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Esteemed fathers and brothers, 

 

1. Introduction to the full report 

 

The committee began its work by reviewing the original overture submitted to 

Synod Schererville 2007 from Classis Central US, and the synodically assigned mandate. 

This is the mandate: ―That Synod 2007 accede to Overture 8 to appoint a committee to 

study the level of doctrinal commitment advisable for communicant membership in our 

churches‖ (Acts of Synod Schererville 2007), p. 16). 

The committee proceeded to review and interpret, in terms of the committee‘s 

mandate, the synodically adopted liturgical forms found in the Psalter Hymnal (1976 

edition). The same process was followed with respect to the Three Forms of Unity; since 

no English version of these Confessions has been officially adopted, we used those found 

in the 1959 edition of the Psalter Hymnal. Similarly, the committee reviewed the Church 

Order of the URCNA with a view to the mandate. 

Throughout its discussions, the committee became aware of significant 

disagreements that have required submitting to Synod 2010 a single document with two 

reports. The positions being advocated in these reports may be identified as follows, in 

terms of their respective outcomes: 

Position 1: Membership Access with Stipulations 

Position 2: Membership Access upon Full Assent 

 

 

2. Position 1: Membership Access with Stipulations 

 

The report on Position 1 which follows begins with a section dealing with biblical 

observations relating to the church‘s required level of doctrinal commitment for 

membership. Then follows a lengthy section dealing with historical observations drawn 

from the history of Reformed and Presbyterian denominations, both throughout the 

centuries since the Reformation and around the world. The body of the report on Position 

1 concludes with pastoral observations relating to the question before us. 

 

2.1 Biblical considerations 

 

2.1.1 The missionary growth of the church 

 

The first observation involves the missionary growth of the church. Our Lord‘s 

words in Matthew 28:18–20 form the charter of the New Covenant church as it grew 

from the original one hundred and twenty (Acts 1:15). Our Lord commanded his apostles 

to ―make disciples,‖ which consisted in two things: first, baptizing, and second, teaching. 

Of note is that making a disciple entails two activities: baptism and teaching. A disciple, 



 

then, is one who places himself under the Lordship of Jesus, receiving the name of God 

in baptism, and who places himself under the teaching of Jesus‘ ministers. This is also 

applied throughout the book of Acts as sinners hear the gospel, believe that gospel, 

receive the seal of baptism, and then as members of the body of Christ continue in 

learning the doctrine of the apostles (Acts 2:42). 

 

2.1.2 Confessing Christ 

 

The second observation involves the theme of confessing Christ. One important 

passage is Romans 10:9–10. In the context Paul is contrasting salvation by means of 

works and salvation by means of faith. In contrast to ―the righteousness that is based on 

the law‖ (Rom. 10:5), Paul speaks of ―the righteousness based on faith‖ (Rom. 10:6) 

saying, ―If you confess with your mouth that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that 

God raised him from the dead, you will be saved. For with the heart one believes and is 

justified, and with the mouth one confesses and is saved.‖ Those who believe and who 

confess are not only saved but are the members to whom Paul wrote in Rome. 

 

2.1.3 Church membership 

 

The third observation identifies the nature of church membership in the New 

Testament. In the book of Acts those who believed in Jesus Christ were ―added‖ to the 

number of the visible church. This is portrayed throughout the New Testament with 

various metaphors to describe the relationship between Christ and his Church: vine and 

branches (John 15), sheep and shepherd (John 10), temple and stones (1 Peter 2), head 

and members (Rom. 12), and husband and bride (Eph. 5). 

 

2.1.4 Discipleship 

 

The fourth observation explains the nature of discipleship. In Ephesians 4 Paul 

prays for the church to grow up to maturity. In 1 Peter 2 Peter exhorts the church, saying, 

―Like newborn infants, long for the pure spiritual milk, that by it you may grow up into 

salvation—if indeed you have
 
tasted that the Lord is good‖ (1 Peter 2:2–3). 

 

2.1.5 Distinctions among members 

 

The fifth observation notes that there are various distinctions made among the 

members of the churches in the New Testament. For example, in Romans 14 Paul speaks 

of the strong and the weak in the church at Rome. Again, in Hebrews 5 the apostolic 

writer distinguishes those who are like children and unskilled in the word of 

righteousness, and therefore in need of milk, and those who are mature with their powers 

of discernment trained, and therefore in need of solid food (Heb. 5:11–14). 

This distinction seems directly relevant in our context with regard to all the 

differences among believers within our congregations, as well as differences of faith 

among those who come into contact with our congregations: 

 



 

1. Covenant youth, who have the privilege and blessings of catechetical 

instruction, family worship, preaching, and the fellowship of the church. 

2. Persons transferring from one URC to another, having the blessings of 

similarities in preaching, catechesis, liturgy and liturgical forms, and common 

traditions. 

3. Persons being received from other Reformed congregations, whether 

NAPARC or otherwise, who have the blessings of Reformed preaching, 

liturgy, and historic confessions. 

4. Professing Christians who have not grown up in Reformed churches but who 

come to learn of the Reformed faith and of our churches; these friendly 

evangelicals need in-depth and long-term instruction and shepherding in order 

to change ways of thinking and living. 

5. New converts to Christ who have little if any background in the thought 

patterns of Scripture, in the historic tradition of confessional orthodoxy, and in 

living godly lives. 

6. Those dear brothers and sisters who suffer in this age with mental disability, 

with whom Reformed churches have always operated on the basis of 

knowledge commensurate with mental capacity and ―as far as one is able to 

understand.‖ 

 

2.2 Confessional considerations 

 

2.2.1 Belgic Confession 

 

The committee agreed to review and interpret, in terms of the committee‘s 

mandate, the Three Forms of Unity. Since no English version of these Confessions has 

been officially adopted, we are using those found in the 1959 edition of the Psalter 

Hymnal. 

The Belgic Confession speaks of believers‘ relationship to the church, in part, as 

―maintaining the unity of the Church; submitting themselves to the doctrine and 

discipline thereof‖ (BC, art. 28). 

The next article speaks of the third mark of the true church, saying, ―If church 

discipline is exercised in punishing of 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‖ (BC, art. 29). 

When article 30 discusses the nature and purpose of church government, it says, 

―by these means the true religion may be preserved‖ (BC, art. 30). In order for ―true 

religion‖ to be ―preserved,‖ there must be a doctrinal standard which is applied in doing 

this. 

 

2.2.2 Heidelberg Catechism 

 

The Catechism defines the second aspect of true faith, assent, ―hold [ing] for truth 

all that God has revealed to us in His Word‖ (HC, LD 7, Q&A 21). The next question 

focuses on what this means, asking, ―What, then, is necessary for a Christian to believe?‖ 



 

Its answer: ―All that is promised us in the gospel, which the articles of our catholic and 

undoubted Christian faith teach us in a summary‖ (HC, LD 7, Q&A 22). 

To be called a Christian, according to question and answer 32, is to participate in 

Christ‘s anointing through faith in Him (HC, LD 12, Q&A 32). 

To be a member of Christ‘s church is to be joined ―in the unity of true faith‖ (HC, 

LD 21, Q&A 54). 

 

2.2.3 Canons of Dort 

 

Nothing of note is mentioned in the Canons of Dort that pertains to the specific 

question of what level of doctrinal commitment is necessary for membership in our 

churches. 

 

2.3 Historical considerations 

 

By way of historical orientation, we note that the Reformer John Calvin taught 

that division within the church should not occur on the non-fundamentals of the faith. In 

his Institutes (4.1.12), Calvin wrote, 

 

Some fault may creep into the administration of either doctrine or sacraments, but 

this ought not to estrange us from communion with church. For not all the articles 

of true doctrine are of the same sort. Some are so necessary to know that they 

should be certain and unquestioned by all men as the principles of the religion. 

Such are: God is one; Christ is God and the Son of God; our salvation rests in 

God‘s mercy; and the like. Among the churches there are other articles of doctrine 

disputed which still do not break the unity of faith. . . . A difference of opinion 

over these non-essential matters should in no wise be the basis of schism among 

Christians. 

 

In his commentary on 1 Corinthians 14:40, Calvin wrote: 

 

The Lord allows us freedom in regard to outward rites, in order that we may not 

think that His worship is confined to those things. At the same time, however. . . . 

He has restricted the freedom, which He has given us, in such a way that it is only 

from His Word that we can make up our minds about what is right. 

 

All of this suggests that we can profitably study and learn from the history of Reformed 

and Presbyterian churches as we chart our course for the future of the URCNA. This 

instruction is necessary for ecumenical reasons: we wish to stand in the line of our 

ecclesiastical and spiritual ancestors, and stand together with all who today share with us 

this ecclesiastical and spiritual history. As we place these historical considerations in the 

light of Scripture‘s teaching, we will avoid the twin dangers of arrogance and 

sectarianism. 

 

 

 



 

2.3.1 Reformed Churches in the Netherlands 

 

Following the Synod of Dort (1618-1619), many Reformed churches in the 

Netherlands had questions regarding Arminians and specifically whether they could be 

granted church membership. The Regional Synod of Gouda in 1620 judged that those 

who were willing to be instructed in the Reformed faith could be received into church 

membership so long as they did not propagandize their views. 

