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Safety First!

A Hepiy to 01'. Hemu Stob's
"Mind of Safety" in
The Heformed Iournal
of April, 1957

H. J. KUIPER

T

HE AHTICLE mentioned above states
that there are in our Church thTee
different attitudes toward the world which
enjoin three very different courses of ac
tion: the mind of safety, the mind of mil
itancy, and the mind of love. The first, we
are told, leads to world-flight, the second
to world combat; but "neither has any right
of existence except in so far as they are
subordinated to the mind of love." Dr.
Stab adds that governing the first two
minds, as they actually exist among us, is
the mind of fea r.
vVe can not at present recall any article
with which we disagree so comp letely as
th e one now under consideration.
aUf first objection is that it is a mis
representation, a caricature or distortion, of
the atti tude which we have labeled Safetu
First. Those who have this attHude are said
to b e mo tiva ted by fear ra ther than love.
The "mind of safety" is so anxious about
the purity of th e Church that thost{ whmn
it characterizes are unable to laugh at them~
selves; they have lost their sense of humor.
They stiRe theological growth and block
the way of theological advance. Their at
titude encourages isolation, and therefore
it ignores large social eviJs such as prostitu
tion, segregation, tenement housing, tyr~
anny, and the like. It encourages external
ism, legalism, and individualism. This is
not a description but a distortion of the
attitude: Safety First.
The "mind of safety" is further char
acterized in a very practical way accordin ~
to certain recent manifestations; for ex
ample, as b eing opposed to sending our
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yo ung men to Union or to Princeton. It ,i s
opposed to in viting Dr. Lever of the Free
University to Calvin Campus as a short~
term lecturer in biology. It insists that
"outsiders" w ho are converted should stay
in the chapel until they have a complete ( !)
understanding of Christ. It fi ghts the ad
mission of negroes into our congregations.
It wants Christian textbooks from w hich
"everything anti-Christian or even non
Christian is excluded." It is reRected in the
synodical decision of 1945 which urged our
people to establish Christian labor union s
in view of the moral and spiritual dangers
of membership in non-Christian organiza
tions. It is legalistic because it wants thc
church to publish b ans against worldly
amusements. Because of it we cannot look
for a definitive Reformed ethic any more
than we can look to it for a vigorous Re
form ed dogmatic.
Some of these allegations are correct;
others are incorrect or exaggeration s. OnI'
jud gment stands th at the article as a whole
is a caricature of th e attitude which it
labels as "the mind of safety."

Our second objection to D r. Stob's pres
entation is th at it is divisive. Its implica
tion is that those who have this "mind of
safety" are motivated only by fear, not b y
Jove, In being zealous for the preservation
of the purity of the church they do not
have Jove as a governing motive - love for
the \vorId round about us which -we are
comn1anded to win for Christ. Perhaps
w ithout intending it , the \vriter is passing
judgment on the hearts of those whom he
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takes to task. There is something provoca
tive in this type of writing w hich, to say

the least, does not promote unity and
good feeling. We have read other articles,
in Dutch periodicals, on the question
whether Preservation or Extension should
be the main objective of the Church, but
we have not read any which judged so

disparagingly of those who put "Bewaring·'
before «Vermeerdering."

There could conceivably be a paralyzing

fear for the future of the church - a fear
that stymies all progress. But there is a
more wholesome fear - a deep concern for
the retention of the heritage which God
has entrusted to us as a church. We find
litHe evidence of such concern in the arti

cle of Dr. Stab. H e does admit that the
ad vocacy of those who put safety first as
the policy of the Church sprin gs from
good intentions. That is all the credit they

Our third objection is that the distinc Teceive. Their good intention is said to rest
tions which the writer makes cannot be

on "sound perception;" namely that, as our

defended either on the basis of Scripture
or of logic.
First of all, one does not need to be
theologically grounded to realize that the
safety-first mind does not exclude the mind
of love. Why should it? In fact, it is
preCisely a deep love for the truth, for the
Church, and fa!· the world to which the
pure gospel must be preached which ac
counts for that attitude.
In the second place, this "mind of safety"
is declared to be the product of fear. There
are types of fear which are bad and others

creed puts it, "the devils ancl evil spirits
are so depraved that they are enemies Jf
God and every good thing; to the utmost

whkh are good. That is b'ue even in our

daily life. F ear of danger, for example,
may be a very wholesome thing. If all who
drive automobiles would make "safety fil·st"
their consiste nt motto, fewer pedestrians

of their power as murderers watching to

ruin the Church and every member thereof
and by their wicked strategems to destroy
a ll ( Belgic Confession , article 12 ) - a pas
sage which pleads strongly for the position
of "Safety First." It is admitted that "Satan
and the flesh are diTe threats to the truth
and holiness and must be held off; that
piety and purity are delicate things and
mbst be carefully tended; that the bibli
cal faith is a precious possession and must
be strictly preserved." The writer even

adds that this concern "... is a legitimate,
indeed an indispensable concern, and I
could wish that we had more of it." But

and drivers wo uld be killed on Our high that concern, we are told, must not be Our
ways. But th en safety must be the first primary concern. Our fault lies in making
consideration! True religion requires n the question how the Church can preserve
certain amount and kind of fear. «Serve its truth and piety central. For in doing
Jehovah with fear and rejoice with trem b that, the Chmch "inquires not about its
ling," says the Psalmist (Psalm 2). There mission but about its safety."
is room for such godly fear even in the
That, in OUT opinio n, is the weak spot,
New Testament era. The Lord Jesus said: the Achilles heel, in the argumentation of
"Be not afraid of them that kill the body .. the article now under discussion. Those
fear him, who after he hath killed hath who put the safety of the church before all

power to cast into hell: yea, I say unto you,
Fear him." Paul exhorts us to '<work out

Our Own salvation with fear and trembling."
The author of Hebrews exhorts us to "fear"
lest we come short of entering into God's
rest. Such fear does not militate against
love. On the contrary, it requires love.
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else do not make it their only concern.
Theil· motto is safety first. Unless we put
safety first we shan not be safe. That slo
gan, as far as traffic is concerned, does not

interfere with traffic. On tIle contrary, it
serves to expedite traffic because it tends
to prevent carelessness and accidents. Sim-
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ilarly, making the safety of the Church, the
preservation of its rich heritage of truth,
our primary concern need not in any way

interfere with its true progress. We know
of no one whose insistence on the purity

and safet y of the Chm ch excludes a hearty
in terest in its mission.

