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Clarification needed, not “ambiguous slogans.”

THE ROAD INTO THE CHURCH

ALEXANDER C. DE JONG

EING A CHRISTIAN involves being

a member of the Church. The Church,
and the local congregation as a concrete
manifestation of the Church, is inseparable
from Christianity, The Saviour once said
that no one can approach the Father ex-
cept through the Son. In the Scriptures
God’s Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, is pres-
ented as the Head of his Church. There-
fore, as soon as anyone comes to Christ in
faith he also comes to the Church.

Coming to the Church involves traveling
a certain road. How does one “get into”
the Church? Has this road been laid out in
Seripture or has its roadbed been laid out
by conservative ecclesiastics? Is the road
long or short? These questions have been
raised and are being answered lately within
the Christian Reformed Church. These
questions must arise as the church answers
to her nature and task as outlined in a
previous article. (See torch and trumpet,
April 56). As Christ uses the ministry of
his Church to build his Body these ques-
tions arise with urgency. In this article T
wish to mention a few important matters
about the road into the Church which need
to be kept in clear focus.

Some Necessary Distinctions

The nature of the road to be traveled is
determined by the destination desired by
the traveler. He secks admission into an
organized congregation. This immediately
raises the matter of the relation of the
organized congregation to the Church as
the body of Christ.

The Church —note the capitalized letter
C —is the body of Christ. It is the com-
pany of genuine Christ-confessors. Article
XXVII of The Belgic Confession defines

Torch and Trumpet, July, 1956

the Church as “a holy congregation of true
Christian believers, all expecting their sal-
vation in Jesus Christ, being washed by His
blood, sanctified and sealed by the Holy
Spirit.”

That which makes a congregation a
Church is its relation to Jesus Christ. The
congregation of the faithful are bound to
Christ by regeneration and faith. These
bonds are basically spiritual, that is, origin-
ating in and through the action of the Holy
Spirit, and invisible. Since these bonds
are not observable by men they are known
with absolute certainty only by God. The
Lord knows, and only the Lord, those who
are his. He alone knows with perfect cer-
tainty. This means that there is an aspect
of invisibility which belongs to the Church.

Notice that I speak of invisibility as an
aspect of the Church. We have no right to
speak or think in terms of two churches,
one which is invisible and one which is
visible. There is only One Church. Yet
there is an aspect of the Church which is
invisible, which is not completely open to
human observation. For example, in the
local congregation no human being can say
with perfect certainty who are the regener-
ated ones, the genuine believers. Only God
knows this with infallible certainty. John
15 is ample proof that there can be some
connection with Christ in terms of external
connection and profession which does not
necessarily involve a Spirit-born vitality.
That which makes a congregation a Church
is the spiritual and invisible bond of re-
generation and faith.

But this does not mean that the Church
is wholly invisible. Those joined to Christ
in regeneration and faith give expression
to their new life. The good trees bring
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forth good fruit. Faith demonstrates itself
in concrete actions of loving obedience to
the Word of God. One important way in
which these Christ-connected sinners show
obedience is by organizing themselves into
churches, local congregations. They elect
officebearers, adopt church constitutions
and church orders, formulate confessional
standards, engage in liturgical activities on
Sunday, exercise mutual discipline, and do
many other things. This is done, at least
it should be done, under the direction of
Christ. He is King of his Church. In his
Word he prescribes the basic lines of or-
ganization and institutional functioning.

This church — note the lower case ¢ —is
not different from the Church. That aspect
of the Church which is visible on earth in
no way differs from that aspect or part
which is invisible in heaven as to its con-
stitutive principle. It is correct to say that
the local organization or congregation is
the Church organized locally. Within this
organization the new life receives nourish-
ment and expresses itself. There is mutual
love and the practice of good works (Heb.
10:24). Believers in their several churches
encourage and comfort one another (L
Thess. 5:11). Within this fellowship there
is mutual discipline (Matt. 18:17). All this
and much more belongs to the life of the
visible organized Church, the local con-
gregation. All is carried on in submission
to Christ the King.

Those whom Christ gathers by his Word
and Spirit come to this church for admis-
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sion. This church is a very specific organiza-
tion, with carefully formulated beliefs in
her confessional standards and with tradi-
tionally accepted modes of conduct which
have been formed under the influence of
the Word of God. Since Christ gathers
his Church and since he instructs the faith-
ful to organize into churches one would
naturally expect him to say something
about the standard which must be used in
admitting members into this organization.

The Criterion for Membership

Christ gives direction in the matter of
admission to his church. By means of his
Spirit and Word he makes the sinner a
member of his Church by regeneration.
And he also has laid out the road which
his disciples must travel into the organized
church. In the book of Acts we find many
concrete examples of the road which ought
to be traveled.

Those who heard Peter’s Pentecost ser-
mon sought admission into a new fellow-
ship. The apostle told them, “Repent, and
be baptized.” After they “received his
word” (Acts 2:41) they were admitted and
received the rite of baptism. Simon the
sorcerer believed and was baptized (Acts
8:13). The Ethiopian eunuch, having read
the Scriptures, having heard Philip’s preach-
ing, believed and was baptized (Acts 8:
30ff). Cornelius and the others who had
heard Peter preach received the Holy Spirit
and demonstrated this new life as they
spoke with tongues and magnified God
(Acts 10:46). Then they were baptized at
the command of Peter. Lydia gave heed
to Paul’s preaching as the Lord opened
her heart (Acts 16:14) and she was bap-
tized. The Philippian jailer believed Paul’s
message, cared for his former prisoners,
and rejoiced greatly as his new born faith
registered itself in action (Acts 16:33f.).

All these sinners had faith in Jesus
Christ. All of them gave concrete evidence
of their new life and faith in terms of ap-
propriate confession and conduct. The
eunuch searched the Scriptures, asked
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questions, and urgently requested baptism.
Cornelius prayed, obeyed Christ’s message,
sent for the preacher, accepted the message
proclaimed, and magnified God. Lydia
diligently went to pray, worshipped God,
and heeded Paul’s preaching. The jailer
listened, repented of his former cruelties,
washed Paul’s wounds, fed his prisoners.
Their regeneration and faith came to ex-
pression in meaningful and life-transform-
ing confession. They bowed beneath the
scepter of Christ's royal authority. They
allowed their confession and conduct to be
shaped by the revealed Word of God.

This meaningful confession registering
itself in a changed life was the criterion
for membership. This was the road they
all traveled. The heart of this confession
was that Jesus was the Sent One, the Son
of God, the Lord. In conclusion it is clear
that @ meaningful and consistent profes-
sion of faith in Jesus Christ and of obe-
dience to him as Lord is the standard for
admission into the visible organization of
the Church of Jesus Christ. This profes-
sion carries within itself extensive implica-
tions for what one believes and for what
one does, for faith and conduct. This brings
us face to face with a further essential
factor.