Similarly, Synod 1914 of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands 

(Gereformeerde Kerken der Nederland) in the Hague faced a question from the Particular 

Synod of Friesland (Southern Part) regarding whether a member who rejected infant 

baptism could be admitted to the Lord‘s Supper. The synodical response was based on 

the following observations supplied by its study committee: 

 

. . . [W]ith respect to members of the congregation (not with respect to office-

bearers, for whom entirely different rules apply) who with good intention 

expressed doubt concerning any point of doctrine, so long as this did not affect 

the fundamental matters of truth, they should be treated with great patience and 

forbearance, with the proviso that they would exhibit readiness to be better 

instructed and that they would not propagandize on behalf of their deviating 

sentiment. 

Our forefathers based this practice on the fact that the Apostle urged us to 

receive ―the weak in the faith‖ and ―to bear [with] the weakness of the weak‖ 

(Rom. 14:1 and 15:2, see further Phil. 3:15, Heb. 5:11-12, etc.); that in this regard, 

Scripture establishes different requirements for the office-bearers than for 

ordinary members of the congregation (1 Tim.3:2, Titus 1:9), and that God‘s 

Word itself distinguishes between fundamental articles of faith and points of 

doctrine that do not affect the foundation of salvation (Phil. 3:15 and 1 Jn.4:1-3). 

Voetius (in Pol. Eccl. Part I, tract I, ch. IV, p. 56) correctly deduces from this 

that Scripture commands us to show such tolerance not only toward those who are 

ignorant, but even toward those who err. And although such tolerance will 

naturally be extended more broadly toward those who are already members of the 

congregation than toward those who affiliate for the first time with the church—

because the church must see to it that she permits no enemies of the truth within 

her gates—nevertheless our forefathers showed, even during the time of the 

Remonstrant quarrels, how they dealt very patiently not only with members of the 

congregation who belonged to the Reformed Church and continued to harbour 

more or less Remonstrant sympathies, but even with those who for a time had 

joined the Remonstrant brotherhood and later wanted to return to the Reformed 

Church. Thus, such people were not required, for example, to subscribe to the 

Five Articles against the Remonstrants in their entirety, but a somewhat less 

sharply formulated declaration was substituted, as happened, for example, with 

the consistory in Utrecht. 

But no matter how much our forefathers praised this tolerance in theory and 

showed it in practice, at the same time they nevertheless gave the very proper 

advice that the Synod should not make a general decision for the sake of 

determining which points of doctrine could be the subject of deviating sentiments 



 

that could be tolerated, because otherwise the impression could easily arise that 

the Synod no longer considered this particular point of doctrine to be binding 

(Voetius, Pol. Eccl. Part III, book II, tract II, p.377). 

Although your committee [i.e., of the GKN] is united in its opinion that, no 

matter how important the doctrine of infant baptism may be to the Reformed 

Churches, this doctrine nevertheless cannot be said to belong to the fundamental 

doctrines of the faith, and therefore tolerating a deviating view regarding this 

point of doctrine on the part of a brother who for the rest agrees wholeheartedly 

with the Reformed confession, does not appear to us impermissible. 

Nevertheless, your committee would not invite Synod to make a general 

pronouncement to the effect that agreement with this weighty matter of our 

confession is no longer necessary as a requirement for being received as a 

member of our Churches. 

To this we would add that the response to the question whether in a particular 

case such tolerance is permitted, depends on a variety of circumstances, which 

cannot be evaluated by the General Synod, but only by the local consistory or 

classis. This variety of circumstances includes such considerations, for example, 

as whether the person involved is unmarried and past child-bearing years, in 

which case his deviating viewpoint regarding infant baptism would have 

practically no influence; or whether he already has children or presumably may 

receive children, in which case he should certainly be required to allow these 

children to be baptized. Therefore, the committee advises the General Synod. 

 

Therefore, on the basis of these and similar observations, Synod 1914 of the Reformed 

Churches in the Netherlands declared that ―our Reformed Churches have repeatedly 

judged that according to the example of the apostolic church, tolerance can be shown 

toward brothers who in good conscience err with respect to a point of doctrine, as long as 

this does not affect any fundamental truth, as long as the one who errs shows readiness to 

be better instructed, and as long as he promises not to agitate on behalf of this viewpoint; 

in addition, it should be self-evident that as long as such brothers continue holding that 

viewpoint, they are not ever eligible for any office in the church.‖ In addition, the synod 

left the decision as to the exercise of tolerance in this matter to the consistory involved, 

and if necessary, with the advice of the classis. 

So in both cases, Synod 1620 and Synod 1914, churches were permitted to admit 

and/or retain members who could not subscribe to every doctrine in the Three Forms of 

Unity so long as they agreed not to propagandize their views and agreed to submit to 

further instruction. 

 

2.3.2 Orthodox Presbyterian Church 

 

A report on this matter was submitted to the Thirty-third General Assembly 

(1966) of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, entitled ―Refusing to Present Children for 

Baptism.‖ (This report is available online at http://www.opc.org/GA/refuse_bapt.html. 

Although it should not be construed as the official position of the OPC, this report, 

together with the accompanying assembly action, offers a reliable picture of how this 

matter is currently handled in the OPC.) The report presents a firm position regarding 

http://www.opc.org/GA/refuse_bapt.html


 

infant baptism as the biblical teaching and the denomination‘s confessional stand. It also 

reviews a variety of situations faced in the church, some where admitting to membership 

those not persuaded of infant baptism might be inadvisable, others where it might be 

acceptable. The outcome of this discussion was that the general assembly declared that 

―the admission to membership of those who cannot in good conscience present their 

children for baptism is a matter for judgment by sessions.‖ 

 

2.3.3 Christian Reformed Church in North America 

 

The Christian Reformed Church has a long history of dealing with this matter. In 

1888 the synod discussed the matter of receiving as a member someone who denied 

infant baptism. The 1888 synod‘s response consisted of two parts. ―1. To the question 

whether a Consistory may receive as a member someone who denies and opposes infant 

baptism, the answer is: ‗No!‘ 2. To the question [about] how to deal with members of the 

church who, because of scruples of conscience, are unable to allow their children to be 

baptized, the answer of the synod is: ‗Instruct and admonish such people patiently, and if 

this proves ineffective, follow the ecclesiastical path [of discipline].‘‖ (The text of this 

decision is found in Synodale Handelingen der Holl. Christl. Geref. Kerk in Amerika 

gehouden te Grand Rapids, Mich. den Juni, E.V.D. 1888, Art. 57, p. 19; and in J. L. 

Schaver, The Polity of the Churches, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International 

Publications, 1956), p. 167.) 

Again in 1964, the CRC synod answered an appeal about whether someone not 

convinced of the doctrine of infant baptism could be admitted into church membership. 

The answer was that the relevant church order article ―does not deny the right and duty of 

a consistory to evaluate each case of admittance according to the special circumstances of 

the person requesting such admittance [to membership].‖ Additionally, ―in this case the 

couple agrees wholeheartedly with the Reformed religion, except on the point of direct 

biblical evidence for the doctrine of infant baptism, and is willing to be further instructed 

in the Reformed doctrine of baptism.‖ Moreover, ―[t]his couple also promised not to 

propagate any views conflicting with the doctrinal position of the church.‖ (This 

synodical decision is found in Acts of Synod 1964, p. 63. This decision and its historical 

background in the CRC are reproduced in William P. Brink and Richard R. DeRidder, 

Manual of Christian Reformed Church Government, 1987 ed. (Grand Rapids: CRC 

Publications, 1987), p. 258. It should be noted that this manual (and its 2001 successor, 

edited by David Engelhard and Leonard J. Hofman) omits any mention of the second part 

of the 1888 decision, cited above.) 

For historical completeness, it is important to recall what was written about this 

matter, within the CRC context, by Idzerd Van Dellen and Martin Monsma, in their well-

known commentary on the Church Order. (Idzerd Van Dellen and Martin Monsma, The 

Revised Church Order Commentary: An Explanation of the Church Order of the 

Christian Reformed Church (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1967), pp. 233-234. The same 

material can be found in The Church Order Commentary, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: 

Zondervan, 1941), pp. 251-252.) Historically the Church Order required that members 

confess the Reformed religion, which implied agreement with both the general truths of 

Christianity and the Reformed understanding of the Christian faith. These authors 

strongly insisted that members of Reformed churches must confess ―the Reformed 



 

fundamentals‖ and agree with the Three Forms of Unity, in order both to preserve the 

Reformed character of the churches and to resist the infection of the churches with non-

Reformed heresies. They spoke of the church‘s peace and purity depending upon 

agreement with the vital, essential, fundamental doctrines of the Reformed faith. They 

continued: 

 

And this consistent position of our churches does not spell injustice toward any 

child of God. They who do not agree with us should simply seek and join a 

church with which they are agreed. Let one who is methodistic in doctrine join a 

Methodist church. Let one who is baptistic in doctrine affiliate with a Baptist 

church, etc. Our churches have always taken the stand expressed in Article 59 

[61], although we believe with all our hearts that there is a holy Catholic Church 

and that the Christian Church is by no means limited to the Christian Reformed 

denomination together with some other loyal Reformed organizations. 

 

By way of preliminary observation, it should be noted here again that these ―categories‖ 

being used by Van Dellen and Monsma don‘t fit our situation altogether well. Where, in 

this arrangement, would one assign a Reformed Baptist? Today the class of persons 

identified as ―they who do not agree with us‖ is not as clearly identifiable as it may have 

been forty years ago, and finding ―a church with which they are agreed‖ has, as we have 

already noted, become a difficult, if not impossible, challenge for people who are coming 

to the Reformed faith in contexts other than Reformed churches. 

