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CTS bus  riders  hit  with 60  percent  fare
increase
College and seminary administrators trade blame over miscommunication

by Christian Bell, Editor in Chief

Students who ride The Rapid city  bus line  to and from  Calvin Theological Seminary received a surprise last fall  when the 50
cent student  discounted fare they were accustomed to paying was abruptly,  and without  warning,  discontinued  for  CTS
students.

ÒIt was nice, because you could just  throw  two  quarters in,Ó said M.Div.  student  Joel DeMoor, who frequently  rides the #24
bus line  to campus from  his home in  Alger Heights.

Last fall,  administrators  from  the college met with  Rapid officials  and established a plan that  required  Calvin students to
show a special college-issued bus pass to receive the discounted 50-cent fare. Officials  at the college said the change was
implemented  to prevent misuse of the discounted fare. The policy  went  into  effect on November 1.

Prior  to the change, both  college and seminary students were able to show their  Calvin ID  cards to Rapid bus drivers,  who
would  in  turn  press a button  to activate the discounted 50-cent fare. The regular  Rapid fare is $1.30.

But  according to college officials,  that  discount  was supposed to be available only to students of the college, not  the
seminary.

ÒThey [CTS students] were never legitimately  enfranchised in  the program,  but  somehow managed to take advantage of it
anyway,Ó said Henry  DeVries, vice president  for  administration,  finance, and information  services at Calvin College. ÒThe
college was subsidizing this  with  college tuition  dollars  and, to put  it  in  the best possible sense, the CTS student  were getting
a Ôsomewhat freeÕ ride.Ó

DeVries estimates that  college spends about $12,500 per year to subsidize the bus fare. He also said administrators  at the
college were unaware that  some CTS students were riding  The Rapid using the discounted fare.

ÒWe did  not  estimate that  any CTS students were riding,Ó he said. ÒWe had no way to anticipate that  CTS students would  be 
ÔstealingÕ this  service for  which  they had not  paid and to which  they were not  entitled.  Apparently,  The Rapid drivers  were
convinced by someone that  CTS IDs were legitimate  to participate  in  this  program,  but  they were never intended  to be.Ó

Many CTS students, especially former  students and alumni  of the college, were unaware that  they werenÕt entitled  to the
discount.

ÒI was never informed  that  I  was doing anything  wrong  in  the first  place,Ó De Moor  said. ÒI didnÕt know that  that  wasnÕt
available to all Calvin students. I  sort  of just  assumed that  the relationship  between seminary and college was that  tight.Ó

DeVries was asked whether  characterizing CTS studentsÕ use of the discount  as ÒstealingÓ was fair,  given that  many students
were unaware that  the discount  was not  legitimate.

ÒI suppose interpretation  of the word  ÔstealingÕ is a questions of semantics,Ó DeVries said. ÒWhether it  was intentional  or  not
may have some play here and maybe the CTS students were truly  unaware that  they were not  entitled  to use this  service.



may have some play here and maybe the CTS students were truly  unaware that  they were not  entitled  to use this  service.
Nonetheless, I  don't  recall that  the college ever advertised that  this  extended to CTS students.Ó

When De Moor  went  to the collegeÕs Campus Safety office to try  to get a bus pass, he said he was told  that  seminarians were
explicitly  denied from  obtaining  one.

ÒI guess I  wasnÕt really aware that  we were mooching  off  some program that  college students were paying for,Ó said De
Moor,  Òso it  came as kind  of a surprise to me when I  went  to the Campus Safety office and they said ÔNo, thereÕs a sign on
our computer  here that  says donÕt give passes to seminarians.ÕÓ

Both CTS students and administrators  at the college and seminary said that  a lack of communication  left  students and
administrators  at both  institutions  in  a state of confusion following  the new policy.

De Moor  said he first  learned of the loss of the discount  from  other  CTS students, who in  turn  had heard about it  from
Calvin College students. Several weeks later, notices were posted in  the #6  and #24 buses informing  riders  of the impending
requirement  for  the new bus passes.

Apart  from  the posted bus notifications,  however, CTS students were never formally  told  about the changes.

ÒI became aware of this  only when I  received Joel De MoorÕs e-mail  during  Christmas vacation,Ó DeVries said. ÒWe had no
knowledge that  CTS students were participating,  so no need for  communication  was foreseen.Ó

ÒThey definitely  let  us raise the issue,Ó said De Moor.  ÒI think  the people they were aiming  at were alumni  who were
mooching  off  the program and getting the discount  still,  rather  than  the seminarians, who were kind  of just  a casualty of war
there.Ó

In  response to the changes, De Moor  talked to several CTS administrators,  and was directed  to DeVries as the contact
person for  the decision. De Moor  then  sent an e-mail  to DeVries outlining  his concerns and asking whether  CTS students
could still  participate  in  the discounted fare somehow.

ÒI speak for  about a dozen other  seminary students who currently  ride the Rapid twice each weekday,Ó De Moor  wrote in  an
e-mail  to DeVries. ÒWhen you count up the price hike for  each of us over a year it  really is quite  substantial.  I  know several
students who have already begun to seek less-stewardly, more-polluting  means of transportation  for  this  and other  reasons.Ó

ÒI sympathize with  you and your  fellow  seminary students who no longer have access to this  program,Ó DeVries wrote back
to De Moor.  ÒUnfortunately, I  need to be concerned about the use of college tuition  dollars  and to insure  that  they are spent
appropriately.Ó

Rich Sytsma, dean of students at CTS, said he tried  several avenues of compromise with  the college.