Confession must be Concrete

A meaningful and consistent profession
of faith and obedience is never made in a
vacuum. It is made in a very specific his-
torical situation and for the purpose of en-
tering the fellowship of a very specific
ecclesiastical institution. In this discussion
the inquirer desires admission into a Re-
formed church group. Before his admis-
sion is made a fact both the inquirer and
the church council demand a meaningful,
coneretely intelligible profession.

The Spirit-born inquirer demands this.
He wants to know the angles. He wants
to know why he is traveling the road which
leads to a Reformed church in distinction
from other churches. In his community
there are other organizations which propa-
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gate different beliefs. In genuine concern
for the will of Christ he wants to know the
“whys and wherefores” of this perplexing
situation. His self-respect as an intelligent
human being demands this and his obe-
dience to God’s revealed will requires such
a concrete confession. As a Spirit-directed
inquirer he asks for a well marked road
illumined by the Word of God.

This has been my experience as well as
that of others with such inquirers. Those
seeking admission into the church were
far more patient, thorough, and persistent
than I was at first prepared to expect. All
of them felt that it was quite unfair to take
a short cut and ignore the implications of
their profession of Jesus Christ as Lord
and Saviour. They wanted to know what
they were doing.

The church council ought to insist upon
a concrete confession. They are office-
bearers in a specific confessional institution.
They believe in their right of existence as
a specific ecclesiastical organization. They
registered this belief when they signed the
formula of subscription. They are con-
science bound to do everything within the
range of their abilities and opportunities
to vitalize their Reformed tradition both
for themselves and for those who come to
them from without. If their profession of
the Reformed faith is more than a historical
accident, more than a pious relic and other
than traditional lore, these men will work
patiently with the inquirer until he can
articulate a concrete confession of faith.

This means that many who sit in the
seats of church councils will have to do
much more reading and studying than they
are doing now. In their meetings they will
have to do vastly more significant things
than argue sixty minutes whether they
should paint the church fnterior pastel
green or rose. These men must discipline
themselves so that they know what they
believe in terms of Scriptural knowledge
and confessional commitment rather than
in terms of pious cliches. As the council
members of Reformed churches apply the
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criterion of a meaningful profession of faith
they will be reassessing constantly their
own beliefs in terms of God’s revelation.
Such believing reassessment will involve
everyone in the constant purifying process
of self reformation. Such diligent office-
bearers will learn to confess their church
loyalty in terms of appropriate tears and
joy. No one would care to deny the urgency
of such action.

Just how much or how little must be in-
telligently confessed can only be deter-
mined in the concrete situation. The length
of the road varies. Factors such as native
ability, spiritual attitude, religious back-
ground, age, and other equally important
factors will modify the length of the road.
There are no cut and dried formulae which
can be applied with ease to each and every
case. As both the council and the inquirer
work under obligation to Jesus Christ the
King of the Church, the exact length of
the road will soon become apparent. As
the inquirer enters the church his confes-
sion will be concrete.

Confession and Conduct

A meaningfully concrete confession de-
monstrates itself in appropriate conduct.
For this reason the liturgical formulary for
Public Profession of Faith asks this ques-
tion: “Do you declare that you love the
Lord, and that it is your heartfelt desire to
serve him according to his word, to forsake
the world, to mortify your old nature, and
to lead a godly life?” To this question every
inquirer must answer unambiguously and
unreservedly, “I do.”

In determining the specific form which
a godly life assumes, every church council
must do two things. On the one hand it
possesses the right to insist that the in-
quirer break with such forms of conduct
which obviously conflict with the specific
teaching of Scripture. What counts at this
point is the inquirer’s desire to implement
his love of Christ in the way of genuine
obedience. Obviously an inquirer’s sensi-
tivity to the sinfulness of various forms of
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conduct will not be as keen as that of a
spiritually mature Christian. Here again
the council must make its decision as to the
credibility of a person’s confession in the
specific situation. During the course of
diligent, not necessarily protracted, pastoral
counselling it becomes apparent whether
or not the inquirer displays such a desire
for genuine obedience.

On the other hand the council may not
attempt to take God’s place and judge the
heart. It may and must test the inquirer’s
conduct by the one standard of God’s
Word, and not by the secondary author-
ities of experience and reason. It may never
go beyond Scripture and compile a list of
specific actions, in themselves indifferent,
which it judges to be injurious to a godly
life, and exalt these regulations as stand-
ards for admission. At times church coun-
cils take to themselves the right to lord it
over men’s consciences. This takes place
when a council insists that standards for
admission must include such regulations as
no smoking, no drinking, no theater attend-
ance, etc. Such legislation by a church
council is unqualifiedly wrong because
it denies the church’s ministerial author-
ity, depreciates the sufficiency of Holy
Scripture, and takes God’s place in attempt-
ing to judge the heart. In the light of
what has taken place in certain isolated
instances in various church councils by
action of elders whose zeal exceeded
knowledge, this matter deserves serious
consideration. Let us be as fearful of im-
proving on Seripture as we are of diluting
Scripture.

In Conclusion

This whole matter needs further discus-
sion. What I have mentioned briefly are
only the obvious principles which are all
too often neglected in practice. As the
discussion continues we must become more
specific. We must assess certain practices
in the light of these principles. It is grati-
fying to see this taking place in the matters

(Continued on page 26)
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A Free University in Canada?

ASSOCIATION FOR REFORMED
SCIENTIFIC STUDIES

A REPORT

ATURDAY, JUNE 16, may have been a

day of minor significance for many.
However, not so for the some forty men,
from various sections of Canada and of
various Reformed denominations who made
their way to the Annette Street Christian
Reformed Church in Toronto. This day
will be remembered by them and others,
for then and there the first meeting was
held of the Association for Reformed (Cal-
vinistic) Scientific Studies.

Under the provisional chairmanship of
Mr. Peter Speelman, the meeting was called
to order and opened with song, Seripture
reading and prayer. In his opening words
the chairman gave a short resume of the
preparatory and planning activity of a small
group of men leading up to the meeting
and agenda of the day.

Then followed the address of the provi-
sional chairman, “Om de Koning en de
Naaste” ( For the King and the Neighbor),
in which the speaker clearly demonstrated
the need of a distinctively Reformed wit-
ness in the Canadian and American world,
and more particularly in our Reformed
community. We are living in an age of
secularization with all its counterparts of
humanism, socialism, communism and ma-
terialism. The speaker emphasized the
craftiness of Satan and of his determination
to destroy the Kingdom of God. And his
method at present seems to be to con-
centrate on destruction from within rather
than from without the Christian Church.
This expresses itself in a partial negation
of God’s law and of the principles laid
down in God’s Word.

For the Christian the commission of God
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requires that he oppose this evil. In order
that he may do this, he must have a close
contact with God through his Word and
a life of prayer. However, the Christian
will also need knowledge in order to com-
bat the falsehood of Satan. This neces-
sitates advanced scientific study in every
sphere of life. This is a must, not primarily
to preserve oneself, but for the honor of
the King and the service of the neighbor.