 

2.4. Pastoral considerations 

 

2.4.1 Ignorance and misunderstanding v. opposition and denial 

 

Given the history of ecclesiastical discussion of this matter among Reformed 

churches, it should require no argument to claim that the quality of a prospective 

member‘s ―non-belief‖ in a doctrine confessed and practiced by the church, such as infant 

baptism, ought to be examined and evaluated. Is there openness to further (even long-

term) instruction and clarification? Or do the elders face an altogether firm and stubborn 

resistance against the doctrine and practice, such as, for example, infant baptism? The 

answers to these questions go a long way in guiding the elders‘ response to a request for 

membership. 

Perhaps we need to ask a prior question, however. Should it matter to us whether 

a prospective member‘s ―non-belief‖ arises from ignorance or misunderstanding, on the 

one hand, or from opposition or denial, on the other hand? 

Some may be inclined to declare such a distinction to be irrelevant. In their view, 

it matters not one whit whether this ―non-belief‖ arises from ignorance or from denial. 

The decisive reality is that such people are unable to affirm ―the doctrine contained in the 

Old and New Testament, and in the articles of the Christian faith, and taught in this 

Christian church, to be the true and complete doctrine of salvation.‖ That fact ties our 

hands; they may not be admitted into membership. 

Others would say—and several Reformed churches are among them—that this 

distinction regarding the quality and character of a prospective member‘s ―non-belief‖ is 



 

essential to deciding whether or not to admit such a person into membership. Moreover, 

each of the church groups we have surveyed has refused to adopt a single formula or 

response to be followed in every instance. Further, each of them has placed responsibility 

for the decision firmly in the hands of the elders. In addition, four tests have been 

composed to assist in shedding light on such decisions. 

 

 (1) Does the prospective member agree wholeheartedly with the Reformed 

religion, except on the matter in question? 

   

  Examining the prospective member‘s doctrinal commitment may turn up other 

areas of difficulty with respect to biblical teaching. Before admitting such a 

person into membership, these difficulties may need to be addressed by a 

thorough, long-term tutorial catechizing, perhaps in the person‘s home, 

together with other family members. In this case, the impediment to 

membership is not ―just‖ infant baptism. 

 

 (2) Does the prospective member promise to be instructed further in the biblical 

doctrine in question? 

   

  Educability is an essential quality in such cases, and the elders ought to insist 

on further instruction. If the prospective member responds by saying he or she 

―just can‘t talk about this subject anymore,‖ once again, elders should 

patiently probe for the reason. What if the person has been verbally 

bombarded or beaten up over this doctrine in the past? What if, in connection 

with the doctrine of infant baptism, the person has stood at the graveside of 

his or her own unbaptized child, and suffers unwarranted, but nevertheless 

real guilt feelings relating to this child‘s eternal welfare? Patient and persistent 

pastoral care over the long term may, by God‘s grace, be instrumental in 

bringing such a person to see the truth of infant baptism. In any case, 

willingness to learn more about the doctrine in question must be required, if 

for no other reason than that this person is seeking to worship God together 

with the congregation in terms of shared doctrines and practices! 

 

 (3) Does the prospective member promise not to propagate any views 

contradicting the church’s doctrinal position? 

 

  Although this test question may strike the reader as odd, it is really a very 

useful diagnostic tool. For example, if the prospective member intends to 

boycott the administration of baptism to any infant, that would be a form of 

propagating a view contradicting the church‘s doctrinal position. A couple 

who are the parents of two unbaptized children with a third about to be born, 

were they adamantly to refuse to have any of their three children baptized, 

would by their example be advocating a view contrary to the church‘s 

teaching. And yet, a retired couple beyond childbearing years who is willing 

to attend every administration of the sacrament, and who promises not to 



 

propagate views contrary to the church‘s position, would satisfy this particular 

test. 

 

 (4) Does the prospective member agree that as long as he remains unpersuaded 

about the doctrine in question, he will not be permitted to serve among the 

congregation in any office or in any teaching capacity? 

 

  Someone may object: But does this not create a two-tiered membership within 

the church, where some are restricted in terms of service, while others are not? 

This restriction would be judged unfair only on the basis of an egalitarian 

view of the church, one which claims that every member has the right, by 

virtue of membership, to serve in any or every available capacity. But this 

view is simply neither biblical nor prudent. This egalitarian view is not 

biblical, because the Bible sets forth requirements for office, for example, 

which excludes some people from church office while permitting them to be 

church members (e.g., managing one‘s own household well, 1 Tim. 3.4). And 

this egalitarian view is not prudent, because the power of some sexual sins 

may, for example, render a church liable for the misdeeds of a former sexual 

criminal (though penitent and forgiven) who was permitted to work with 

children or teenagers. Similarly, restricting opportunities for service on the 

part of someone unpersuaded about a particular doctrine or practice is not 

unfair or unjust; it is biblical and wise. 

 

Receiving answers to these four questions will go a long way in determining the pliability 

of such people with regard to responsible church membership. 

It should be added, however, that if the elders were to allow into membership 

someone not yet convinced but willing to be taught about a particular doctrine or practice 

in dispute, a thorough instruction in this doctrine might well take months, perhaps years. 

This would require a good deal of patient and persistent attention by pastor and elders, 

not only to provide the needed instruction, but also to guide the congregation in relating 

biblically toward such a member. Lessons about living with and esteeming those less 

mature in the faith might require the focus of family visiting or the use of other forums of 

congregational discussion. 

The argument that claims that if consistories admit into the church people who 

question distinctively Reformed doctrines, such action would injure the Reformed 

character of the church, would be true if Reformed church government were 

congregational (governed by the church‘s members) and not presbyterial (governed by 

the church‘s elders). Since Reformed church government is presbyterial, however, the 

Reformed character of a church is bound up with her eldership (the governing body) and 

not her membership. So long as we retain and properly maintain the Form of Subscription 

for office-bearers, it is impossible for a Reformed church to deviate from its Reformed 

moorings. 

Moreover, Reformed churches have long recognized a distinction between 

qualifications for church membership and qualifications for church leadership. Not 

everyone qualified to be a member is qualified to hold office in Christ‘s church. It is 

reasonable that the differences in qualification include different levels of doctrinal 



 

maturity. An office-bearer must have a more mature and full commitment to the 

Reformed faith than a mere member. In the history of Reformed church practice, church 

membership has neither implied nor required formal subscription to the Three Forms of 

Unity. To argue the contrary is to obviate the need for what today is an additional 

requirement for holding church office, namely, signing the Form of Subscription. 

 

2.4.2 Analogies: coming to the Lord’s Supper and attending the second service 

 

Perhaps some remain unconvinced regarding the propriety of admitting into 

membership a person who does not believe a particular doctrine or practice to be biblical, 

but who nevertheless meets the tests stipulated above. 

Consider, then, the following analogies. 

Imagine interviewing for membership a person who had been taught that making 

public profession of faith in Jesus Christ does not require personal regeneration, but that 

the experience of personal regeneration is required for coming to the Lord‘s Table. With 

this view, a person can for years be a ―professing Christian‖ but never have participated 

in the Lord‘s Supper, because he is unable to testify to having experienced personal 

regeneration. Nor will he promise to come to the Table, if he were to be admitted into 

membership in your congregation. Should such a person be admitted? 

This scenario is quite realistic, in terms of both the past and the present. In the 

past, during the early years of the 20th century, Christian Reformed consistories were by 

synodical instruction expected to elicit from those being interviewed for public 

profession of faith a promise to come to the Table. Back then, making this promise was a 

prerequisite for making public profession of faith. In the present day, quite a number of 

United Reformed congregations have members who, for reasons similar to those 

explained above, do not come, or rarely come, to the Table. 

Imagine another interview for membership, this one with a person who has been 

raised in a church that met only once per Sunday for worship. This person is unpersuaded 

of the biblical warrant for a second service, and refuses to promise to attend the second 

service, although agreeing to be instructed further regarding this obligation. We could 

tweak this analogy by changing the scenario from a person seeking membership to a 

person who is already a member, who attends faithfully every Sunday morning but never 

on Sunday evening—earning the unflattering nickname of ―oncer.‖ Quite a number of 

United Reformed congregations have members who, although not hindered by 

providence or providential assignments (home childcare, hospital nursing duty, etc.), 

regularly do not attend second service worship. 

We do not intend to discuss possible healthy resolutions to these analogous 

situations. Our purpose in raising them as analogies is to supply some perspective, some 

balance, some nuance to our discussion about admitting into membership people who do 

not yet believe a particular doctrine or practice to be biblical, such as infant baptism. 

It is important to observe that each of these analogous situations that we have 

described involves the means of grace, whether the preaching of the Word or the 

administration of the sacraments. 

We would suggest that these analogies supply an argument for caution in advising 

consistories about how to respond to people seeking membership who do not believe, for 

example, the biblical doctrine of infant baptism. All of us are living with these and 



 

similar conundrums—whether as established congregation, or newly formed church, or 

blossoming church plant. We should not pretend otherwise. If, in advising others, we 

pretend that we are not struggling with such conundrums, our dishonesty will wound our 

fraternal bonds. 

How a consistory deals with such members depends on a number of other 

considerations. Still, many URC consistories, upon careful investigation, coupled with 

clear explanation of expectations, either have admitted or would likely admit into 

membership such people who profess Christ but do not come to the Table, or who absent 

themselves regularly from the second worship service. But on what basis? And with what 

consistency? Are we not in fact practicing a form of relativism, and thereby endangering 

the church‘s purity? 

