 4201 Heathgate Ln., Raleigh, NC 27613

Wilmington, 7rinity Reformed — Marc S. Yandle, 2817 Park Ave., Wilmington, GA 28403

SOUTH CAROLINA
Taylors, Covenant Community — James Loring, 10 Jude Ct., Greer, SC 29651
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TENNESSEE

Chattanooga, Cornerstone — Larry Mehne, 134 Wayside Ln., Lookout Mtn, GA 30750

Cookeville, Faith Presbyterian — Charles Clack, 7315 Mount Herman Rd., Cookeville, TN
38506

Maryville, Sandy Springs — James H. Ganzevoort, 2546 Brantley Park Blvd., Maryville, TN
37804

VIRGINIA

Chilhowie, Providence — Alan Bevins, 31504 Lee Hwy., Glade Spring, VA 24340
Lynchburg, Grace — Scott Shallenberger, 2331 Alean Rd., Wirtz, VA 24184

Roanoke, Garst Mill — James E. Horner, 3822 Chesterton St. SW, Roanoke, VA 24018

REGIONAL CHURCH OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ARIZONA

*Concho, Concho Valley — Clerk of Session, PO Box 1010, Concho Valley, AZ 85924-1010

*Cottonwood, Verde Valley Reformed Chapel — Thomas Sharp, 20912 N 21st St., Phoenix,
AZ 85032-8510

Phoenix, Calvin Presbyterian — Thomas Sharp, 20619 N 21st St., Phoenix, AZ §5024-4411

Prescott, Prescott Presbyterian — Joshua Taylor, PO Box 741, Clarkdale, AZ 86324

Tucson, Covenant — Rob Lukavich, 3931 W Placita de Castellon, Tucson, AZ 85745-9465

CALIFORNIA

Anaheim, Theophilus — Sanjay Patel, 16715 Yvette Way, Cerritos, CA 90703-1168

Bonita, Bonita — Maynard B. Skidmore, 10153 Canyon Ridge Pl., Spring Valley, CA 91977-
6916

*Capistrano Beach, Trinity — Clerk of Session, PO Box 4384, San Clemente, CA 92674-4384

Carson, Grace — Norman Byer, 3601 Paseo del Campo, Palos Verde Estates, CA 90274

Chula Vista, Bayview — Charles J. Teahan, 517 Killey Rd., Chula Vista, CA 91910-7525

Costa Mesa, Grace Presbyterian — Michael DiPeppino, 1609 N Tower St., Santa Ana, CA
92706-3753

Escondido, Escondido — John Earnest, 10134 Freeport Ct., San Diego, CA 92129-3201

*QGarden Grove, Christ & Heaven — Yong H. Kim, 24 Twilight Ln., Rancho Santa Margarita,
CA 92688

Goleta, £l Camino — Archibald M. Laurie, 909 Chelham Way, Santa Barbara, CA 93108

La Mirada, Calvary — Leonard Sanchez, 8666 La Tremolina Ln., Whittier, CA 90605-1627

Long Beach, Faith Presbyterian — Micael Lynch, 8330 Decca St., Long Beach, CA 90808

Oxnard, Covenant of Grace — John Gilbertson, 121 Bardsdale Ave., Oxnard, CA 93035

Redlands, Sovereign Grace — Matthew Thalmayer, 309 Jesse Way, Redlands, CA 92374

San Marcos, Harvest — Michael W. Jennings, 29937 Robbie Ln., Vista, CA 92084

Santa Maria, Redeemer Presbyterian — Keith Mougeotte, 3421 Turtle Creek Dr., Santa Ma-
ria, CA 93455-2485

Temecula, Providence — David Bulthuis, 17901 Bluegrass Rd., Ramona, CA 92065

Torrance, Branch of Hope — Michael Gregg, 2076 W 235th St., Torrance, CA 90501-5810

*Westminster, Resurrection — David Winslow, 10130 Stilbite Ave., Fountain Valley, CA
92708-1012