On the part of the Christian this will
call for humility —but also courage. Re-
formed men and women must be willing
to deny themselves and live by faith. And
then, then only will they succeed in the
establishment of a Reformed college (or
colleges as the need may appear) and a
Reformed unmiversity. “If God be for us,
who shall be against us?” SOLI DEO GLO-
RIA.

After this inspiring address and some
discussion, the Association for Reformed
(Calvinistic) Scientific Studies became a
reality. A motion was made by the Rev.
R. Wildschut in conjunction with the plan-
ning committee which read as follows:
“That under the guidance of God, an as-
sociation for Reformed (Calvinistic) scien-

(Continxed on page 26)

We herewith present a report which may
prove to of great significance. These
determined and dedicated brethren are deter-
mined to fight the secularism of our western
culture, in obedience to our sovereign Lord
and King and his cultural mandate. Let no
one despise the day of small beginnings.
The Free University of Amsterdam began
with three professors and five students. May
God graciously bless these brethren in their
high and consecrated endeavor.

Editors.
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(49 ID LUTHER hatch the egg which

D Erasmus laid?” This question is
an old favorite of history examiners who
in school and college endeavor to confront
their students with the necessity of relating
the Renaissance and the Reformation. The
question, however, is not exactly objective
for it implies that the Reformation was
nothing more than an extension of the
Renaissance, that Luther was indeed the
foster-father of Erasmus’ chick. Those who
hold this opinion point to the latter’s In
Praise of Folly, lampooning the church, as
one of the best indications that he had
already laid the groundwork for the Re-
formation. All that the Renaissance needed
was “to get religion,” and the Reformation
would be on the way.

That this is a rather common approach
can be seen in many current books dealing
with this period. A good example is the
Viking Portable A Renaissance Reader, in
which the Reformation writers are pre-
sented as part of the Renaissance scene.
In like manner much of the sixteenth cen-
tury Protestant political writing and art
are taken as being fundamentally Renais-
sance in spirit and outlook.

If one is to agree with this point of view
he must then admit that the true genius
of Protestantism is humanistic rationalism,
that Protestantism is fundamentally the
product of man’s own spirit. Many who
label themselves Protestants would per-
haps accept this assumption, while it would
undoubtedly find unanimous support in
Roman Catholic circles. It would seem
important, therefore, for Protestants to see
if this is the case. Was the Reformation
merely a baptized Renaissance, or was
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there a fundamental difference between
the two? Only when one grasps the answer
to this question can he appreciate what
should be the true Protestant position in
our twenticth century world.

In one thing, there is little doubt, both
the Renaissance and Reformation were in
agreement. They both disliked the Middle
Ages, particularly the rather dry and arid
mental gymnastics of the late scholastic
thinkers. They both felt that the medieval
philosophers had become so separated from
life that they had actually little to say to
the living world.

Yet the Renaissance, for all its antipathy
to dry-as-dust scholasticism, was still
strongly impregnated with medieval views
and attitudes. This was only natural since
the early Renaissance thinkers, such as
Petrarch, Giotto, Boccaccio, had come out
of a medieval environment which was
never completely repudiated. Indeed, their
continual lip service, if it is nothing more,
to the doctrines and practices of the Roman
Church indicates that they never ceased
to be strongly influenced by the Middle
Ages.

The humanists’ close link with the
thought of the preceding five centuries
comes out most clearly in the continued
Renaissance emphasis upon the two poles
of nature and grace. Thomas Aquinas had
held that although by reason man could
truly know things mundance, only by reve-
lation could he grasp the meaning of those
truths which were heavenly. Although ac-
cepting this medieval dichotomy of reality,
the Renaissance reversed the order of im-
portance, making grace and revelation sec-
ondary and placing their great emphasis
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upon the full life here and now, whose only
foundation was nature and reason.

The Renaissance “nature,” however, was
not the same as that of the twentieth cen-
tury. The highest form of nature, its very
pinnacle, was man, who was a “little
world,” or microcosm, of the umiverse.
Nature in its broadest sense, therefore, was
important only as a background for human
activity. Petrarch, looking from Mount
Ventoux, recalled to mind his duties and
sins, Pico de la Mirandolla praised man as
the heart of creation, and Descartes made
his own existence the starting point of a
scientific system of philosophy. This was
Renaissance humanism.

Yet, while such humanism was common,
it was not applied to the “common” man.
Man in the mass was regarded with some
dislike and distrust. Only the individuals
who made up the elite were of any real
importance. The “genius” or “virtuoso” dis-
played his abilities to an astonished world,
made history, and ruled the destinies of
the nations. He “bestrode the world like a
colossus,” while lesser men sought their
graves about his feet. To this point of
view Castiglione’s Courtier, Machiavelli’s
Prince, and the Spanish picaresque novels,
such as Don Guzman de Alfarache, all
bear abundant witness.

The virtuoso appears as the man of great
artistic gifts and iron will who, striding
through the world as an amoral superman,
achieves his own rationally devised ob-
jectives. Although a Machiavelli or a
Benvenuto Cellini or a Cesare Borgia all
conformed to the external requirements of
the medieval church ceremonies, they
governed their lives not by any of its moral
precepts but only by what they considered
to be their own needs and wishes. Even
the gentle Erasmus felt that in the final
analysis man’s will and self-determination
were absolute. The individual genius, sover-
cign in his own rights, was the model and
ultimate objective of the Renaissance
thinker.

This was new wine in old bottles. God
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“In the present hour we have to make
a decision much the same as that
which confronted the sixteenth cen-
tury Reformers . . .Upon the contem-
porary church’s answer to these ques-
tions depends not only its own, but
perhaps also the western world’s

future.”

was scldom denied or rejected. Rather he
was regarded as irrelevant except in cases
of sickness or death. The important thing
was the knowledge of the ancient classics
of art and literature, that on them man
might model not only his life, but, what
was even more important, his oratorical,
artistic and literary styles. It was only
when this was achieved that the genius
could really show himself to be a true
man of the world.

The consequence of such an outlook
shows itself in the era’s economic, political
and social history. It was a time of mer-
chant princes, tyrants and despots along-
side the numerous depressed lower classes.
The Renaissance meant for the upper
classes, elegance, beauty and refinement,
but at the same time for the “common”
man frequently oppression, exploitation and.
misery.