 

2.4.3 Biblical tolerance 

 

At this point it seems most helpful to introduce into our discussion the notion of 

biblical tolerance. (On this matter, see the useful essay/speech of J. Kamphuis, ―Remarks 

on Church and Tolerance‖ (reprinted in Ordained Servant, 3/1 [January 1994]: 9-16), 

presented to the International Conference of Reformed Churches, September 1-9, 1993, 

in Zwolle, the Netherlands. This essay is available at 

http://www.opc.org/OS/html/V3/1b.html.) The adjective ―biblical‖ is essential to our 

definition of tolerance, for we must distinguish between a humanistic tolerance arising 

from commitment to human autonomy, on the one hand, and a proper forbearance, on the 

other hand. The former starts with the authority of the individual as the center of all 

things, whereas the latter moves from God‘s own character and aims at the growth of the 

individual within the body of the church along the divinely prescribed route. Dutch 

theologian J. Kamphuis sought to integrate God‘s intolerance (against idols and idolaters) 

with his patient forbearance (toward his people), and found the ―solution‖ to this 

―dilemma‖ in the fact that our God is the God of history. Throughout this history, God 

travels with his people along a way, a route, one which is perfect and holy. 

 

At the beginning of his dealing with us he did not proclaim a philosophical world 

view, a religious system, but revealed himself as the Living God and the God who 

works salvation. If he had been the God of a system, then he would have been as 

intolerant as everybody who builds a philosophical and world view system and 

then asks submission to it. But he makes himself known in the way of grace and 

justice. On that way he shows quite a lot of patience and lenience in enduring the 

conduct of a troublesome and obstinate people (Acts 13:18), although he 

undoubtedly maintains himself also in the way of his judgments of them who take 

counsel against him and his anointed (Psalm 2). . . . And on the way of salvation 

he has made his name known to Moses: the LORD, the LORD, the compassionate 

and gracious God, slow to anger, abounding in love and faithfulness, maintaining 

love to thousands and forgiving wickedness, rebellion and sin. Yet he does not 

leave the guilty unpunished; he punishes the children and their children for the 

sins of the fathers to the third and fourth generation (Ex. 34:6-7) (J. Kamphuis, 

―Remarks on Church and Tolerance,‖ 15). 

 

http://www.opc.org/OS/html/V3/1b.html


 

This emphasis is quite helpful, especially since it draws our attention to the character of 

God himself as the basis for practicing proper tolerance (forbearance, patience) in the 

church. This tolerance does not leave people on their own, but rather seeks to cultivate, to 

nurture, and to bring people to maturity in Christ. 

Similarly, a biblical intolerance against error was combined with biblical 

tolerance toward doctrinal immaturity among the Reformed churches in seventeenth-

century Netherlands when church leaders opposed the errors of the Remonstrants while 

patiently bearing with simple folk in the churches who, though confused, were willing to 

be instructed. 

The kind of tolerance and forbearance for which we are pleading does not seek to 

expand the boundaries of doctrine and practice as widely as possible. Rather, this kind of 

patience carefully tends the growth and progress of grace, in the life of both the church 

and individual believers. This kind of tolerance presupposes—indeed, possesses firm 

confidence in—the continuing work of the Holy Spirit in bringing progress in 

sanctification. 

 

2.4.4 Spiritual developmental milestones 

 

Within the field of pediatrics, specialists evaluate a baby‘s development in terms 

of stages or milestones, as a baby grows and develops from primitive reflexes to learned 

reflexes. Developmental milestones are functional skills (motor, language, cognitive, and 

social skills) assigned to certain age ranges, milestones which assist physicians and 

physical therapists in assessing appropriate child development. Sadly, people with 

developmental disabilities may never achieve these milestones. 

For example, specialists expect that at three months a baby should be able to raise 

his head and chest when lying on his stomach, to bring hand to mouth, to follow moving 

objects, to turn toward the direction of sound, and begin to develop a social smile. 

A similar pattern may be seen in baby believers as well. New Christians have not 

yet learned some reflexes that come with experience in the faith. Hopefully, if growth is 

natural and normal, these will be developed and become apparent. These include 

doctrinal and moral reflexes, which are the fruit of understanding, discernment, and 

practice. Such an emphasis on growth-through-practice is repeated frequently in the New 

Testament (Eph. 4.11-16; Phil. 1.9-11; Heb. 5.12-14). 

Another way of stating this is to suggest that if we may understand the marks of 

the true church (pure preaching of gospel doctrine, pure administration of gospel 

sacraments, and faithful exercise of church discipline) as gift and calling (Gabe und 

Aufgabe), as those characteristics of Christ‘s church ―on the way‖ and en route to 

maturity, then why may we not construe the marks of the true Christian in a similar way? 

These are set forth in Belgic Confession, Article 29: 

 

With respect to those who are members of the Church, they may be known by the 

marks of Christians; namely, by faith, and when, having received Jesus Christ the 

only Savior, they avoid sin, follow after righteousness, love the true God and their 

neighbor, neither turn aside to the right or left, and crucify the flesh with the 

works thereof. But this is not to be understood as if there did not remain in them 

great infirmities; but they fight against them through the Spirit all the days of their 



 

life, continually taking their refuge in the blood, death, passion, and obedience of 

our Lord Jesus Christ, in whom they have remission of sins, through faith in Him. 

 

Taken together, these marks—faith, fleeing sin, following righteousness, loving God and 

neighbor, crucifying the flesh—all form the believer‘s musculo-skeletal, cardio-

pulmonary, and nervous systems with which a baby Christian is born. We observe these 

features, these ―marks,‖ and we must conclude: This person is really a Christian. Just as a 

healthy baby possesses each of these systems, all of them functioning together to supply 

and sustain life, so the new, yet immature Christian possesses all of these ―spiritual 

systems.‖ 

Possessing all these systems, however, does not yet mean the baby has the physio-

neurological-social reflexes of a twenty year old! 

So as we near the end of this discussion about the level of doctrinal commitment 

required for church membership, we face this question as consistories and as churches: 

Are we prepared and willing—indeed, eager—to receive newborn baby Christians into 

our church families, baby Christians who need the nurture of discipling, the mentoring of 

spiritual ―parents‖ and older siblings? Are we prepared and willing to facilitate, through 

the Spirit-effectuated preaching of the gospel, the birthing of new Christians whose 

reflexes may not yet be fully trained and developed, but who are willing to submit 

themselves to the governance and instruction of the church? 

 

2.4.5 Freedom and accountability in federative practice 

 

We must honestly face the pastoral difficulty that can arise if one consistory 

receives into communicant membership those who do not (yet) agree with a particular 

doctrine or practice (for example, infant baptism). What happens when such a person 

moves away and wishes to join with another URC whose consistory may hold differing 

convictions and therefore follow a different practice on this matter? How can these 

differences exist among churches in the same federation? Can and should consistories 

retain a measure of freedom in this matter, such that they instruct and remind such people 

whom they receive into membership that not every URC consistory follows this practice? 

It is important that we do not phrase the question as follows: Should consistories 

be given this measure of freedom?—for such wording would imply that the federation is 

the source of such freedom. 

The real question becomes: Do our federatively constitutional documents—the 

Church Order, together with the Three Forms of Unity and the adopted liturgical forms, 

all of them applications or summaries of Scripture and its teaching—entail this freedom? 

We answer in the affirmative, in view of analogies noted earlier, whereby already among 

the URC some consistories receive into membership people who do not come regularly to 

the Lord‘s Table and people who regularly absent themselves from the second worship 

service. 

The other dimension involves the need for, and function of, accountability among 

the churches in the federation. This forms an important pastoral concern, one that we may 

not dismissively shrug off with an attitude of independentism or individualism. Some 

might observe that during our recent youthful past, the URC have traveled very far—in 

several respects, too far—down the road of diversity in practice. To the extent that 



 

consistories and congregations have lost touch with, or have not learned, many of the 

protocols that once functioned as standard procedures for Reformed church life and 

practice, to that extent the dangers exist of people getting hurt and confusion seeping in, 

because too many things are being done ―on the fly‖ or ―by the seat of the pants.‖ 

Here, the real question becomes: What kind of accountability is entailed in 

belonging together as churches within a federation? As a federation of churches, are we 

more like marbles in a pail, simply existing alongside each other, without intimate, 

organic interconnectedness? 

So as we discuss the matter of receiving into membership people who do not (yet) 

agree with a particular doctrine or practice (such as infant baptism), the issue needs to be 

joined precisely at this point of self-examination: Is this a matter concerning which we 

are willing and ready to hold one another accountable? Can this be a matter of 

consistorial freedom to be exercised with requisite pastoral care within the context of 

mutual accountability to other consistories? Can we as consistories and as churches 

pursue growth that is both free and accountable? As consistories and as churches, in 

connection with this and similar issues generated by needed church growth, do we 

welcome both consistorial freedom and mutual accountability? Have we as a federation 

already lost the Reformed (which is to say: biblical) character of mutually accountable 

consistories? Are we sufficiently aware of the danger that a legitimate aversion toward 

hierarchical abuse can easily spawn tyranny of another kind—not the tyranny of a synod 

or a classis, but the tyranny of a consistory over its members or over other office-bearers? 

With all of this, we are suggesting that the discussion of admitting into 

membership those who do not (yet) agree with a particular doctrine or practice provides 

us with an opportunity to reflect on our federative identity and future. 