Westminster, Westminster — David Winslow, 10130 Stilbite Ave., Fountain Valley, CA 92708-
1012
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HAWAIIL
*Pearl City, Redeemer — Douglas L. Watson, 91-1013 Lehulehu St., Kapolei, HI 96707

REGIONAL CHURCH OF THE SOUTHWEST

NEW MEXICO

Albuquerque, Covenant of Grace — John R. Hunt, 10513 San Gabriel NE, Albuquerque, NM
87111

Rio Rancho, Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Rio Rancho — Terry Nighbert, 8208 Sarah Ct.
NW, Albuquerque, NM 87114

OKLAHOMA
Norman, Grace Presbyterian — John Mantooth, PO Box 667, Purcell, OK 73080

TEXAS

Abilene, Covenant Presbyterian — Lawrence G. Hardwicke, 1625 Westwood, Abilene, TX
79603

Amarillo, Christ Covenant Presbyterian — John Brack, 2306 Atkinsen, Amarillo, TX 79106

Austin, Providence Presbyterian — John H. Terpstra, 8509 Cobblestone, Austin, TX 78735

Bedford, Mid Cities Presbyterian — Terrance L. Reininger, 8200 Vine Wood Dr., North Rich-
land Hills, TX 76180

Dallas, Christ Covenant — Joseph A. Keller, 949 Dunkirk Ln., Arlington, TX 76017-6560

Dallas, Faith Presbyterian — David Mahafty, 941 Cypress Creek Dr., Plano, TX 75025

Fort Worth, Covenant Presbyterian of Fort Worth — Charles Ramsay, 10717 Highland Ridge
Rd., Fort Worth, TX 76018-6918

Jersey Village, Cornerstone — Clerk of Session, 12620 FM 1960 W Ste. A4, Box 522, Hous-
ton, TX 77065

Kingwood, Providence — R. Coleman Simpkins, 3602 Clear Falls Dr., Kingwood, TX 77339-
6101

Longview, Christ The King Presbyterian — Dann C. McDonald, 11593 FM 1650, Gilmer, TX
75645

San Antonio, Grace — J. Mark Moody, 1530 Benton Woods, San Antonio, TX 78258-4494

*San Antonio, San Antonio Reformed — J. Mark Moody, 1530 Benton Woods, San Antonio,
TX 78258

* Austin, South Austin Presbyterian — Clerk of Session, ¢/o Jim Cassidy, 1812 Canon Yeo-
mans Trl., Autin, TX 78748

Tyler, Tyler Presbyterian — Thomas G. Robinson, 3905 Silverwood, Tyler, TX 75701-9338
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MINISTERS OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
(revised to 7/31/2016)

Note: Ministers please check your listing and inform the Stated Clerk immediately if you find
omissions, incorrect address, misspellings, or if you desire changes.

Abbreviations (as used in parentheses in the list on the following pages):

Status

AGS - Associate General Secretary
AP - Associate Pastor
E - Evangelist
EM - Emeritus
FM - Foreign Missionary
(and For. Miss. Emeritus)
GS - General Secretary
HM - Home Missionary

IC - Independent Counselor
ICH - Institutional Chaplain
M - Minister

MCH - Military Chaplain

P - Pastor

PC - Parachurch worker

PCH - Prison Chaplain

PEM - Pastor Emeritus

PF - Professor

PI - Pastor, non-OP church

R - Retired

RHM - Regional Home Missionary
SCH - School Chaplain

SS - Stated Supply

STC - Stated Clerk

T -Teacher

Presbytery

CPA - Central Pennsylvania

CUS - Central United States, The
CSNY - Connecticut and Southern New York
DK - Dakotas, The

MA - Mid-Atlantic, The

M&O - Michigan and Ontario

MW - Midwest, The

NJ - New Jersey

NYNE - New York and New England
NCN - Northern California and Nevada
NwW - Northwest, The

OH - Ohio

PH - Philadelphia

SO - South, The

SC - Southern California
SE - Southeast, The

SW - Southwest, The
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