When one turns to the Reformation, he
finds a different state of affairs. In one
sense the Reformation was much more
depressing, for it began with a deep sense
of sin. Long before the sixteenth century
appeared on the scene, men had been turn-
ing away from the medieval church’s teach-
ings to the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testament in order to find a word of for-
giveness through Jesus Christ. Luther only
fired the fuse already laid. As a result of
the ensuing explosion men returned to the
New Testament doctrine of God’s sover-
eignty, which destroyed the authority of
both the medieval church and the virtu-
osity of the genius.
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Of a kind different from that of the
Renaissance, there now appeared a new
individualism. It was new in that it ap-
plied to all men equally, for all equally
stood in the need of grace. Moreover, it
was a moral individualism which stood un-
der the judgment and love of God, so
that man was faced with the responsibility
of serving God in life’s every task no mat-
ter how apparently unimportant or insignifi-
cant. Economics, politics, society, art and
science were all to be brought under the
divine rule, that they might manifest the
glory, not of the genius, nor even of the
church, but of the sovereign God.

This new attitude brought with it also
a changed outlook on nature. In the writ-
ings of Jerome Zanchius, one of Calvin’s
disciples, there is the deep consciousness
that nature, all of it, is God’s creation and
possession. The true knowledge of nature,
therefore, presupposes the true knowledge
of God through faith in Jesus Christ. Only
the believer can see nature in its proper
setting, the setting of the will and glory of
God. He alone truly understands how this
nature and its fruits are to be employed —
in God’s service.

The practical consequences of such an
interpretation of life upon this planet had
certain concrete results. While at its center
lay an insistence upon Christian faith,
there was the conviction that all things had
to be for the glory of God. The effect of
this interpretation upon science, politics,
society and art was very great. Space for-
bids an attempt to show the results in de-
tail. One may, however, see something of
the Reformation’s influence by comparing
the countries in which it predominated
with those which remained under the me-
dieval-renaissance philosophy of life. The
resulting differences endure down to the
present time, demonstrating clearly the im-
portant historic role of the Protestant Re-
formers.

One cannot adopt the attitude, however,
that the Renaissance and the Reformation
were phenomena which came into existence
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in separate, water-tight compartments. Al-
though there was a deep and abiding dif-
ference between them, they exercised upon
each other strong influences. The Renais-
sance in particular, since it reached its
height some fifty years before Luther’s
attack on indulgences, helped to prepare
the way for the religious revolution which
was to follow.

For one thing, the Renaissance helped
to undermine the medieval church’s foun-
dations. Not only did its incipient pagan-
ism help to cause an ecclesiastical deterio-
ration, but the literary and historical studies
of such people as Lorenzo Valla by dis-
proving many of the historical claims of
the papacy and of the church brought it
into disrepute, thus destroying some of its
prestige. Likewise, by establishing canons
of scholarship, and by emphasizing the in-
dividual's freedom, it laid a foundation for
the work of Luther, Calvin, Knox, Cranmer
and the others. Yet with all this, as can be
seen in the debate between Luther and
Erasmus over the bondage of the human
will, it was not really sympathetic to the
Reformation.

The Reformation, because of its funda-
mental disagreement with the Renaissance,
did not accept without question its in-
heritance, but molded it to suit its own
purposes. With a fundamentally different
approach it gave such terms as “nature,”
“the individual,” and “scholarship” a new
content. Consequently even when appar-
ently adopting much of the Renaissance’s
knowledge and philosophy, it was in truth
really adapting and changing it to suit its
own needs and objectives.

The outcome of this was that, while
there were at times seeming similarities, an
apparent crossing of the border line be-
tween the two movements, their actual
differences were always very great. In
fact, at times they were even in violent
conflict with each other, for one was a
man-centered and the other a God-centered
system of thought. Although most of the

(Continued on poge 18)
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A sad American Story

LIBERTY UNDER LAW?

REIN LEESTMA

HE TAFT-HARTLEY labor law which

presently controls most of the labor re-
lations in our nation contains within it the
following declaration: “It shall be an unfair
labor practice for a labor organization or
its agents to engage in, or to induce or en-
courage the employees of any employer
to engage in a strike or a concerted refusal
in the course of their employment to use,
manufacture, process, transport, or other-
wise handle or work on any goods, articles,
materials, or commodities or to perform
any services, where an object thereof is: A.
forcing or requiring any employee or self
employed person to join any labor or em-
ployer organization or any employer or
other person to cease using, selling, hand-
ling, transporting, or otherwise dealing in
the products of any other producer, proces-
sor, or manufacturer, or to cease doing bus-
iness with any other person. B. forcing or
requiring any other employer to recognize
or bargain with a labor organization as the
representative of his employees unless such
labor organization has been certified as
the representative of such employees . . .
C. forcing or requiring any employer to
recognize or bargain with a particular labor
organization as the representative of his
employees if another labor organization has
been certified as the representative of such
employees . . .”

Against the background of this national
labor law it is interesting to consider the
case of company B, a corporation engaged
in building and construction in one of our
midwestern cities. Here is a company
whose employees were members of a Chris-
tian labor organization which was rec-
ognized by the National Labor Relations
Board as a qualified bargaining agent for
its members. Although this Christian labor
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organization was recognized by the na-
tional agencies concerned with their au-
thorization yet it became apparent after a
short time that other national labor or-
ganizations were not so tolerant. The
American Federation of Labor, into whose
province the building trades generally fall,
began very early to exert pressure and in-
fluence on the company in question.

It must be said that at no time did the
A.F.L. organizers ever directly approach
the employees of the company. If they
had done this they would have been in
direct violation of the provisions of the
Taft-Hartley law and therefore subject to
court action and perhaps even prosecution.
This would have been direct coercion of
employees who are members of another
certified labor organization.

If, however, direct coercion is prohibited
the desired result can still be obtained by
means of an indirect method. The effect-
iveness of this indirect method of coercion
was clearly illustrated in the struggle of
company B over against the organizing
machinery of the American Federation of
Labor.

Very early in the history of this particular
struggle the A.F.L. placed pickets around
the construction works of the company.
These pickets were not placed by the men
employed by the company itself for they
were members of a separate Christian labor
organization. Nor were the pickets placed
at the insistence of A.F.L. subcontractors,
for as the situation became more acute,
an A.F.L. subcontractor effected the with-
drawal of the pickets under the threat of
obtaining a court order against them. The
only conclusion that can be drawn from
this fact is that these pickets were placed
by the order of the central A.F.L. organiz-
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ing committee which had listed the com-
pany as its next objective.

According to the letter of the law such
pickets are considered to be peaceful
pickets and therefore at liberty to continue
their operations. A situation such as this
raises the question as to whether the defini-
tion of peaceful pickets according to the
present law is adequate to insure the
protection of the rights and freedoms
which are assured to us under the law
of the land.

Company B also attempted to obtain a
court injunction against these pickets. Their
first approach was to the state courts. Here
they were informed that all labor disputes
were subject to the provisions of the na-
tional labor laws and, therefore, the state
courts had no jurisdiction in the matter.
As a consequence they went next to the
federal courts but here they were informed
that their dollar volume in interstate com-
merce was not sufficient to make them
qualify for a hearing in the federal court.
The consequence of all this is apparent.
Here is a company which seeks the as-
sistance of the courts of the land in the
matter of a labor dispute but finds that
they have no court to which they may ap-
peal and consequently there is no law
which can be applied to protect their liber-
ties and rights.