 

2.5 Response to Position 2, ―Membership Access upon Full Assent‖ 

 

 Synod London 2010 will recognize and face the very difficult differences of 

viewpoint on the question before us, just as the committee itself did. Our committee 

discussions were amicable, thorough, and clarifying, even as we hope the synodical 

discussion will be. 

 In response to Position 2, the signatories of Position 1 would simply appeal to the 

following considerations. 

 

2.5.1 Ecumenicity 

 

 The position being advocated under the heading ―Membership Access with 

Stipulations‖ is the historically defended position, both in the past and in the present,  

among very many Reformed and Presbyterian churches with whom we have close or 

growing ecumenical relationships. For example, a large number of churches who are 

members of NAPARC either endorse or practice some version of Position 1. This number 

includes denominations most of us would consider very conservative and confessional. In 

addition, our relationships with churches like the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, the 

Reformed Church in the United States, and the Canadian Reformed Churches will be 

affected by this discussion. It is fair to say that generally speaking, most churches and 



 

church federations with whom we are ecumenically related either endorse or practice 

―Membership Access with Stipulations.‖ 

 We believe that Position 2 will impede our quest for genuine ecumenicity in our 

generation. In a day when churches must address the gospel to an increasingly hostile 

culture, we as a federation of churches need all the support and flexibility that ecumenical 

solidarity both offers and requires. 

 

2.5.2 Historical integrity: the URCNA and the CRCNA 

 

 Historical honesty requires us to observe that before the URCNA formed in 1995, 

as many members were living in the Christian Reformed Church in North America, 

struggling to preserve biblical teaching on a number of issues, at no point in the struggle 

did this denomination‘s century-long commitment to Position 1, ―Membership Access 

with Stipulations,‖ occasion vigorous dispute or fracture the life of the denomination. 

Another way of stating this is to say that very many of those who currently are members 

of the URCNA had been living without complaint for years, for decades, within a 

denomination that both endorsed and practiced ―Membership Access with Stipulations.‖ 

 Historical honesty requires the observation, then, that it was not this particular 

practice that occasioned or caused the demise that led to the formation of the URCNA. At 

this point in the history of the URCNA, to abandon the freedom to exercise pastoral 

sensitivity and flexibility now enjoyed by consistories in evaluating requests for 

membership would be extremely discouraging. 

 

2.5.3 Similarity among Presbyterian and Reformed churches 

 

 Finally, let it be noted that the levels of doctrinal commitment historically 

required of office-bearers, on the one hand, and church members, on the other hand, have 

varied among both Presbyterian and Reformed churches. This variety is expressed more 

formally among Presbyterians, whereby, for example, a church member is required to 

make ―a credible profession of faith,‖ while an officer is required to assent to the creedal 

standards. But Reformed churches have implicitly recognized the same variety in levels 

of doctrinal commitment by requiring only office-bearers—not church members—to sign 

the Form of Subscription. This requirement itself shows a similarity, though not 

uniformity, of practice among Presbyterian and Reformed churches. 

 

2.6 Recommendations for ―Position 1: Membership Access with Stipulations‖ 

 

 In light of the above report, the signatories of Position 1 recommend: 

 

2.6.1 That Synod London 2010 grant the privilege of the floor to Rev. Daniel Hyde and 

Dr. Nelson Kloosterman when this portion of the report is discussed in the 

contexts of advisory committee or plenary session. 

 

2.6.2 That Synod London 2010 receive this report on ―Membership Access with 

Stipulations‖ as fulfillment of the mandate adopted by Synod Schererville 2007. 

 



 

2.6.3 That Synod London 2010 advise consistories to study this report on ―Membership 

Access with Stipulations‖ and implement its considerations with pastoral care and 

responsibility toward both prospective members, present members, and federative 

relationships. 

 

2.6.4 That Synod London 2010 dismiss the committee with thanks. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 Daniel Hyde 

 Nelson Kloosterman, committee reporter 

 Richard Kuiken 

 



 

3. Position 2: Membership Access upon Full Assent 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

 Position 2 is a response to Position 1 and to Overture 8 and its grounds submitted 

to Synod Schererville 2007. Position 1 advises Synod London 2010 ―to study [their] 

report and implement its considerations with pastoral care and responsibility toward 

prospective members, present members, and federative relationships.‖ Their conclusion is 

that our consistories have the freedom to admit into membership those who disagree with 

some of our church‘s doctrine and practice. 

 The burden of proof that our federatively constitutional documents (the Church 

Order, Three Forms of Unity and adopted liturgical forms) grant consistories the freedom 

to receive into membership those who do not (yet) agree with a particular doctrine or 

practice is on position 1. We would affirm that our constitutional documents do not grant 

consistories this freedom. 

 The grounds cited in Overture 8 also suggest that our consistories have freedom to 

decide what constitutes acceptable exceptions to our federatively constitutional 

documents. The focus of the grounds is on how to handle evangelicals who disagree with 

the biblical doctrine of infant baptism. Again, we would argue that our consistories have 

no freedom to decide to accept into membership those, for whatever reason, cannot assent 

to what the Scripture teaches and demands (viz. infant baptism). We will argue that our 

churches must require its members to assent fully to our federatively constitutional 

documents, the confessions of which faithfully summarize what the Scriptures teach and 

require. 

 First, we will review Overture 8 and offer a short response; second, we will make 

some observations from the history of subscription; and third, we will argue for the 

necessity of our churches to require all members to assent fully to the Three Forms of 

Unity. 

 

3.2 The stated overture and our response 

 

3.2.1 The stated overture from Synod 2007 

 

Overture #8  

Adopted by Classis Central US  

Overture to appoint study committee on doctrinal commitment and communicant 

membership  

 

Overture for classis 

The consistory of the Covenant Reformed Church in Kansas City, Missouri, overtures 

Classis Central US to overture Synod 2007 to appoint a committee to study the level of 

doctrinal commitment advisable for communicant membership in our churches. Grounds: 

1. The history of the Reformed Churches indicates diversity on this question, with 

many insisting on full agreement with the Three Forms of Unity (see Acts of 

Synod 1959[CRC], pp.21-22), and others permitting exceptions to certain 

formulations provided the membership candidate (a) promises to submit to further 



 

instruction, (b) promises not to propagate his deviation and, (c) understands his 

ineligibility for office in the church (see, Acta Generale Synod GKN ’s–

Gravenhage 1914, Art. 138 p.86; cf. The Regional Synod of Gouda 1620 for a 

similar judgment). 

2. The history of the Reformed Churches indicates diverse understandings regarding 

the meaning of the third question in the Form for Public Profession of Faith with 

some insisting this refers to commitment to the Reformed Confessions and others 

insisting it does not (see N. H. Gootjes, ―The Articles of the Christian Faith‖ 

Clarion 48:5 [1999] and ―Once More: Articles and Confessions‖ Clarion 48:6 

[1999]; cf. G. Van Rongen, Our Reformed Church Service Book [Neerlandia, 

Inheritance, 1995], pp. 188ff.). 

3. The current practices among Reformed Churches with whom we presently enjoy 

formal relationships via the North American Presbyterian and Reformed Council 

(NAPARC) are diverse on this question, though most do not require full 

agreement with the doctrinal standards of their churches. The 34th General 

Assembly of the OPC (1967), for example, was of the opinion that ―with regard to 

the admission to membership of those who cannot at that time in good conscience 

present their children for baptism, the session may judge in the special 

circumstances that such persons, having been informed of the position of the 

church, may be admitted if they are willing to answer sincerely and affirmatively 

the questions asked of those being admitted to communicant membership in the 

church (Directory for Worship V:5).‖ Quoted from Minutes of the Thirty-Fourth 

General Assembly of the OPC [1967], p.136. 

4. Because of recent church plant initiatives and a renewed commitment to outreach, 

the churches of our federation receive requests for membership with increasing 

frequency from friendly evangelicals who do not fully agree with our doctrinal 

standards. It is the desire of leaders in these churches to shepherd these brothers 

and sisters in Christ without compromising the Reformed character of the church. 

5. Such a synodically adopted study would serve the harmony and uniformity of 

practice among the churches of the federation (see art.25). 

 

3.2.2 Our response to the stated overture 

 

 The following is our response to the overture. We‘ll begin by responding to each 

of the grounds: 

1. Though historically there have been differing practices in Reformed churches, the 

vast majority of this history demonstrates that churches required members to 

assent fully to the Three Forms of Unity. 

2. Our understanding of the third question in the Form for Public Profession of Faith 

is that it requires full assent to The Three Forms of Unity. 

3. We would expect there to be diversity among churches in NAPARC on the 

understanding of agreement with the doctrinal standards of their churches. 

American Presbyterian churches today typically practice system subscription (or 

quatenus subscription, meaning ―insofar‖ as the confession agrees with the 

Scriptures) for their officers. For the members of these churches there is no 

demand for full assent to their confession. This is a departure from the 



 

Presbyterian practice of full subscription, not to mention a departure from the 

practice of Continental Reformed churches. 

4. The best and most helpful method to shepherd friendly evangelicals who wish to 

join our churches is to catechize them while maintaining the need for full assent to 

the Three Forms of Unity. Furthermore, we will argue that allowing members to 

join our churches while not fully assenting to the Three Forms of Unity does 

compromise the ―Reformed character‖ of our churches. 

5. Finally, we will argue that the requirement of full assent best serves the harmony 

and uniformity of practice among the churches in our federation. Full assent is 

true to the nature of a confessional church that seeks to honor what God has 

revealed in the Scriptures. 