ÒWhen the college announced the new Rapid discount  card system last fall,  we asked the college campus safety office if  CTS
students could apply for  the card, and the answer was Ôno,ÕÓ Sytsma said. ÒI asked The Rapid officials  if  there was a
possibility  of CTS setting up an arrangement similar  to the one Calvin College had set up. The response was Ôno.Õ The Rapid
officials  said that  if  we could work  out a deal with  Calvin College in  which  the college would  include  our students in  their
program,  we could provide our students with  this  opportunity  to ride the bus for  50 cents. They said that  without  this
arrangement with  the college, the only discount  options  open to our students are the student  10-ride card for  $8.00  and the
31 day pass for  $35.00.Ó

Sytsma did  say there has been some discussion about setting up a subsidy program for  CTS student  bus riders,  in  which  the
seminary would  purchase the ten-ride cards at $8.00  and re-sell them to CTS students for  $5.00.



Such a program would  bring  fares down to 80  cents per ride.  The 30-cent increase from  the previous 50-cent discounted
rate would  constitute  a 60-percent increase in  the cost of each fare, and the annual cost difference for  the 80-cent fare to a
student  who regularly  rides The Rapid is over $100 per year.

Some have argued there are not  enough regular  riders  of The Rapid to justify  CTS offering  a subsidy, a point  De Moor
conceded may be valid.

ÒThereÕs probably 10 [students]  that  IÕve seen ride the bus with  any sort  of frequency,Ó De Moor  said. ÒThereÕs not  a ton.Ó

ÒI have broached this  idea to a number  of students and have received a mixed reaction,Ó Sytsma said. ÒActually, there has
been more negative response than  positive response Ð primarily  because the number  of students involved is small  and the
level of savings is low.Ó

ÒFrom time  to time  we have reminded  students of the option  of using The Rapid to commute  to CTS, but  we have not  made
a push for  this,Ó Sytsma added. ÒSeveral students who don't  have cars have told  me they prefer carpooling  to riding  the bus,
because carpooling  takes so much less time.Ó

According to Student Senate President David  Prince, the CTS Student Senate has not  received an official  request to consider
the matter.

De MoorÕs ridership  did  go Òslightly down,Ó as a result  of the increased fare, although commuting  requirements  for  he and
his wife still  necessitate his riding  the bus on a routine  basis.

ÒThe 30 cents a ride does add up over a year, but  itÕs not  unbearable,Ó he said.

Ultimately,  said De Moor,  the failure  of CTS to provide a subsidy is disappointing.

ÒThe parking  lot  is always packed, as you can tell,  which  says something,Ó said De Moor.  ÒWeÕre not  working  with  a huge
group, but  I  still  wanted to see if  we could still  get something [with  a subsidy]  going there. Even if  itÕs a handful  of us;
maybe include  us under  the Calvin plan as it  was before, or  as we understood it  was before, though I  guess it  wasnÕt.Ó

ÒI think  so many seminarians do drive, or  do live  nearby that  they walk.  I  donÕt know how many would  change. IÕd like  to be
more optimistic.Ó
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Eating,  Ellen  Davis,  and  economy
by Brian Bork, Guest Writer

The statistics are staggering, and hit with the jolt of a stun gun:

The average American consumes 6,000 calories a day.

Industrial farming methods will lead to the complete desertification of the American heartland by 2040.

The carcasses of animals slaughtered for food could turn the Grand Canyon into an at-capacity charnel house in six

months.

Ninety percent of children born after 2000 can expect to succumb to heart disease brought on by over-consumption.

Studies have demonstrated that a single microwave dinner has the lethal capacity of two packs of cigarettes.

Ok, I admit it. I made those statistics up. For some reason, the real stats, though just as staggering and certainly no secret,

don’t leave us aghast. The gravity of the situation demands an accounting, an analysis, or to use the apropos language of

sailors, a “dead reckoning.” Briefly considered, our consumptive habits have deleterious consequences for most every aspect

of our lives and the life of the planet. Consider:

. 1 We participate in a food economy that encourages over-consumption and waste. The American food industry

produces a 3800 calorie per diem for every man, woman and child, but few of us own up to eating much more than

the American Medial Association-approved 2000 calorie daily allotment. How can we account for this discrepancy

without admitting to gluttonous or wasteful behavior?

The massive consumption of food by the individual is also linked to the fact that food is consumed individualistically.

The logic of the drive-thru and the microwave dinner is one that divorces consumption from community. We can

now eat, clam-shelled in the solitude of our cars, and as quickly as possible, with all the grace and manners of a

starved wolf. Viewed from a Darwinian perspective, this method of consumption perhaps sates our deepest and most

primordial desire for self-preservation: we can now ensure our survival by cramming ourselves to the gills without

having to worry about competition from the rest of the herd.

. 2 We participate in a food economy that is terribly unhealthy. The last three decades or so have seen a concomitant

decline in the nutritional and natural portion on our plates and the ascent of necrotic obesity, diabetes, cancers and

heart disease.

. 3 We participate in a food economy that fosters invidious cruelty. To say that the industrial farming system echoes the

logic of the assembly line is true, but an understatement. To say that it operates on the logic of the extermination

camp is just as true, and much more apt.

This cruelty applies not only to our livestock, but to the environment as well. Industrial farms - those behemoths of

acreage and manure - lead to the desecration of space for wild things, insofar as they pollute our waters, poison our

air, and flatten our forests. They thrive on mono-cultural growing techniques, and deplete the natural richness of the

soil.

The industrial farming system also implicitly pits humans against each other. The supposed (and dubious) benefits of

unmitigated capitalism aside, the unimpeachable fact remains that much of the food we consume is produced by



unmitigated capitalism aside, the unimpeachable fact remains that much of the food we consume is produced by

farmers from the developing world who’ve been forced into wage-slavery. Our penchant for cheap coffee, cheaper

bananas, and even less expensive Big Mac beef ensures that the farmers of the Southern Hemisphere are kept on the

hook of insupportable debt by North American corporations. Back home, the situation for farmers looks grim as well,

when we recognize the fact that the small family farm is quickly becoming an anachronism.