The problem at this point in the history
of this case was resolved when an A.F.L.
subcontractor was successful in having the
pickets removed from the construction
work and the materials and goods could
again be brought into the project.

The relief thus obtained was only tem-
porary, however. Company B was success-
ful in obtaining a substantial contract which
carried a clause calling for a fine of several
hundred dollars per day in the event that
the construction work was not finished by
a specified date. This contract stipulation
gave to the A.F.L. organizers the lever
which was necessary for the realization of
their aim. They determined at once so to
hamper the work of construction by means
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of their pickets that the building would
never be completed by the date specified.
No company can long exist if called upon
to pay fines of several hundred dollars per
day for uncompleted contracts.

With this lever the AF.L. organizers
once again approached the management of
company B. This time it was with an ul-
timatum — join our organization as a com-
pany, or else.—Forcing the company to
recognize the A.F.L. would automatically
require all its employees to sever their
relation with their present bargaining
agent and join the A.-F.L. The A.F.L. or-
ganizers did not approach the employees
directly but it can hardly be denied that
an indirect coercion was being exercised
which affected the employees in a very
direct way.

In the light of this ultimatum company
B was forced to enter into conference with
AF.L. organizers. Here the status of their
employees was of fundamental concern.
The A.F.L. organizers insisted upon an
A.F.L. union shop which would not allow
for employees who were members of some
other labor organization. It was declared
without qualification that by a specified
date all employees would be required to
affiliate with the A.F.L. or else lose their
right to work for company B.

It was pointed out to the A.F.L. organ-
izers that less than 2% of the employees
would in any way favor such affiliation
and that 98% were in greater or lesser de-
gree opposed to it. This fact was of no
particular concern to the A.F.L. representa-
tives.

As a consequence of this coercive action
by the A.F.L. in relation to the company
the time soon came that several hundred
men lost their right of freedom of choice
and against their wishes were forced to
affiliate with the A.F.L. in order to keep
their right to work.

This example of present A.F.L. organ-
izing tactics raises the question whether
there is still liberty and, if so, under what
law?
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What They are Thinking

The Reformed Review

During the past eight years the faculty
of Western Seminary at Holland, Michigan,
has issued a small quarterly bulletin. With
the opening of a fine new seminary build-
ing, the faculty decided “to signalize this
happy event” by improving their periodical.
Since last October The Western Seminary
Bulletin has appeared in a new format un-
der the new name The Reformed Review,
with the subtitle Quarterly Journal of the
Western Theological Seminary. The major
part of the journal contains scholarly ad-
dresses and articles. There is also a section
for the review of recent books while a few
pages are devoted to campus events and
alumni news.

The faculty is to be congratulated on
this new venture which is a public demon-
stration of the fact that a new building is
but a means to an end. Everyone desiring
to know “what they are thinking” within
the Reformed Church in America will do
well to read this journal regularly. In an
opening editorial Lester ]J. Kuyper, pro-
fessor of Old Testament at the seminary,
writes:

We have fittingly placed “Reformed” in our
name, for we are pleased to be a part of the
great Reformed Church of Christendom.
And we want to join with many others in
building on the fundamental principles un-
dergirding the Reformed faith. We believe,
however, that the Reformed faith is not
static. This is evident in the revival of
Reformed theology during the past decades.
New issues are being raised by earnest schol-
ars, new conditions are confronting the
Christian world, and a growing ecumenism is
found among both the Reformed churches
and the churches at large. Honest and forth-
right students clearly see that no one state-
ment can claim to be the only legitimate
declaration of the Reformed faith . . . To
be sure, the cardinal principles which we all
embrace such as the sovereignty of God, the
authority of the Scriptures and the deity of
Jesus Christ are still basic. However, exege-
tical studies of the Scriptures together with
a vital criticism of thought patterns have
brought about a clear and biblical under-
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standing of our Reformed faith. We nzsed
to participate in and be benefited by these
new yet old insights of the faith.

Bird's Eye View

The June issue of The Reformed Review
(see above) completes the first year of the
new journal’s existence. A survey of some
of the main articles gives one an idea of
“what they are thinking.” Not every article
merits the name “Reformed.” Some articles
have been contributed by guest lecturers
present during the dedicatory year. Others
are the special lectures delivered by the
faculty members as part of the celebrations.
There are also articles contributed by min-
isters of the denomination as well as stu-
dents.

The October 1955 issue contains an ar-
ticle on “The Way and the Task of Re-
formed Churches” by the late H. Obendiek
of Germany. A student contributes a
worthy paper comparing the Heidelberg
Catechism with the Westminster Confes-
sion. The January 1956 issue contains an
article by G. Ernest Wright, a guest lec-
turer, on “The Knowledge of God.” John
Hesselink writes of his encounter in Japan
with Emil Brunner. A few brief remarks
of Brunner himself are appended to the
article. Eugene Heidema writes on “The
Confession of the Fathers.” Bruce M.
Metzger begins the April number with his
lecture on “The Miracles of Jesus Christ
as a Mode of Teaching.” The major part of
the April issue is devoted to a symposium
on education which is commented on be-
low. The June issue which coincides with
the close of the seminary’s dedicatory year
contains a brief history of the seminary to-
gether with the six faculty lectures deliv-
ered during the course of the year.

This survey of the contents for the year
indicates the variety of subject matter as
well as emphasis. The book review section
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is also comprehensive in its scope and well
worth study.

Education — Public or Christian?

The conviction of the necessity of Chris-
tian schools has never been strong in the
Reformed Church of America. But it is
receiving renewed discussion today. The
April issue (1956) of The Reformed Re-
view contains a symposium on this ques-
tion which the editors call “a perplexing
issue to a number of Reformed folk.” Four
ministers of the denomination present a
cross section of what the Reformed Church
of America is thinking on this subject.

The editors introduce the discussion by
saying, “In keeping with the policy of our
quarterly this discussion is carried on with-
in the framework of Reformed Theology
with the Secripture as final authority.” It
must be noted, however, that Rev. J. Baar
and Rev. A. De Young have done this most
consistently in their strong pleas for the
Christian school.

Rev. Isaac C. Rottenberg of High Bridge,
New Jersey has a somewhat neo-orthodox
approach. Rejecting the claim that educa-
tion is exclusively a parental responsibility
and rejecting also the significance of the
antithesis or of baptismal vows for this
subject, he pleads for what he calls “a more
prophetic approach to the problem of edu-
cation.” To this minister “the terms ‘chris-
tian,” ‘public’ and ‘school’ indicate such
various spheres as the Church, the State,
and education; they point to the realms of
revelation, the nation, and culture.” This
approach makes a discussion of the real
issues impossible. The terms ‘christian,’
‘Church’, and ‘revelation’ are related to one
realm and the only problem becomes one
of the interrelation with other realms. But
the Reformed view has always been one
in which the Word of God is considered
normative for the whole of life and is not
relegated simply to one sphere. Although
the author shows a serious concern for the
spiritual issues of the nation and its culture,
his so-called “prophetic approach” is no
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solution. To him the Christian school is
an isolationistic retreat into a “ghetto cul-
ture,” ie. the Christian’s withdrawing of
himself from the cultural life of the nation.
The author does allow that under certain
circumstances it may be necessary to have
a Christian school, but then not because of
the principle of the antithesis but because
of the prophetic task of the Church.