 

3.2.3 The history of doctrinal commitment 

 

 The first ground in Overture 8 recognizes that many Reformed churches in history 

insisted that members fully agree with the Three Forms of Unity. Indeed, the history of 

Reformed churches in the British Isles and on the Continent demonstrates that fact (R. 

Scott Clark, Recovering the Confession: Our Theology, Piety, and Practice (Phillipsburg, 

NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 2008), p.180). Historically, most Reformed churches in 

the Netherlands also required full agreement with the Three Forms of Unity for its 

members. Roelf C. Janssen notes in his dissertation, By This Our Subscription, that 

publications in the seventeenth century demonstrate the ubiquity of the Reformed 

practice of full assent. The works of both G. Voetius and W. à Brakel ―defend the 

necessity of confessions in the church and consider church members bound to them.‖ 

(Roelf C. Janssen, By This Our Subscription: Confessional Subscription in the Dutch 

Reformed Tradition since 1816 (Drukker: Kopiedruk de Leeuw, Dalfsen, 2009, p.33). 

 Article 61 of the Church Order of the Synod of Dort (1619) is instructive with 

respect to the importance of the members of Reformed churches agreeing with Reformed 

doctrine: ―None shall be admitted to the Lord‘s Supper except those who, according to 

the usage of the Church with which they unite themselves, have made a profession of the 

Reformed Religion, besides being reputed to be of a godly conduct, without which also 

those from other Churches shall not be admitted.‖ If visitors to the Lord‘s Supper were 

required to make a profession of the Reformed Religion, we can assume that the 

Reformed churches during this time required their members to assent fully to all of the 

Reformed Confessions. Position 1 mentions that one year after the conclusion of the 

Synod of Dort, the Regional Synod of Gouda (1620) ―judged that those who were willing 

to be instructed in the Reformed faith could be received into church membership so long 

as they did not propagandize their views.‖ But the national (even international) great 

Synod of Dort representing Dutch Reformed history later on demonstrates the regional 

synodical decision to be an exception. 

 Janssen‘s dissertation cites many examples of Dutch Reformed churches requiring 

their members to assent fully to the Three Forms of Unity. In addition Janssen states, ―In 

general, the Dutch tradition has been to have church members bind themselves to the 

confessing of the church via the promise made when professing one‘s faith, and to have 

office bearers and other functionaries subscribe either by means of placing one‘s 



 

signature beneath the confessions or by means of a form of subscription‖ (p.403). 

Furthermore, Janssen continues: 

 

 ―Originally, church membership implied explicit agreement with the confessing 

of the church (CO-1619 art. 60). This was the position maintained by the Juridical 

Calvinists, and churches that accordingly have their roots in the Secession and 

Doleantie. However, especially since the 1860s, this became a debated point in 

the NHK …History seems to indicate that the higher one‘s view of Scripture as 

divine revelation, the more precisely defined one‘s understanding of profession of 

faith is‖ (p.391). 

 

Historically, then, the Dutch Reformed churches, in general, required their members to 

assent fully to the Three Forms of Unity and only later did this become a debated point. 

 Reformed churches in the rest of Europe also practiced full subscription for their 

officers and members. During the sixteenth century French Reformation, there was no 

tolerance for those embracing much of Reformed theology but denying infant baptism. 

This is important to note because the implicit argument in Overture 8 and in position 1 is 

that disagreeing with infant baptism is acceptable in Reformed churches. This argument 

cannot be sustained in view of the history of the Reformation. In this quote, the category 

of ―Anabaptists‖ included others who would look like our Baptists today: 

 

 The Anabaptists occupied a range on the religious spectrum. They included 

individuals who held various radical positions outside of denying infant baptism. 

There was no formal ―Anabaptist‖ church with an official ―Anabaptist‖ 

confession that rivaled the Huguenots, but only loosely affiliated groups with a 

broad array of beliefs typically organized around charismatic personalities. These 

groups adopted this particular structure partially because magistrates prevented 

them from organizing, partially because they tended to renounce formal 

ecclesiastical hierarchy, and partially because some of the members of these 

groups already considered themselves Protestants and even devotees of Calvin, 

individuals who merely wanted him to extend his program and break from 

Catholicism on additional points such as infant baptism.‖ (Joshua Lee Rosenthal, 

The Sword that Divides and Bonds that Tie: Faith and Family in the French Wars 

of Religion (Ann Arbor, MI: UMI, 2005) p.192, emphasis ours). 

 

Therefore, there were people in Calvin‘s day whose confession was similar to 

―Reformed‖ Baptists of today but they were not received as members of Reformed 

churches if they agreed with Reformed theology but could not accept infant Baptism. 

 Even the early Presbyterian churches subscribed to their confession, the 

Westminster Confession of Faith. ―The modern American Presbyterian approach to 

confessional subscription seems to assume the quatenus [‗insofar as‘ is agrees with the 

Scriptures] view. From 1647 to the beginning of the ambiguity in the American 

Presbyterian church in 1729, however, the Westminster Confession was subscribed quia 

[‗because‘ it agrees with the Scriptures]‖ (Clark, Reformed Confession, 179). This history 

seems to demonstrate that when churches form they understand the importance and 

necessity of defining themselves according to their written confessions and of demanding 



 

full subscription and assent concomitant with confessional particularity. But as time goes 

on they tend to drift away from stricter forms of subscription and assent as the culture and 

theological landscape shifts and changes. 

 To our understanding, Reformed churches have typically subscribed and assented 

(even the members) to the Three Forms of Unity quia (because they agree with the 

Scriptures). Quia subscription takes the Confessions of the church seriously as a unified 

summary of what the Scriptures teach and demand. After all, we could subscribe or 

assent to any document — even the Book of Mormon — quatenus, or ―insofar‖ as it 

agreed with the Scriptures. We hold so dearly to the Three Forms of Unity because they 

actually and faithfully summarize the Scriptures – they don‘t state anything that the 

Scriptures do not teach. R. Scott Clark notes, ―It is not that the authority of the 

confessions is ‗very nearly tantamount to that of Scripture,‘ but it is tantamount to that of 

Scripture, assuming that a given confession is biblical and intended to be subscribed 

because (quia) it is biblical. If a confession is not biblical, it should be revised so that it is 

biblical, or it should be discarded in favor of a confession that is biblical.‖ (Clark, 

Reformed Confession, 178, emphasis his). 

 

3.3 Arguments for full assent 

 

3.3.1 The necessity of full assent for the members of our churches 

 

1. Keys of the kingdom of Heaven 

 

 In discussing Ecclesiology as related to the issue of subscription, R. C. Janssen 

cites a work in dogmatics by J. Van Genderen and W. H. Velema. He considers this to be 

the up-to-date representation of orthodox Calvinism in The Netherlands. Van Genderen 

and Velema argue that ―the church (congregation) has its origin and existence in the work 

of God, who causes it to assemble to serve Him‖ (Janssen, By This Our Confession, p. 

284). Janssen comments on this: ―Confessional subscription is, in the Dutch Reformed 

tradition, an element in the process of ‗assembling‘ the church: only those can become 

members in full-standing whose beliefs match those of the church as expressed in its 

confessions, and among churches the confessions form the basis for fellowship‖ (p. 284). 

 Indeed, the Three Forms of Unity contain this idea explicitly. According to the 

Heidelberg Catechism Q/A 83, the preaching of the Holy Gospel and Christian discipline, 

as the Keys of the Kingdom, open the Kingdom of Heaven to believers and shut it against 

unbelievers. Q/A 85 makes it clear that those in the congregation must confess right 

doctrine or face discipline. Furthermore, the Belgic Confession article 28, states that 

Christians must submit to the doctrine of the church as those assembled by God. The 

Heidelberg Catechism and the Belgic Confession do not distinguish between ―essential‖ 

and ―nonessential‖ doctrines to confess. The confessions in their entirety are to be 

confessed by the church‘s members for their ―beliefs match those of the church as 

expressed in its confessions.‖ 

 The keys to the Kingdom of Heaven ultimately have been given to Jesus Christ 

(Rev. 3:7). In His infinite wisdom, He shares the use of these keys with the officers of the 

church (Matt. 16:19; 18:18; John 20:23). Janssen argues that the church, which shares 

this power with Christ to determine who enters the Kingdom of God and who is to be 



 

excluded, must use the Scriptures as the standard to make these determinations. The 

standard is Christ and ―His teaching passed on in the instruction of the apostles (Matt. 

28:20). The church is not to add or remove from this teaching, nor to proclaim a different 

teaching (Gal. 1:8; Rev. 22:18-19). Instead, the church is called upon to contend for the 

faith once for all entrusted to it (Jude 3)‖ (p. 294 emphasis his). 

 In context, Janssen is arguing that the confessions may never be the standard of 

truth for exercising the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven; only the Scripture are. But, then 

says Janssen, ―The New Testament implies that all church members are required to 

believe (e.g. Matt. 28:19; Col. 1:23). This faith is brought to expression in confessional 

documents by churches‖ (p. 391). Thus, the confessions summarize what those in the 

church are to believe. And when the officers of the church are using the Keys of the 

Kingdom rightly, with the confessions as a guide, they are using Jesus’ teaching 

functionally to guide the church. The church can ask nothing more, and nothing less, than 

what Christ has taught. To allow someone to join the church and hence enter the 

Kingdom of Heaven without confessing what Jesus taught, as we understand it in our 

confessions, is functionally to subtract from our Lord‘s teaching. 