. 4 Our participation in the American food economy denotes a hatred of the past, insofar as it discourages traditional

methods of food production, preparation and preservation. Who needs to learn to cook when we can microwave or hit

up the drive-thru on the way home? Who needs to preserve summer tomatoes when we can use our corpulent

disposable incomes to pay four dollars a pound for an ambiguously tomato-like globe of translucent pink at the

Meijer?

The urge to continue this disquieting litany lingers, but perhaps it’d be best to consider something approaching a solution.

That the ramifications of the current food economy affect people, industry and economy the world over requires a solution

that is expressly political. But when the regnant orthodoxy of our political elites encourages us to consume more and more,

what chance is there that this issue will be addressed by those with the power to make broad and sweeping changes? If the

government is willing to forsake an ethical look at over-consumption because it may impede economic “progress” and

embolden the terrorists, to whom may we turn?

I’d say that we should turn to that other great sponsor of public morality: the Church. The politics of food isn’t a popular

subject for the Sunday morning sermon, but a few weeks ago the scholar Ellen Davis preached a fine sermon in the college’s

Fine Arts Center on the ethics of eating. Rooted in the sixteenth chapter of Exodus, Davis demonstrated how the “manna

economy” of God is an illustration of the presence of the glory of the Lord. “When God shows up,” claimed Davis, “we all

have what we need.” Sadly, she noted that our contemporary food economy does much to tarnish this glorious expression of

God’s providence and faithfulness. When we hoard and binge, we are expressly stating that we don’t believe that God will

provide for us.

I was moved by the sermon, and underscored her words with a bold-faced Sharpie “AMEN” in my notes. The truths

proffered weren’t pie-in-the-sky sentimentalities, nor escapist “I’ll fly away” treacle – this was practical theology – the

faithfulness of God manifest in the very basic act of eating. We often say that we can know the truth of God in our hearts,

but this sermon showed that we can understand God’s truth in our bellies, too.

It was a shock, then, to speak with my friends after the sermon to hear their less-than-enthusiastic appraisals. I’ll let them

air out the details of their objections elsewhere in these pages if they wish, but here’s a small glimpse of the issues at the

core of their dissenting opinions: The message was good and all, but it was essentially a political one, emblematic of the

feel-good liberal messages proffered in mainline Protestant churches. It was not so much a sermon as it was a lecture. They

asked, “where was the gospel presentation?”

Whether in theory or in practice, we in Reformed circles have this penchant for constructing theoretical but impractical

dualisms: body and soul, church as organism and institution, sanctification and justification, priest and politician, and

sermon and stump-speech. The criticism of Davis’ sermon exemplifies the last two quite well. Whatever the theoretical use

of these dichotomies, they all collapse under siege of slight scrutiny; in the case of Davis and her sermon on the food

economy, this is manifestly obvious. The four problems with the food economy outlined above (and lamented by Davis) all

have profound theological relevance, insofar as they are quite descriptive of the strained relationship between humanity and

God, and humanity and God’s creation. Consider:

. 1 The Bible does not countenance the practice of usury and great and perpetual accumulations of property; it takes no

feat of reasoning to see how such prohibitions can easily be applied to our over-consumption of food as well. In

addition, the act of over-consumption and waste is a tacit refusal to participate in the Manna economy, which

demands reliance on God for our daily bread. It is to deny the fundamentally Christian pledge to be content in the

knowledge that God will provide what we need. To over-consume is to deny that God’s gifts are equitably and

adequately distributed; it is to say that we know our needs better than God does, and that we are at liberty to

supplement his gifts as we see fit.



The decline of the practice of eating in community also has profound theological implications when we remember

that the most powerful and binding form of community on earth – that is, the Body of Christ – is constituted

through a meal. If the Christian community can be seen as a model for other forms of communal interaction, then it

stands to reason that there is a degree of holiness in all community. The grace and inspiration of the Holy Spirit

pervades all human interaction, allowing us to live in harmonious concert with each other. To forsake community by

retreating into the solitude of the quick meal in front of the television is to rebuff the work of the Spirit in our lives

that seeks to bring us together. One despairs even more when one considers how the North American penchant for

the “single-serving” and the “individually-packaged” has crept into our churches as well. How many of us find

something lacking in a Eucharistic celebration composed of Wonderbread croutons and thimblefuls of grape juice,

consumed by silent parishioners stuck like corks in the pews?

. 2 The unhealthy quality of our diets implies an accepted dualism between body and soul that is not a part of proper

Reformed theology and is certainly unbiblical. Occupied by the habit of grooming our souls for that glad morning of

assumption, we willingly desecrate the body with the conspicuous consumption of fats (trans. and sat.), carcinogenic

chemicals, and gonad-mutating hormonal supplements. In the contemporary Christian life it is all too often the case

that the soul gets the spiritual spa treatment, while the body, on account of its frail transience, is subject to a

punishing regimen of consumptive feats. In his exploration of Genesis 2.7, Wendell Berry writes that the breath of

God “is only one of the divine gifts that makes us living souls; the other is the dust.” Our dualistic thinking that

permits us to disown the dust through unhealthy eating is not only self-destructive and self-hating, it is, in the words

of Berry “to make nothing – and worse than nothing – of the great Something in which we live and move and have

our being.”

. 3 The environmental and human desecration engendered by our food economy is an assertion that the only value in

creation is that assigned to it in the ways by which we profit from its use. The great mandate of Genesis 1.28 has been

twisted and turned into an insipid rationalization for the legalized vandalism of creation. Environmentalism and its

relevance to our habits of consumption is not just a political issue. It is an expressly theological issue: all creation,

deemed “good” by God, is holy (a point stressed by Berry, Blake, Dante, and St. Paul). To misuse creation then is to

misuse God’s good and holy work. It is to fling back his good gifts. It is to move beyond “bad stewardship” and into

the realm of blasphemy.