Rev. Henry J. Ten Clay of Grandyville,
Michigan, also supports the claim that
a Christian should be educated in the
public school. Ten Clay’s main argument
is that the Christian should be educated in
the public school in order that he, the
Christian pupil, may witness there. “Where
such godlessness prevails, and where it is
so hopeless of letting any Christian influ-
ence be felt” he admits that a private or
parochial school may be necessary.

Ten Clay conceives of three elements
in education — intellectual development,
phychological development, and the devel-
opment of spiritual qualities. To him, the
intellectual development will be the same
regardless of the type of school. He feels
that the best psychological development
however, will come in the public school
because there the child will learn at first
hand that there are radical, national and
religious differences. He will see these, not
as problems, but as “one of life’s common
issues” and hence will learn the “great
virtue of tolerance.” The third element,
development of spiritual qualities, is actu-
ally one which the pupil must himself
contribute to his education. “We must re-
alize that inasmuch as religion is a spiritual
thing, a matter of the heart, primarily, it
can be as real for the individual child in
the public school as in the Christian
school . . .” “Christ is in his heart, the Holy
Spirit is his guide, and he learns to live
and express his Christian faith and life in
the natural world order, from which not
one of us can escape.”

The Christian influence in the public
school, according to Rev. Ten Clay, must

(Continned on page 31)
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“, ... not the means indicated by God”

Artificial Insemination

NICHOLAS J. MONSMA

HE PRACTICE of artificial insemina-

tion may be approached from various
angles. It has a medical or biological aspect.
Then again it raises legal questions, and
the act itself as well as the status of the
child thus born must be cousidered. In
addition there certainly is a religious or
ethical side to the subject and one must
ask whether God approves or condemns
the act. However, I trust it will be under-
stood that the present writer, being neither
a physician nor a lawyer, must restrict
himself to the religious or ethical aspect
of the matter. The question to be answered
is, Does God approve of the practice of
artificial insemination.

Interference with Nature

As I understand it artificial insemination
is employed when married couples do not
become parents in the natural way of le-
gitimate marriage relationship and when
this failure is caused by a deficiency, most
often, I think, in the husband. The hus-
band appears to be sterile and cannot be-
come a mnatural father. Now artificial
means are used to achieve pregnancy.
Some Christians would condemn the use
of these means for the simple reason that
they are artificial and not natural. It
should be understood that such an argu-
ment is not biblical. We not only may
interfere with the course of nature, but at
times we are supposed to do just that. Man
must subdue the earth or nature and exer-
cise dominion over it (Genesis 1:26-28;
Psalm 8:6-8). Moreover, this is regularly
done by God-fearing people without any
scruples. Christians irrigate or sprinkle
their fields or gardens in seasons of insuf-
ficient rain. They are injected with insulin
in cases of irregular digestion. Why should
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a sterile husband or wife not seek medical
aid for the removal of that deficiency?

However, though we may and must at
times interfere with the course of nature,
not all means suggested and available for
such interference are for that reason legit-
imate. A patient suffering from the dread
disease of cancer may, with certain restric-
tions, petition God for relief in death, but
he may not commit suicide. Likewise,
childless couples should pray for the ful-
filment of their yearning for parenthood
and should, in line with their prayers, em-
ploy means which are legitimate and,
therefore, approved by God. They cer-
tainly should consult their physician. How-
ever, the question is whether they may re-
sort to artificial insemination. This would
perhaps make conception and motherhood
possible. Also, this appears to be at the
disposal of medical men and is said to be
gaining in popularity.
Distinction to be Made

In answering this question it is highly
necessary to make an important distine-
tion. I have been informed that concep-
tion is sometimes made impossible by a
physical defect in either the husband or
the wife. This defect may even have an
emotional basis. Medical science seems to
be able in some such cases to overcome
the obstacle or to correct the defect and
to give aid in an artificial way, so that
conception results. However, in such in-
stances the husband of the wife is invari-
ably the donor —it is he who supplies to
his own wife; and the wife of the husband
is invariably the donee — it is she who re-
ceives from her own husband. I am not
acquainted with the medical methods used
in such cases, but assuming that these are
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legitimate, I feel that such medical aid re-
ceived by childless couples is not repre-
hensible. In fact it appears to me that
they may employ such aid with thanks-
giving and use it prayerfully.

However, when speaking of artificial in-
semination we regularly think of an alto-
gether different situation. As a rule the
donee, the wife, receives from a donor, a
man who is not her husband, who is a
stranger to her and whose identity is sup-
posed to be kept concealed forever.
Though certain well-known and essentially
legitimate impulses are made inoperative
with artificial insemination, the fact re-
mains that the wife receives from and con-
ceives by a man not her husband, and like-
wise the man “donates” to a woman not
his wife. Are such acts on the part of the
donee and of the donor ever legitimate?
That is to say, does God permit such acts?

Procreation Restricted

It need not be said that the expression
“artificial insemination” is not found in
Scripture. Of course, that does not surprise
us. We could not expect anything else,
for the simple reason that at the time the
Spirit of God produced Scripture, medical
science was not developed and artificial
methods to produce conception were not
known. However, that certainly does not
mean that Scripture is silent in regard to
this matter, with the result that its use is
left to man’s choice and the act or method
must be considered an adiaphoron — an
indifferent matter. As Reformed Chris-
tians we have always insisted that Scrip-
ture demands not only what is specifically
and explicitly stated in so many words, but
also what must be deduced from its com-
mandments, with the necessary conse-
quence. Jesus taught us this truth and il-
lustrated it in his expositions of certain
commandments in the Sermon on the
Mount (Matthew 5-7).

I assume that no one will deny that
Scripture restricts the act of copulation or
sexual intercourse to couples legally mar-
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ried. Even the precipitation of this act by
young people, who are engaged stands
condemned. Promiscuity and adultery are,
of course, forbidden and marked as hei-
nous sins. These points need not be argued.
Now the question is to be put, Must arti-
ficial insemination as described above —
the donee and the donor not known to
each other and far less married to each
other —be classified as promiscuity or
adultery? All are agreed that if such
strangers should bring about conception in
the regular way, that is to say, by actual
physical and carnal relation, adultery
would have been committed. What else
can be said? However, with artificial in-
semination direct physical contact is ex-
cluded and, I suppose, certain impulses
made inoperative. But does the exclusion
of such direct physical contact and of such
impulses change the essence of the act?
Should we conclude that that which is cer-
tainly sinful when physical contact occurs,
is sinless and legitimate when physical
contact does not occur, though the effect
may be the same? In other words, Does
the sin of adultery consist in mere physi-
cal contact?