 When the church uses the Keys of the Kingdom to allow (―loose‖) people into the 

church it does so under the requirement that the person agree with the Scriptures (Matt. 

28:19; Col. 1:23). Our churches believe that infant baptism, as well as all of the substance 

of the Ecumenical Creeds and Three Forms of Unity, is biblical. There is nothing in the 

Creeds and Confessions that we believe is unbiblical or the opinion of man. But if we 

allow people to join our churches who are not yet convinced of a doctrine such as infant 

baptism, whether they have children or they are elderly, we imply, on some level, that it 

is permissible not to believe something the Bible teaches. To say that a person who is not 

yet convinced of infant baptism may join the church with the provisos of being educable, 

not being able to be an officer and committed to not propagating their view merely puts 

them on a different tier of membership. This is not the same as a covenant child who is 

not yet communed, for if he does not confess his faith publicly and does not commune he 

will eventually be disciplined for implicitly denying the faith and denying the means of 

grace in the Lord‘s Supper. But for the person who joins the church who is not yet 

convinced of infant baptism there is no terminus to the provisos he is under – there is no 

threat of discipline. Therefore, he may continue to deny what the Bible teaches until the 

day he dies. In that case, the church has failed to carry out the third mark of the church, 

discipline. 

 The Scriptures teach infant baptism. Thus it is a requirement for our members to 

believe and apply and thus that for which the church must hold people accountable. The 

church must shepherd the flock of God (1 Peter 5:2). Therefore, to receive members into 

our churches who do not yet believe in infant baptism is not to grant them forbearance, it 

is to capitulate to an unbiblical position; everyone loses – the church and the person who 

needs proper instruction and exhortation. 

 Infant baptism is a fundamental doctrine of the Christian faith. After all, it is a 

sign of the Covenant of Grace. While infant baptism is a fundamental doctrine of the 

faith, and while our churches must require members to confess infant baptism, we should 

not conclude that no Baptists have true faith. The issue for our churches is to be faithful 

to our mandate from the risen Christ ―teaching them to observe all that I have 

commanded you‖ (not to mention baptizing all whom He commanded, which includes 



 

infants) (Mat 28:20). It‘s tragicomic to read arguments for allowing Baptists to join 

Reformed and Presbyterian churches, which includes the statement that ―infant baptism is 

important and biblical.‖ The subtext seems to be, ―but not important and biblical enough 

to be required for one to believe and necessarily apply to one‘s infant.‖ 

 Should our churches receive those into membership who don‘t believe the fourth 

or the seventh commandments apply today? Of course not: they are denying a command 

of God. So it is with infant baptism – it is a command of God. We all believe the Bible 

teaches the Trinity and that the Bible requires that Christians believe it. Yet there is no 

explicit teaching on the Trinity – it is a deduced from a study of the Bible. It is the same 

case with infant Baptism – there is no explicit teaching on it yet it is taught and required 

of Christians. Further, who is to decide which doctrines are permissible to deny? Are we 

to give each consistory the freedom to weigh doctrines differently and then make the 

decision that the ―lesser‖ doctrines are not necessary to believe in order to join the 

church? To allow someone to join the church who is not yet convinced of certain 

doctrines is to grant permission not to agree to what God has reveled is true. 

 

2. Provisos and patience 

 

 The first ground of Overture 8 suggests that our churches may institute certain 

provisos for those who do not agree fully with the Three Forms of Unity. There are three: 

―…the membership candidate (a) promises to submit to further instruction, (b) promises 

not to propagate his deviation and, (c) understands his ineligibility for office in the 

church.‖ These three provisos are not meaningful. 

 First, all members, regardless of whether they take any exceptions to the 

confessions, must ―promise to submit to further instruction.‖ All members are always 

learning what the Scriptures teach and are deepening in their understanding and 

appreciation of them. But never is it assumed that they believe something contrary to 

Scripture. 

 Second, how can the church require someone not to ―propagate his deviation 

[from what the Scripture teaches]‖? If the church attempts to squelch a person‘s belief of 

what the Bible teaches, then it encourages the person to deny what his conscience has 

decided is true. Exactly because this person, for the time being at least, believes he is 

confessing rightly, he will tell others in one way or another. The church has no right to 

tell that person not to express his opinion in his own home or to others in the church. In 

this author‘s experience in another church this is exactly what happened, to the chagrin of 

the church‘s leadership and the detriment of some of the church members. 

 Also, if the church allows members not to believe the biblical teaching of infant 

baptism given the stated provisos, then what happens to their children who grow up in the 

church? To be fair it would seem that the church would have to allow them also to deny 

infant baptism with the given provisos. Thus the next generation arises denying this 

essential biblical teaching and then their children may do the same and so on. This is not 

a ridiculous scenario. After all, parents have the responsibility to teach their children 

what they believe is biblical. These qualified members will teach their children that infant 

baptism is not biblical and that error will persist in our Reformed (then ―quasi-

Reformed‖) churches. The stated provisos do not include the exhortation for Baptist 

parents to teach their children infant baptism. How could parents do so in good 



 

conscience? Thus the church drives a wedge between the biblical and confessional 

teaching of the church and the parent‘s biblical responsibility to teach their children and 

raise them in the faith. 

 These provisos do not help the church or the person who wishes to join while 

denying some of our doctrine. A person can believe in something our church teaches is 

unbiblical until the day he dies without any consequence, without any discipline. 

 Position 1 poses the question: ―Should it matter to us whether a prospective 

member‘s ―non-belief‖ arises from ignorance or misunderstanding, on the one hand, or 

from opposition or denial, on the other hand?‖ We would respond that it indeed does not 

matter. The church cannot judge the heart. In using the keys of the kingdom of heaven 

(Matt. 16 and 18) the church can only judge the person‘s confession. Many of those who 

are heterodox are so because of ignorance or misunderstanding, which has become a 

stable conviction. To their minds they are not opposing anything but rather are confessing 

the truth of the matter. The church does need to be sensitive to people with disagreements 

on biblical doctrine. But if these people are willing then the church can instruct them 

before they join the church. 

 Position 1 also argues that our churches should be sensitive to the spiritual 

development of Christians: As parents are patient with their children who cannot yet 

accomplish certain tasks because of where they are in their physical development so 

should the church be patient with baby Christians who cannot yet confess certain 

doctrines because of where they are in their spiritual development. But this metaphor is 

not appropriate. First, is there anything more basic than the doctrine of baptism? It has 

been the practice of the church for centuries to instruct people before they are baptized 

and join the church to understand the rite. Second, the author of Hebrews in chapters 5 

and following exhorts those who are already in the true visible church to grow and he 

even argues that if they don‘t progress in their knowledge they will fall away from the 

faith. He is making this argument to those in the true visible church – not to those who 

are considering coming into the true visible church. We would put it rather, that we must 

be patient and loving to those who do not yet have a credible confession of faith. 

 Are there any limits to our tolerance? If we were really to evaluate what many 

friendly evangelicals hold dear we would see that it is some form of innovation in the 

worship service. If incorporating contemporary stylistic variations don‘t change the 

essence of the faith, then shouldn‘t we necessarily change to accommodate what they 

believe is good and true; to be sensitive to their spiritual development? Are we that naïve 

to believe that because they are members of our church that they‘ll eventually come 

around on this issue? They won‘t. Their convictions will change the character of the 

church. So it is with someone who is allowed to join our churches with an unbiblical 

view of the Sacraments and covenantal theology. 

 Finally, if the consistories are given the freedom to allow people to join the 

church without assenting fully to the Three Forms of Unity an impasse will be created 

between churches with contradictory positions on what is allowed and what isn‘t. For 

example, one church will allow an elderly couple who don‘t agree with infant baptism to 

join. But if they move and chose to transfer their membership to another URC that 

doesn‘t allow those with Baptist convictions to join, then they‘ll be rejected. Therefore, 

members in good standing of one URC will not be received into another URC not on the 



 

grounds of church discipline but due to the difference in church polity. These church 

members should not be embarrassed; the churches should for allowing this situation. 

 

3.3.2 Membership vows, the conscience, and faith 

 

 The present and proposed membership vows require all members to assent to the 

Ecumenical Creeds and The Three Forms of Unity. In the current ―Public Profession of 

Faith‖ form number 1 and the proposed form for the ―Reception of New families,‖ the 

first vow is: ―Do you heartily believe the doctrine contained in the Old and New 

Testament, and in the articles of the Christian faith, and taught in this Christian church, to 

be the true and complete doctrine of salvation, and do you promise by the grace of God 

steadfastly to continue in this profession (Form 2 states the necessity of believing ―the 

confessions of this church)?‖ The burden of proof is on those who would argue that the 

―doctrine…taught in this Christian church‖ does not refer to the Three Forms of Unity. 

The doctrine of our churches includes infant baptism. One holding to credo baptism could 

not honestly affirm these vows. 

 If our churches allow a person to join without fully assenting to the Three Forms 

of Unity there will be situations in which the person is forced to go against his 

conscience. For instance, if a person joins with baptistic convictions he will have to 

worship against his conscience when infants are baptized in the worship service. He will 

be forced in the worship of God to listen to our form of baptism that explains God‘s 

covenant love and commitment to the infant, explains the plain teaching of Scripture that 

infants of Christian parents are promised the Gospel and that all the members of the 

church are required to pray for the infant. This is tantamount to binding the person‘s 

conscience. He is not worshipping freely but under compulsion from what he believes is 

not biblical. 