. 4 Finally, the disappearing traditions of food production and preservation have theological ramifications as well.

What’s at stake here, theologically speaking, is not so much a healthy understanding of where our food comes from,

as important as that may be. What’s at stake here is the intelligibility of the Bible. To even the most elementary

student of the Bible, it is plain that many of the lessons therein - contained in parables and poetry - are agrarian in

character. The growing ignorance that many of us have of the production of food foreshadows a time when much of

scripture will be unintelligible, written as it is in the patois of “outdated” economic and culinary practices.

In considering these arguments, it becomes apparent that Davis’ topic was entirely appropriate for a sermon. To argue

otherwise – to argue that the “politics” of her material don’t fit in the context of a sermon is to bifurcate the theological and

the political, which can only be done at the peril of a coherent worldview and understanding of the intimate and inextricable

interaction between creation and creator.

What about the claim that the Gospel was absent from her sermon? I’m not sure what to make of it, because I think that a

Gospel message was presented in the claim that the glory of God is made known through the Manna Economy. That the

glory of God described in Exodus 16 is visible in bread sent from heaven is foreshadowing in the narrative that culminates in

the Gospels, when Christ tells us that he is the “Bread of life.” Davis’ claim that when God “shows up,” we have “what we

need” is so thoroughly supported by the Exodus 16 story that it really doesn’t need any supporting evidence, but the Gospels

take it one step further – the manna in the wilderness was temporal, and the Israelites were hungry again. The bread of life

given to us by God in Christ is such that we will never be hungry again; it is in Christ that our hunger pangs are satisfied,

once and for all. Could Davis have presented the Gospel more clearly? If someone would argue at this point that the bread

referred to in the Gospels is a spiritual metaphor and can be extracted from a discussion of the ethics of eating, one needs to

revisit the Magnificat of Mary to realize that God “filled the hungry with good things” - no metaphor intended. There is no

reason to suppose that Christ does not enjoin us to do the same.



Earlier in the essay, I stated that I would consider something approaching a solution. I’m not sure I’ve done so, except

perhaps by raising the issue of the ethics of eating, and demonstrating its intense theological relevance. I think that

theological contemplation of the issue can do wonders, but I think it necessary to propose other practical solutions to the

problem. I’ll do so in a subsequent essay. In the meantime, I’ll leave you with this passage from Wendell Berry’s essay

Christianity and the Survival of Creation, which is broad in scope but intensely relevant to our economy of eating. It’s

troubled my thoughts for some time now, and maybe it will trouble yours as well:

“The Bible leaves no doubt at all about the sanctity of the act of world-making, or of the world that

was made, or of creaturely or bodily life in this world. We are holy creatures living among other

holy creatures in a world that is holy. Some people know this, and some do not. Nobody, of course

knows it all the time. But what keeps it from being far better known than it is? Why is it apparently

unknown to millions of professed students of the Bible? How can modern Christianity have so

solemnly folded its hands while so much of the work of God was and is being destroyed?”
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Book review: The omnivore's  dilemma
A natural history of four meals

by Zach Vandenberg, Guest Writer

Students do not  always eat as they should. Ramen noodles, PB and J, breakfast cereal, and instant  pizzas were standard fare
for  me in  college, with  occasional supplements from  the canned soup aisle. Maybe you're a regular  at the food pantry;  I  hear
the guacamole chips are tasty. Perhaps you shop at the farmers market ? If  you're married  you might  eat better  - my diet
certainly  got healthier  after I  married:  less junk  and more vegetables.

The gross-out documentary  Supersize Me helped vault  questions about food issues beyond fad diets and weight -loss pills,
but  the movie showed a lot  less about where food comes from  than  about what  it  can do to you. The Omnivore's Dilemma

goes the opposite direction.  This  book looks at the lives of the plants, animals, and people that  make your  meals possible.

Michael Pollan is an expert on food, but  he is not  a nutritionist  or  a food scientist.  In  fact, he doesn't think  that  knowing  the
nutritional  breakdown of each serving size of food is particularly  helpful.  This  is not  only because most people are pretty
darn  bewildered by the stats on the side of the cereal box,, but  because statistics alter  our understanding  of food from  being
a means of fellowship  and wonder into  an end filled  with  the anxiety of incomprehensible  numbers and unpronounceable
words. To him,  evaluating the quality  of food based on the numbers on the label would  be like  judging  the quality  of this
article  only by counting  how many adjectives and adverbs were in  it.  It's  the sort  of exercise that  might  be useful on one
level, but  it's  limited,  and not  useful for  knowing  about the things that  we really care about.

The omnivore's  dilemma  comes down to the basic question we all ask almost everyday: What  should we have for  dinner ?
Pollan got interested in  this  question a few years ago when Americans decided, almost overnight,  to reject an ancient staple
in  a spasm of carbophobia known as "The Atkins  Diet."  Bread was off  the menu. The fact that  a culture  could reject
something as basic as bread was bewildering  to Pollan, as was the very fact that  humans are adapted to eat almost anything.
Can you imagine eating hay for  every meal, with  occasional supplements of oats, carrots, and lumps of sugar? Or, like  the
koala bear, eating only eucalyptus leaves?

How  much of the food we eat today can we trace directly  to its source, which  is, "the fertility  of the earth and the energy of
the sun?" In  The Omnivore's Dilemma, Pollan is keen to trace the links  between three food chains: from  humans back to
their  source in  the ground.  In  each case he begins with  a plant  and ends with  a meal. Specifically, he examines the industrial
food chain,  the organic food chain,  and a food chain in  which  he hunts or  gathers all the food in  the meal.