It should, of course, be granted that the
physical contact here referred to is by no
means an innocent act and that such an
act transgresses the seventh command-
ment. No one ever commits this sin with
impunity, though contraceptive means are
used. Nevertheless, it should be under-
stood that the essence of the sin of extra-
marital relationship is that the man and
the woman become “one flesh.” That union,
though physically possible outside of mar-
riage, is permissible only in marriage. Thus
human life is lifted high above that of the
brute. This was indicated when God in-
stituted marriage in Paradise: “Therefore
shall a man leave his father and his
mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and
they shall be one flesh” ( Genesis 2:24). In
his wonderful grace God has maintained
this ordinance of creation, man’s sin not-
withstanding, so that Jesus appeals to it in
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Matthew 19:5. Moreover, this union ac-
tually occurs with adultery and harlotry,
as Paul asserts in I Corinthians 6:15, 16:
“Know ye not that vour bodies are mem-
bers of Christ? shall I then take away the
members of Christ, and make them mem-
bers of a harlot? God forbid. Or know ye
not that he that is joined to a harlot is one
body? for, The twain, saith he, shall be-
come one flesh.” Now such a union, such
becoming “one flesh,” occurs most cer-
tainly with artificial insemination. In fact
such a union and such becoming “one
flesh” is the one and only purpose of arti-
ficial insemination.

God's Covenant of Grace

The facts stated above should be suffi-
cient to enable us to realize that artificial
insemination is reprehensible. However,
in addition the covenant of God’s grace
must be considered. It too comes to us
with its demands and prohibitions. Of
course, all agree that the covenant has no
biological basis. It is not continued from
generation to generation because of mere
blood relationship. The Pharisees of Jesus’
day were absolutely wrong when they
sought to claim covenant blessings upon
the ground that they were the physical
seed and descendants of Abraham. Never-
theless, the fact should not be neglected
that God in his sovereign grace and in
agreement with his own laws of nature
and of providence has seen fit to realize
his decree of election and, therefore, of his
covenant, along the lines of generations.
God certainly does employ blood relation-
ship, though happily not exclusively, for
the realization of his decree of election.
The fourth commandment already indi-
cates that, as well as a host of other Serip-
tures. This should not surprise anyone.
Blood relationship and the organic unity
of the race are of God. “He made of nne
every nation of men . . .” (Acts 17:26).
Creation, providence and redemption are
all of the same God and Father. No won-
der he employs the first and second for the
realization of the third — redemption.
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This covenant relationship to God claims
not only the believer’s soul, but also his
body with all its organs and functions.
Says Paul in I Corinthians 6:13-20, “But
the body is not for fornication, but for the
Lord; and the Lord for the body . . . Know
ye not that vour bodies are members of
Christ? Shall I then take away the mem-
bers of Christ and make them members of
a harlot? God forbid . . . Flee fornication
... Or know ye not that your body is a
temple of the Holy Spirit which is in you?”
In II Corinthians 6 the apostle argues
along the same line and asks the rhetorical
question, “. . . what portion hath a believer
with an unbeliever?” For such reasons he
also insists that marriage shall occur “only
in the Lord” (I Corinhtians 7:39).

Considering things such as these, it
should surprise no one that God holds par-
ents responsible for their “seed.” Death is
demanded for him who gives (in sacrifice)
his “seed” to Molech (Leviticus 18:21; 20:
1-5). Ezra condemns the Jews who allowed
so-called mixed marriages, “so that the
holy seed have mingled themselves with
the peoples of the lands” (9:2). The sex-
ual act of believers is, therefore, to be re-
fined and sublimated by living in and ac-
cording to the covenant of God. Artificial
insemination, therefore, violates the be-
liever's covenant relation to God. This
holds for the woman as a donee as well as
for the man as a donor. A woman may not
receive from any other man than her hus-
band. She may not receive though the
other man should be a believer, how much
less if he be an unbeliever and, therefore,
outside of the covenant. The same holds
for the man. He may not give to any other
woman than his wife. He may not give
though the other woman should be a be-
liever, how much less if she be an unbe-
liever and, therefore, outside the covenant.
Besides, the child born to the donee by
the method of artificial insemination is the
donor’s as much as the donee’s. God cer-
tainly also holds the donor responsible for
the training of his child. Of course, with
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artificial insemination, in which the donor’s
identity is supposed to be kept concealed
from the donee, and possibly also the
donee’s from the donor, he places himself
in the highly sinful position which pre-
vents him from assuming the divinely as-
signed responsibility of training his child.
No one, and least of all a Christian, may
place himself in such a position.

Practical Considerations

Moreover, though there are testimonies
to the contrary, I feel that the use of arti-
ficial insemination may have very serious
repercussions. I know that conditions are
stipulated by attending physicians, such as
that both wife and husband must agree to
seek recourse to this artificial method, and
also that the donor should be selected with
care. Yet, all these precautions notwith-
standing, these artificial and sinful meth-
ods are likely eventually to disrupt, or at
least interfere with, the relation between
husband and wife and destroy the family.
No one can sin with impunity.

Suppose for a moment that at first both
husband and wife find their natural crav-
ing for parenthood satisfied in the birth of
a child artificially begotten, does that
guarantee their continued satisfaction —
even if the child should show some obnox-
ious traits of character as he develops?
Again, suppose that the wife is satisfied,
since the child is her very own as much us
it could ever be biologically, what about
the husband? Will he feel himself neg-
lected, and is there not a danger that he
may develop serious mental complexes?
May his sterility, which the wife was ap-
parently not able to accept in lova. not
produce a sense of inferiority in him? I
am not stating that artificial insemination
is bound to have such deplorable results
in all cases, but the danger with some
types of personalities should not be ruled
out, even though both parties agree to re-
sort to the artificial method.

As I write these things I certainly would
not create the impression that I have no
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sympathy with childless couples. There
are, I think, many childless “parvents,”
childless “mothers” and “fathers.” For
good reasons, but possibly not known to
them, God has kept the blessing of parent-
hood from them. Indeed, they may use all
the legitimate means which God places at
their disposal to overcome this deficiency
in their married life, including adopticn.
However, artificial insemination is not the
means indicated by God.

THE PROBLEM OF ERASMUS’ EGG
(Continued from page 10)

Renaissance thinkers would acknowledge
the existence of God, when it came right
down to ultimate issues their final author-
ity was man and man’s reason. The Re-
formers alone clung tenaciously to the prin-
cipal of “soli Deo gloria.”