 Reformed churches confess a common, unified faith. Janssen argues that, 

 

 ―those who belong to the church share the same faith (Eph. 4:5, 13)…While there 

are different measures of faith in the church (Rom. 12:3), this does not imply 

different convictions…‗Faith‘ is thus a characteristic of the church: it is the 

communion of believers. This faith is both fides qua [―faith by which;‖ the act of 

faith] and fides quae [―faith which;‖ the substance of faith, a set of convictions]. 

The faith is common to the members, not only in that they all believe, but also in 

the convictions that they individually hold‖ (p. 323). 

 

But to allow people who have different convictions to join the church destroys the 

biblical teaching of communal faith. Ostensibly they the confess Christ but they do not 

confess what He taught about baptism. 

 Janssen goes on to discuss the fact that there are differences, 

 

 ―from person to person according to the individual capabilities to 

understand and appropriate the church‘s confession. Again, Scripture 

speaks of different measures of faith (Rom. 12:3). Appropriation may be 

minimal (as in the case of those with mental disabilities). The point thus 

cannot be that every individual member of the church must hold all of the 



 

confessing of the church [i.e. a non-communicant member, such as a very 

young child]. The point is that an individual is to be within the boundaries 

of the confessing of the church. The faith that lives in the heart of the 

church member may not contradict the faith that the church confesses‖ (p. 

331, emphasis ours). 

 

This relates to the issue of how to think about the distinction between the confessing of 

office bearers and members. Janssen argues, 

 

 ―The New Testament implies that all church members are required to believe (e.g. 

Matt. 28:19; Col. 1:23). This faith is brought to expression in confessional 

documents by churches. Church members are considered to express agreement 

with the faith convictions of the church by the very fact that they are members of 

a particular church‖ (p. 391). ―Scripture does not indicate precisely who is meant 

by the community that confesses. The plural is used in letters addressed to a 

congregation as a whole. This would suggest that the congregation as a whole 

confesses. Romans 10:9 implies that only those who confess receive salvation. 

This would imply that those in the congregation who are able to confess are to 

confess. A distinction between, for example, clergy and laity or office bearers and 

non office bearers is thus not in order‖ (p. 331). 

 

That is, such a distinction is not in order in terms of what each person confesses to be true 

of what is essential to being a member of our Reformed churches. There is a distinction 

between officers of the church and laity when it comes to confessional subscription. 

Officers are required formally to subscribe (―write,‖ sign their name) and, as we‘re 

arguing, laity simply assent to the Three Forms of Unity. This distinction is important 

because of the officer‘s duty to teach (especially ministers and elders) and promote the 

faith of the church. Otherwise, all the members of the church should be in agreement with 

the confessions of the church. 

 It is not too much to ask those new to the Reformed faith to assent fully to the 

Three Forms of Unity. But what about those from other countries who wish to join our 

churches? It is often the case that they require a longer period in which to understand the 

teaching of the Scriptures and our confessions due to language and cultural limitations. 

But we would argue that they too must assent to the Three Forms of Unity. We would 

suggest, as in the case of those with limited abilities to understand the confessions (e.g. 

youth who are communed but are still struggling to grasp the meaning of all the doctrines 

of the church), that they assent to the substance of the confessions as far as they are able 

to understand them. That is, they may not be able to read through the entire Three Forms 

of Unity and understand all the doctrines fully before they join the church (after all we 

don‘t believe people must have perfect understanding of biblical doctrine before they join 

the church). But surely, the church, in the process of catechizing them and preparing 

them to join the church, would take care in explaining the more difficult doctrines to 

grasp such as the Trinity, the nature of Christ, predestination, justification and the 

sacraments. In this way, immigrants would be able to assent fully to the confessions more 

quickly and join the church rather than slog through every bit of minutiae within them 

before they do so. 



 

3.3.3 Sacramental and covenantal theology 

 

 Reformed theology understands the Sacraments to be necessarily connected to the 

administration of the covenants. Specifically, baptism is the sign of the Covenant of 

Grace. In the Abrahamic expression of the Covenant of Grace, God tells Abraham in 

Genesis 17:10 that circumcision is the covenant that shall be kept. The substance of the 

Covenant of Grace and the sign are so close that God calls circumcision ―the Covenant.‖ 

Paul argues that baptism replaces circumcision in Colossians 2 and baptism is the sign of 

the New Covenant that Jesus makes with His blood (Luke 22:20). Therefore, because the 

sign can never be disconnected from the Covenant of grace, it is necessary to administer 

it to the proper recipients, which includes infants and children (Matt. 28:19; Acts 2:39; 1 

Cor. 7:14; Col. 2:11, 12). Since this is what the Scriptures teach, it is not only necessary 

to apply the sign of the Covenant but to teach it and require people actually to believe 

what God commands. Not to believe this doctrine even if one is ―past child bearing 

years‖ (by the way, elderly people can and do adopt children) is still to deny what God 

commands, which is sinful. An elderly person who is allowed to be a member in our 

churches will necessarily not regard the church‘s infants as Christians in the Covenant of 

Grace. Again, this is to deny what God has proclaimed about His Covenant children. 

 Position 1 does not state that it would be wrong not to allow families to join 

without baptizing their children. But this cannot happen in our churches. First, a church 

that allowed a Baptist family to join with unbaptized children, not willing to baptize 

them, would be out of order: ―The covenant of God shall be signified and sealed to the 

children of confessing members in good standing through holy baptism administered by 

the minister of the Word in a service of corporate worship, with the use of the appropriate 

liturgical form. The Consistory shall properly supervise the administration of the 

sacrament, which shall be administered as soon as feasible‖ (Church Order, article 41). 

Simply on this basis alone, our churches cannot allow Baptists members with unbaptized 

children to join unless we change the church order. 

 But also, a church that allowed a Baptist family to join without baptizing their 

children would also be in violation of the Heidelberg Catechism Q/A 74, which argues 

that infants must be baptized. Additionally, a church that did not require infant baptism 

would be in sin according to the biblical theology of the Covenant of Grace (cf. Gen. 

17:1-14; 1 Cor. 7:14; Col. 2:11, 12). Finally, the Belgic Confession, article 34 makes the 

matter clear: 

 

 We detest the error of the Anabaptists, who are not content with the one only 

baptism they have once received, and moreover condemn the baptism of the 

infants of believers, who we believe ought to be baptized and sealed with the sign 

of the covenant, as the children in Israel formerly were circumcised upon the 

same promises which are made unto our children. And indeed Christ shed His 

blood no less for the washing of the children of believers than for adult persons; 

and therefore they ought to receive the sign and sacrament of that which Christ 

has done for them; as the Lord commanded in the law that they should be made 

partakers of the sacrament of Christ‘s suffering and death shortly after they were 

born, by offering for them a lamb, which was a sacrament of Jesus Christ. 



 

Moreover, what circumcision was to the Jews, baptism is to our children. And for 

this reason St. Paul calls baptism the circumcision of Christ.‖ 

 

3.4 Conclusion 

 

 In summary, Overture 8 and position 1 make pragmatic arguments. They are 

rightly concerned to reach out to evangelicals. But to allow them to deny what God 

requires compromises the nature of the church and fails to challenge them seriously to 

accept what God demands. History clearly demonstrates that the majority of Reformed 

churches have required its members to assent fully to the Reformed confessions. Further, 

we have demonstrated that the nature and character of the church necessitates the 

requirement of full assent. 

 We believe that the historic practice of requiring full assent will contribute to 

tremendous growth in our churches simply on the ground that we will be following what 

the risen Christ has commanded. People in whom God‘s Spirit is working are compelled 

by the truth. How many ―Reformed‖ Baptists would confess rightly and become rightly 

Reformed if we were consistent with our membership requirements? 

 As churchmen we very much want evangelicals and others to join our churches. 

We want them to have proper assurance of their salvation and grow in their faith through 

the means of grace. We are pained when attempting to plant churches some quickly write 

the plants off simply because they confess infant baptism. Some believe that if we can 

just get them to join the church and expose them to Reformed preaching and teaching that 

they will eventually accept the biblical teaching of infant baptism. This is the error of the 

―myth of influence.‖ If Baptists visit our churches and agree to listen to the biblical 

arguments for infant baptism and covenant theology, which necessarily is attached to 

infant baptism, then that is sufficient. But to allow them to join and to deny what the 

Bible teaches does not help them and they will influence the church negatively. 

 

3.5 Recommendations for ―Position 2: Membership Access upon Full Assent‖ 

 

 In light of the above report, the signatories of Position 2 recommend: 

 

3.5.1 That Synod London 2010 grant the privilege of the floor to Rev. Tom Morrison 

and Rev. Mitchell Persaud when this portion of the report is discussed in the 

contexts of advisory committee or plenary session. 

 

3.5.2 That Synod London 2010 reject the report and associated recommendations 

pertaining to Position 1, ―Membership Access with Stipulations,‖ and receive the 

report and associated recommendations pertaining to Position 2, ―Membership 

Access upon Full Assent,‖ as the fulfillment of the mandate adopted by Synod 

Schererville 2007. 

 

3.5.3 That Synod London 2010 advise consistories to continue what has been assumed 

by the Scriptures, by the nature of our confessions, by the church order, and by 

the membership vows, namely, that the members and prospective members of our 

churches fully assent to the Three Forms of Unity and the Ecumenical Creeds. 



 

3.5.4 That Synod London 2010 dismiss the committee with thanks. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 Tom Morrison, committee chairman 

 Mitchell Persaud 

 Wil Postma 

 

 