Despite its ubiquity,  the industrial  food chain remains largely hidden  from  the public  view. And frankly,  do we really want  to
know how many cows contributed  beef for  one burger? Or how much corn syrup is in  a can of soda? (Yes, it's  corn, not
sugar cane.) Pollan gives us a tour  of Iowa farms, Kansas feedlots, and speculates about what  happens from  harvest to final
product  (the  food companies wouldn't  let  him  into  their  production  facilities).  Rest assured that  these chapters are stuffed
with  disgusting facts (FDA rules allow cattle to be fed products rendered from  the blood products and fat  of other  cows) and
marketing  schemes (you can't brand  fruit,  but  you can brand  fruit  snacks) that  might  induce nausea. However, Pollan, and I
admit  this  of myself, still  gets nostalgic for  fast food: "the familiar  meaty perfume of the french fries  filling  the car; and the
pleasingly sequenced bite into  a burger  - the soft, sweet roll,  the crunchy pickle, the savory moistness of the meat." It's  scary
how good that  sounds.

The next  section of the book addresses the benefits and problems of organic foods. Organic food is, of course, more
expensive, and justifies  the expense by claiming  to factor  in  the expense that  food can cost the planet. As appealing as this
narrative  sounds in  the aisle of the grocery store, many organic food products deliver  something different  from  what  they
promise. And can you really have an organic TV dinner ? Isn't  that  some kind  of contradiction  in  terms? Pollan actually
divides this  section book in  two:  first  he examines the "big  organic"  products made by large companies typical  in  the
supermarket, then  he spends some time  on a farm  that  eschews the organic label in  favor of something that  is basically



supermarket, then  he spends some time  on a farm  that  eschews the organic label in  favor of something that  is basically
organic, but  strictly  local. This  very memorable, even raving  farmer  is obsessed with  treating  his Virginia  farm  with  the
utmost  respect and care, waking  before the crack of dawn in  a labor of love for  his land, animals, family,  and customers, who
drop  by on appointed  days for  eggs, cuts of pork,  and veggies.

Finally,  Pollan decides that  he needs to get in  touch with  his hunter -gatherer past, resolving to make a meal for  his friends
constituted  entirely  of food he grew, collected, or  hunted with  his own two  hands. Thus he learns the grimy  but  delicate
delights of mushrooming  and the thrill  of the hunt  as he shoots a wild  boar. He supplements this  meal with  goods from  his
garden and some San Francisco sourdough. A success, all in  all,  but  a lot  of work.  Pollan reckons that  normal  people
wouldn't  ever want  to hunt  and gather an entire  meal;  but  for  the purpose of the book, it  was instructive  in  showing how
difficult  and interesting  was the task of gathering food for  our ancient, omnivore  ancestors.

I  ate a lot  of macaroni  and cheese when I  was in  college - Velveeta shells are my favorite.  I  had a roommate at Calvin who
bought a case of Kraft  (Cheesiest) when it  was on sale at Meijer  for  25 cents a box, and he ate it  every night  for  a month.
Clearly, food habits like  this  are not  healthy,  but  in  our hurried  culture,  all too normal.  Pollan claims that  19% of all
American meals are eaten in  the car!  America does not  have a settled food culture,  in  contrast  to nearly every other  culture
on earth. Instead, too many of us eat hastily  prepared foods and, when we attempt  to change, despair in  the thickets  of food
statistics and fad diets. This  book can help us get past the confusion to something that  respects food, the people who grow
it,  and the land it  came from.

Pollan advises something quite  simple as a solution  - eat whole foods. And what  could be better  than  eating exactly the stuff
that  God gave us? Cultural  mandates notwithstanding,  some food products are better  left  uninvented,  and I'm  sure we could
all name something we know should never have been shown the light  of day. So if  food is stressing you out,  slow down, eat
an apple or  munch  some vegetables, and let  The Omnivore's Dilemma put  things into  perspective.
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Where can it be?

by Sherilyn Vandervalk

I  try  once again to stifle  a yawn.
I  just  can't believe it's  really still  gone.
I  suppose it  might  be a swindle  or  con.
Perhaps as a joke someone buried  it  in  the lawn?
Or they needed some cash, so took it  to pawn.
I  just  need some coffee, be it  caffeinated or  non.
I'm  feeling quite  tired,  my smile has grown wan.
Watched movie last night  starring  a man named Vince Vaughn,
It  was quite  troubling,  kept  me up until  dawn.
I  couldn't  figure  out why over him  some girls  fawn.
Now it  feels like  my last nerve has been sawn.
My  mugs been missing for  what  feels like  an aeon,
I  really must  say guys and gals, it's  just  not  on.
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Conscientious objector

by Meg Jenista, Staff Writer

Last quarter,  in  an all-too-familiar  quest to avoid paper writing,  I  watched the news. Those of you who know me well  will
recognize the lengths of my scholastic avoidance when I  say that  I  was watching  FOX News, no less. I  was drawn in  by a
story about Lt.  Ehren Watada. This  soldierÕs story actively engages the principles  debated at the 2006  Synod of the Christian
Reformed Church, as the Committee on War and Peace presented the conclusions of their  study.

For  those who, like  myself before my foray into  procrastination,  don't  know Lt.  WatadaÕs story, here's the gist:  Lt.  Watada
has served the Army  since graduating  college in  2003.  Every report  of his conduct as an officer  and his ability  as a leader has
been exemplary. Upon discovering that  his battalion  was to be stationed in  Iraq,  Watada began to research the war in
earnest and what  he discovered was that,  by all accounts, the war in  Iraq  is an illegitimate  engagement. To put  a theological
term  to it  (although,  to my knowledge, Watada has not)  the war in  Iraq  is not  a just  war. Watada sought to be assigned in
Afghanistan instead but  was denied this  request. At  the time  of the news story, he was facing a court  martial  and up to four
years in  prison  as a result  of his conscientious objector  status.