In western thought this conflict has con-
tinued down to the present time. The
medieval attempt to link together nature
and grace as two independent coordinate
areas of existence failed, so that men had
to choose which partner would dominate.
Equality was impossible. During the past
four centuries and a half the battle has
continued, with humanism gradually taking
over even in the Protestant churches with
the upsurge of modernism. Thus, even to-
day we are faced with the same conflict
which beset our forefathers.

In the present hour, therefore, we have
to make a decision much the same as that
which confronted the sixteenth century
Reformers. Will we accept the judgments
of rationalistic humanism as the basis of
our faith; or will we hold to the historic,
supernaturalistic, biblical position? Upon
the contemporary church’s answer to these
questions depends not only its own, but
perhaps also the western world’s future.

HAVE YOU RENEWED
YOUR SUBSCRIPTION?
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Letters to the Editors

IS EVOLUTION A DOGMA
OR A LAW OF LIFE?

Berkhout Challenges

To the Editors of “torch and trumpet”:
Gentlemen:

I read with interest the articles of the
Rev. Philip E. Hughes, in several issues of
the torch and trumpet, on “Evolutionary
Dogma and Christian Theology.” Now
that they are completed may I, as one of
your readers, reflect upon them? Thank
vou for the space.

The tidal wave of evolutionary thinking
that began to engulf the world a century
ago finally seems to be lapping the shores
of the more isolated orthodox Christian
communities. It is no wonder that the
leaders in those areas have become thor-
oughly aroused and call out to every Chris-
tian to man the dikes and to throw every-
thing imaginable into the breech. Accord-
ing to the Rev. Mr. Hughes we can even
make use of the “Hymn to Man” of Swin-
burne. It is even permissible to attribute
the whole humanistic movement to evolu-
tion, just as though there was none before.
But if we use that type of argumentation,
the unbeliever has just as much right,
mutatis mutandis, to claim that scores of
religious sects of today including even
Jehovah’s Witnesses and the most rabid
Fundamentalists with the wildest vagaries,
are typical representatives of the Christian
religion.

Rev. Hughes throughout his discourse
uses the theological method, The very ter-
minology of the heading “Evolutionary
Dogma” betrays that. My main criticism
is that the writer argues around the sub-
ject. He first sets his theological guns in
battle array and then begins to blast at
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evolution. But when the esteemed writer
finally gets near the core of the argument,
the scientific or biological aspect, little is
said. And evolution is primarily a biologi-
cal problem. But then, the biological
things are foolishness to the unbiological
mind because they are biologically dis-
cerned. The method of the theologian is
primarily a priori, that of the biologist al-
most exclusively a posteriori. The Rev. Mr.
Hughes first decides that evolution is all
wrong according to his method of reason-
ing and then he sets out to prove it. It
makes one think of the scholastic reason-
ing of the monks who refused to believe
Galileo’s statement that there were spots
in the sun because Aristotle had said, “the
face of the sun is immaculate.” We should
not use the Bible and theology as magi-
cians” wands to settle all difficulties.

Suppose the Bible taught us nothing but
the sovereignty of God. Anyone who ex-
pressed his belief in the responsibility of
man would be called a heretic. Perhaps
Mr. Hughes would then combat the “hu-
man-responsibility dogma” in the same
way he now fights evolution. But since
both views are in the Bible we cannot do
that very well. So we accept both in faith.
Now, when the Bible of Nature teaches us
one aspect about the origin of organic be-
ings, including man, and the Holy Bible
another aspect, why must we immediately
discredit the one or the other? The pages
of both books are written by the almighty
hand of God! The idea that we can always
read Nature only through Scripture is a
theological illusion.
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We do not have time and we doubt
whether the space could be granted us to
go into all the arguments of Mr. Hughes.
The ones we mention can be described
only briefly.

1. Mr. Hughes makes much of the hu-
manistic aspect of the evolution theory.
But is it really true that biologists make so
much of man? One of the main reasons
why some of my Christian friends shudder
at the possibility of man’s anthropoeid an-
cestry is that they think it degrades man.
It is true that the writer argues that some
humanistic writers glory in the fact that
man, who, they claim, started so low, has
risen to such great heights. But did they
need evolution to tell them that? Would
not the material progress man has made
suffice? On the other hand, we have had
many evolutionistic teachers in medicine
and biology, but we do not remember any
one who gloried in man, On the contrary,
we remember the words of the geologist
Dr. Case, of the University of Michigan,
who called man “the decadent remnant of
a passing race” — that of mammals. These
teachers called man a temporary chemical
episode upon a celestial juvenile and cos-
mic dwarf. Scientists vie with Scripture
and theologians in describing the insig-
nificance of man.

2. Like so many other writers opposed
to evolution, Mr. Hughes mistakes the
survival of the fittest for the survival of
the strongest (¢ and t, Nov. 1953, p. 15).
And then it and its corollary, the struggle
for life, are blamed for all the great ills of
the last century. Is that correct and schol-
arly reasoning? The amoeba, for example,
is the weakest of all organisms, and yet
it is the most fit to survive. In fact, if the,
in a certain sense, highly evolved human
race should blast itself out of existence, L
think that the amoeba would continue on
serenely, fit to survive. The mighty dino-
saurs, mammoths and other strong animals
have disappeared. Increase in size and
strength may be signs of racial senescence.
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The path of glory leads but to the grave.

Besides, were there not terrible wars be-
fore Darwin? What of the frightful Reli-
gious Wars of the time of the Reformation?
In Germany alone 20,000,000 people, two-
thirds of the nation, were murdered and
butchered during the Thirty Yearss War.
And if Hitler committed unspeakable
crimes in the name of his misconceived
idea about das Herrenvolk, what about
Count Moltke and others who boasted:
“War is an element of the world-order in-
stituted by God in which the noblest vir-
tues are developed, etc.”?

Darwin discovered a law of life. We
should not blame him any more than we
blame Newton for discovering the law of
gravitation every time an apple bobs on
gravitation every time a falling apple
bounces on our heads.

3. The author suggests that evolution
cannot be true because the evolutionist has
to believe in the theory of spontaneous
generation, which has proved to be untrue.
Do we as Christians, upon the basis of
Scripture, not believe in some kind of spon-
taneous generation? Of course, we can say
that we believe that God was behind it all.
But do we have a monopoly on that? Sup-
pose we had been present when God told
the water to teem with life and the earth
to bring forth living souls; for all practical
purposes, would not that have seemed like
spontaneous generation with a vengeance?
The Bible teaches us exactly that the or-
ganic came out of the inorganic. If “spon-
taneous generation” is unscientific then the
description in the Bible of what happened
at the dawn of the world’s history also
would be.

4. Rev. Hughes states that “Evolution
has ceased to operate in the realm of na-
ture” (¢. and ¢. Dec. 1935, p. 21). This is
a mere assumption. We do not believe that
there is a serious-minded biologist today
who does not believe that the blind ani-
mals, for example, in Mammoth Cave have
not evolved. Evolution and the survival
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