The CRC is a denomination  that,  while  allowing  for  pacifism,  tends to align  themselves with  the theological position  of
Aquinas in  Summa Theologicae, who postulates a Christian,  just  war theory. This  theory  states that  Òthe principles  of the
justice of war are commonly  held to be: having just  cause, being declared by a proper  authority,  possessing right  intention,
having a reasonable chance of success, and the end being proportional  to the means used.Ó As our denomination  attempts to
live  out these principles,  the Committee on War and Peace recommended that  the Christian  Reformed Church:

ÒSeek a means by which  Christians serving in  the U.S. military  could lawfully  be recognized as
conscientious objectors to a particular  conflict.  Current  U.S. laws on conscientious objection
recognize only members of historically  pacifist  churches that  object to participation  in  any conflict.Ó

As a woman who didnÕt have to sign up for  the draft  on her eighteenth birthday,  I  must  confess, I  havenÕt given the
American military,  or  at least my obligations  to it,  much thought.  Recently, however, standing under  the shadow of our
administrationÕs ÒWar on Terror,Ó IÕve realized that,  the way the system works now:

. 1 An individual can claim a pacifist stance, meaning that no military engagement is ever justified
according to their conscience. The Amish and Mennonites are perfect examples of this stance and many
Mennonites have, as a result, taken on support positions in times of war, positions that allow them to
sustain life rather than take it.
These people are considered conscientious objectors and they can and must, therefore, opt out of all
military service.

or
. 2 You can join the military and abdicate every personal, moral or religious conviction against the

legitimacy of a particular conflict, submitting to enter into any engagement to which you are sent.

This  is, then, a significant  ethical  dilemma  for  those who adhere to just  war theory  out of Christian  obedience. We recognize
that  there may be some wars that  fall  within  the Christian  rubric  of legitimate  engagement. In  these conflicts,  there is no
conscientious objection  to serving. Take, for  example, Watada's willingness  be deployed to Afghanistan.  On the other  hand,
if  one holds a just  war stance with  integrity,  it  requires him/her  to review each new war through  the rubric  of just  war
theory. Unfortunately,  there is not,  yet, a legitimate  mechanism for  honoring  the integrity  of just  war theorists  who



conscientiously object to a particular  engagement. Instead, these men and women may face a court  martial  and a potential
jail  sentence of up to 4 years.

Wrapping  up the story on Lt.  Watada, Ann  Coulter said that  anyone who thinks  Lt.  Watada is a hero is a tool  of the wacky,
liberal  left.  On the other  hand, Archbishop  Desmond Tutu  has thrown  his support  behind  Lt.  WatadaÕs courageous stance.
Currently,  our denomination  stands in  the wide gap between these two  thinkers,  trying  to decide which  way to lean. Ann
Coulter or  Desmond Tutu ? It's  a bit  of a no-brainer.



Kerux: a portfolio of Calvin Theological Seminary - Volume  41.14  -  12 March 2007

The day I became a Grand Rapidian

by John Bolt, Professor of Systematic Theology

Until  the first  week of 2007 I  had a hard time  answering the question ÒWhereÕs home?Ó or  ÒWhere are you from ?Ó

I  was born  in  one country  (The Netherlands),  immigrated  to and grew up in  another (Canada), and have spent the majority
of my adult  life  in  a third  (U.S.A.). My  professional life  has been split  between Canada and the U.S. and I  have twice
deliberately  and quite  self-consciously changed allegiance by becoming a naturalized  citizen;  a Canadian in  1969 and an
American in  2004.  Ask me who or  what  I  am and I  pause before answering. My  first  inclination  when asked about my
hometown  is to say Vancouver, British  Columbia where I  grew up and my mother  and sisters still  live.

That has changed; I  now consider myself a Grand Rapidian. At  least it  is what  I  aspire to, what  I  identify  with  and would
like  to be thought  of. The days of mourning  for  Grand RapidsÕ own son, President Gerald R. Ford,  have left  an indelible
imprint  on me; our city  made me proud  to be an American,  proud  to be from  Grand Rapids.

I  will  not  elaborate on those things that  have already been said about President Ford:  his integrity,  his common decency and
courtesy, his devotion  to duty,  his love of God, country,  and family,  except to underscore how these are the very traits  that
are highly  valued and practiced, albeit  imperfectly,  in  our town.  As I  stood in  the parade route outside Grace Episcopal
Church on the day of the funeral  I  was struck by the outpouring  of affection, the high respect for  the leaders of our
community  in  civic and business life  reflected in  the conversations during  our wait,  the appropriate  patriotism,  and the
uncommon civility  of the crowd. While  I  was there no protests, no whining  dissent, and wonder of wonders, no litter  left  on
the sidewalks.

What  holds this  all together for  me is how extraordinary  all this  normalcy  is; so extraordinary  it  was repeatedly commented
on by the thousands of visitors  to our city  as well  as the national  press corps. That is perhaps the essence of Grand Rapids,
the internal  core of President Gerald Ford:  the extraordinary  character of the normal,  the greatness of the ordinary.  Yes, the
funeral  was high statecraft with  all the appropriate  and impressive solemnity  and pageantry; it  was also noticeably  the
funeral  attended by family  and friends.  Watching  some of the aging and physically  ailing  titans  of our community  standing
in  the honor  guard outside the church as the casket was carried to the hearse, I  was struck not  only by the great civic
ceremony complete with  military  band and pall -bearers, but  also by how much this  reminded  me of other  funerals I  have
attended. Ordinary  mortals,  visibly  affected by their  own mortality,  honoring  a loved and respected close relative and dear
friend.

I  said earlier  that  being a Grand Rapidian, living  and living  out of gratitude  for  this  extraordinary  normalcy,  is an aspiration
not  an accomplishment.  We donÕt live  it  perfectly  ourselves; often forsaking the ordinary  decency of our life  together for
partisan  pursuit.  Too often I  fear that  we disdain  it,  casting covetous eyes for  those more exciting  venues like  New York,
Atlanta,  Los Angeles and, for  the truly  greedy, Paris, London,  or  Rome. For  people in  my profession the places are New
Haven, Cambridge, Princeton,  Palo Alto,  and Waco, not  to mention  Oxford  TŸbingen, and Geneva. I  have no quarrel  with
aspirations or  dreams, of course not.  All  I  would  plead for  is that  these aspirations not  disparage what  is great about our
own ordinariness,  what  is extraordinary  about our normalcy.

For  his final  resting place Gerald Ford came home to Grand Rapids. This  is utterly  fitting  for  though the man left  Grand
Rapids for  a time,  Grand Rapids never left  the man. He did  not  crave power or  celebrity  status; his was the simple and
ordinary  sense of duty.  For  that  we should be grateful  since it  makes all of us better  people if  we are willing  to be
productively  happy at home. ÒAs for  me and my house...Ó I  am now happy in  Grand Rapids.

Thank you Mr.  President for  the example.
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Editorial: Bus fare fiasco symptomatic of
deeper problems

by Christian  Bell, Editor  in  Chief

As we reported  this  week, Calvin Theological Seminary students are paying at least 60  percent more to use the cityÕs public
transportation  system, due to no fault  of their  own. While  CTS and college administrators  traded barbs about who was
responsible, the exchange of blame tells a darker story about relations  between the college and the seminary.

Furthermore,  CTSÕs own unwillingness  to step up and solve the problem  suggests that  occasional rhetoric  about Òcreation
stewardshipÓ is perhaps merely a theological volley intended  to pacify a certain  environmentally -conscious constituency.

Depending on who you talk  to, the relationship  between the college and seminary is either  hot  or  cold. President Neal
Plantinga  has expressed in  previous interviews  with  me that  the college and seminary administrations  are trying  to work
more closely together, and some evidence of that  can be found in  joint  partnerships  like  the Calvin Institute  for  Christian
Worship.

However, the portrait  painted of what  goes on Òbehind the scenesÓ with  the two  institutions  is one of malaise.

The bus fare fiasco exemplifies the problem  well. College administrators  claimed they had no knowledge of what  CTS
students were doing.  When CTS student  Joel De Moor  asked questions, he was given plenty of reasonable answers, but  no
offers of help. When CTS administrators  asked the college for  an explanation,  the excuse for  the problem  they received was
that  the issue was ultimately  one of funding.

College administrators  shouldnÕt feel overly responsible for  the problem. CTS Dean of Students Richard Sytsma indicated
that  the seminary has made efforts,  however half -heartedly, to encourage students to ride the bus. CTS administrators
somewhere had to have known about the issue, and shouldnÕt have acted overly surprised when students raised questions to
them.

The bigger question, though,  is why it  took a student  to get the two  institutions  talking,  especially about a relatively  minor
issue. Do CTS and college administrators  ever talk  regularly  about the day-to-day business of their  respective institutions ?

All  evidence points  to no. Last year, CTS students found themselves abruptly  and rudely  shut  out of the collegeÕs Rhetoric
Center, where they had previously  gone to receive proofreading  and assistance with  composition.  The shutdown came a
week before final  papers were due, and many students Ð especially international  students Ð were forced to scramble to find
proofreaders. CTS administrators  offered a sheepish Òsorry,Ó and college administrators  pointed  to Ð what  else? Ð funding
as the source of the problem.

(CTS students, in  gracious fashion, stepped up to the plate and filled  the void left  by the two  bickering  institutions  by
proofreading  each otherÕs papers.)

How  do these issues keep happening? And more importantly,  why do CTS students keep getting trapped in  the middle ?

ItÕs well  and good for  President Plantinga  to claim that  the college and seminary are working  together on programs where
the two  institutionsÕ interests predictably  overlap, but  itÕs an entirely  different  matter  for  students to get slammed twice in  as
many years with  logistical  hassles because mom and dad arenÕt getting along.



The great divorce between the two  schools Ð the college and seminary officially  split  into  two  separate boards of trustees in
1991 Ð has had the same corrosive effect on the ÒkidsÓ (the  students) as an actual divorce does. They may still  live  in  the
same house (the  Knollcrest  campus), but  neither  institution  seems to have been truly  committed  to the health  and well -
being of the other  for  years. This  should be scandalous to two  institutions  whose common denominational  heritage deeply
deplores such deceptive divisions.

Speaking of deceptions, if  you sit through  a few yearsÕ worth  of classes at CTS, youÕll hear much talk  about being creation -
affirming,  creation  stewardship, etc. The goodness of creation  Ð and our divine  mandate to care for  it  Ð is a frequent  topic
of discussion in  classes and in  the broader community.  Why is it,  then, that  calls for  greater environmental  stewardship have
gone largely unheeded?

Earlier  this  year, Kerux staff  writer  Walter  Miedema suggested some easy steps CTS could take to be more conservative
about its use of natural  resources (ÒStewardship at CTS doesn't extend to the environment ,Ó Kerux , Dec. 4, 2006).  One of
the things that  Miedema highlighted  was transportation  Ð why not  have more students carpool or  ride the bus? Anybody
who has driven  to campus knows what  a hassle it  can be to find  a parking  spot in  the middle  of the day. IsnÕt the use of
public  transportation  and carpooling  a potential  solution  to this?

At  the very least, CTS administrators  should be willing  to take the small  Ð very small  Ð steps of equaling out the bus fares to
their  pre-fare-fiasco level. The cost to the seminary would  probably be less than  a few hundred  dollars  per year. Of course,
CTS could go even further  and do what  even the college has been unwilling  to do Ð fully  subsidize the cost of bus passes to
discourage students from  driving  their  cars to and from  campus all the time.  The Rapid buses go all over Grand Rapids, and
contrary  to some peopleÕs claims, are very efficient.

Public  transportation  is something that  Americans Ð especially automobile -loving  Michiganders  Ð have never fully  warmed
up to, but  the cost savings and fuel savings are important.  Nobody is claiming  that  CTS students riding  the bus in  place of
driving  their  cars will  solve an oil  crisis, but  Dutch  and Reformed folk  have always been of the ÒletÕs do our partÓ mentality
when it  comes to making  positive changes in  the environment  around us.

Talking  about creation  stewardship is one thing.  Actually  digging into  our pockets to make it  more attractive  is another.

One without  the other  is just  hollow  rhetoric  Ð much like  the rhetoric  about the college and seminary getting along well
together.
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Letters to the editor

(Re: “Does one mistake deserve another?,” Kerux, Feb. 5, 2007)

There are a number  of points  where I  disagreed with  ChadÕs argumentation  and assertions, but  for  the sake of brevity,  I  will
try  to limit  the scope of my response. I  also want  to be clear that  my response is purely  political,  not  ecclesiological.

Chad says that  the current  war should not  be compared to WWII, but  he doesnÕt really say why, other  than  that  this  war is
tougher than  projected, and there will  be a troop  increase. Millions  of lives were lost in  WWII. I  donÕt think  that  arguing
against the comparison on the basis of difficulty  is very tenable. Not  only that,  but  troop  increases were constant throughout
WWII. These were not  always troop  increases to bring  more force; many times it  was simply  to replace the thousands upon
thousands that  had been killed.  Would  Chad consider this  also to be Òevidence of the naivety of the government's plan in  the
first  placeÓ? And if  so, would  this  thereby undermine  the justification  of our involvement  in  WWII ?

I  think  a number  of comparisons to WWII  are uncanny. HitlerÕs goals and the goals of radical  Islam  are parallel  in  many
frightening  ways. Hitler  wanted to take the world  by force, subject everyone to his ideology, and destroy all human beings he
deemed inferior  (especially Jews). The voices of radical  Islam  have expressed nearly identical  goals and have given us more
than  sufficient  reason to believe that  they mean what  they say.

History  offers us some pretty  clear lessons. EnglandÕs Neville  Chamberlain tried  appeasement and diplomacy during  the
30Õs. The result  was horrific.  It  took the moral  clarity  and unwavering  fortitude  of men like  Winston  Churchill  to see Hitler
for  what  he was and to deal with  Nazi Germany the only way possible: with  force. The dissenting voices at the time  may
have had laudable intentions  (e.g. the absence of war), but  they were wrong, dead wrong. WeÕve seen the same destructive
appeasement in  the late 70Õs toward  the Soviet Union,  Libya,  and Iran  as well  as in  the 90Õs toward  North  Korea, Iraq,  and
al Qaeda. In  all these instances, appeasement and/or  failed  diplomacy led to more cruelty,  more conflict,  and/or  more
death. In  all these instances, the U.N. has not  been the Òbetter alternativeÓ that  Chad suggests it  is.

I  think  that  ChurchillÕs quote is incredibly  applicable to the current  war. Abandoning  Iraq  would  be absolutely catastrophic
and would  embolden an enemy with  Hitler -like  objectives. Despite the best efforts  of many to caricature George W. Bush
and the current  war, we did  not  invade Iraq  with  Toby KeithÕs extreme patriotism  (which  Chad rightly  condemns). We fight
an enemy that  parasites on other  nations,  which  is why (as Bush has said from  the very beginning)  such nations are relevant
to the war on terror.  ItÕs also a caricature to say that  the US was Òpushing its agenda on the rest of the world.Ó Saddam was
defeated by a coalition  of forces after years of subverting  U.N. resolutions.  There remains good evidence that  Saddam was
not  only pursuing  WMDÕs, but  as some of his top officials  have said, he had them and shipped them to Syria while  he dodged
weapons inspectors.

War is terrible.  War is horrific.  But  in  a world  of depravity,  history  has shown us multiple  instances where military
intervention was the only option.  I  believe the war on terror  to be just  such an instance.

Craig Hoekema, M.Div.

(Re: “Editorial: Violence against worship in the name of curriculum?,” Kerux, Feb. 5, 2007)

There are many reasons students do not  attend chapel. For  one, this  quarter  none of my classes happened on Monday,
Wednesday, and Friday. Second, I  think  many students don't  really feel ownership  concerning chapel. Chapel, at least I
sense this, is run  by a select few within  the seminary. Students not  in  contact with  this  select group will  rarely  get asked to
preach or  share at chapel. And I  fear, with  such theologically  critical  eyes watching, many probably do not  want  to preach or
participate  in  chapel. To be fair  to the worship  planners at chapel, they can't include  everyone... The worship -planning
group then  has to cater to the group at the seminary that  creates the least opposition.  They have to be carefully  planned to



group then  has to cater to the group at the seminary that  creates the least opposition.  They have to be carefully  planned to
not  be offensive to any one group within  the seminary.

So in  the end, I  would  guess the "middle  of the road" crowd (whatever that  is)  consists of the majority  of chapel attendees,
while  the more culturally  and theologically  dissimilar  on all possible spectrums find  chapel to not  really connect with  them.
And third,  as you already mentioned  in  your  article  we have work  to do, why not  do it  during  chapel? Nice talk  about
community  won't  make the work  go away, and besides we are already highly  involved Christians,  right ?

Henry Reyenga, M.Div.