As a matter of fact, the very reason why
we should make the safety of the Church
Ollr first concern is that the Church cannot
properly disch""ge its task in this world
ul1less it clings 1vith might and main to
the truth which it has embraced, and not
only clings to it b ut also contends for it
(Jude vs . 3) . We must be the sa lt of the
earth and the light of the world. We must
bring the pure, unadulterated gospel to the
nations. We must also preach it to our

people and teach it to our yo uth. But it
will be impossible to do all this unless we
retain o ur heritage. Therefore our first and
foremost task is to cling to that heritage in
order that we may communicate it, uncor

rupted and undiluted, to others.
Hence the real question is whether the
danger of losing our "purity and piety" is
so great th at unless we bend every eHort
toward the preservation of the Church we
shall fail to "hold fast" that which we have
( Revelation 3:11 ). The answer to that
question is found in Scripture and in the

history of the church.

• • •
As for Scripture, we have but to think of

.

the frequent and serious warnings in the
New Testament epistles against false doc
trines, heresies, and false teachers. What
Paul's "mind" was in this matter we learn

from his agitated epistle to the Galatians
in which he does not hesitate to pronounce
a double curse on those who corrupt the
doctrine of free grace ( 1:8, 9) . We are
reminded of his warning to the elders of
Ephesus that after his departure "grievous
wolves would enter in among them, not
sparing the flock; and that from your own
selves shall men arise, speaking perverse
things, to draw away the diSCiples after
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J. KUIPER
WELCOME

To H.

It is with much pleasure that the
Reformed Fellowship, Inc., publisher
of torch and trumpet, welcomes the
Rev. H J. Kuiper to the magazine's
editorial staff. Of course, H. J. Kuiper
needs no introduction to our readers.
He served with distinction as editor
of The Banner for twenty-seven years.
In this first article written by him as
a member of our Editorial Committee
he carries on in the role for which

he is best known, that of champion
for the doctrinal and spiritual integ
rity of the church he has served so
well.
REFORMED FELLOWSHIP

them." His words on this theme begin with
"Take heed" and end with "watch ye." His
solemn warning must have embued the
elders of Ephesus with the mind of "safety
first." It paid well. How significant that
when Christ later addressed that church
in Revelation he praised it for having suc
ceeded in preventing the entrance of false
doctrine and licentious living, saying: "But
this thou hast, that thou hatest the works
of the Nicolaitans, which I also hate." If
we had a little more of that holy hate we
would not be so casual and indifferent
about the possibility of defection in the
second century of our existence as a de
nomination .

The history of the church also justifies
the motto: Safety First. It would be diffi
cult, if not impossible, to mention a single
church or denomination from the days of
the apostles till our own which has re
mained wholly loyal to the gospel of Jesus
Christ. Churches that were once staunch
defenders of the truth have drifted into
doctrinal indifference and error. They are
today overrun with teachers who b elieve
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in Higher Criticism, Modernism, Rational
ism, Evolutionism, Barthianism. They have

ceased to indoctrinate their youth and to
use the kingdom key of discipline. We
cannot suppress the question whether the
Christian Reformed Church will prove to
be an exception to what appears to be
inevitable: that churches gradually decay
spiritually and in the end renounce the
very faith they confess in their creed. For
though we have the promise that the gates
of hell will not prevail against the church,
there is no promise that our denomination
or any other will prove to be impervious
to corruption.

In view of all this we cannot understand
the apparent nonchalance about the future
of the church and the objections against
making the preservation of the purity of
the church Our fi1'st concern. Nor can we
understand the misleadin g characterization

of the mind of safety - misleading because
this «mind" is accused of being more or

less indifferent abou t the "mission" of the
church . Misleading because this mind is
said to favor «isolation" as the source of
spiritual strength. Misleading b ecause it is
charged with being the child of fear and
timidity. Misleading because the slogan
"Safety First" is virtually changed into
Safety Only. Misleading because it is said
that safety is regarded as "life's alpha and
omega." Misleading because the emphasis
is said to "exclude respect for theological
advance." Misleading because the "mind
of safety" is said to be responsible for the
alleged fact that we have little contact
with much of contemporary theology and
do not encourage t11eological discussion
with men of other faith.

but retrogression and corruption. There is
no advance if we turn to the vagaries of
Barthianism or the unproved assumptions

of Evolution. Safety first marks out the
road along which alone progress - spirit
ual, ecclesiastical, theological- is possible:
the road that starts from the inspired, infal
lible Scriptures and continues in their di
rection.

If the mind of "Safety First" is not the
proper mind of the church, one of two
things must be true : that the faithful per
formance of its mission and task in the

world does not depend on the preservation
of its purity, or that the purity and piety
of the church are not in great danger of
being lost. Both assumptions are false.
Unless we put safety first, the church is
not safe. Only if every single minister and
consistory and teacher in our college and
seminary and in our Christian schools has
a clear understanding of o ur faith and is

truly committed to the retention of that
faith, willing to contend for it, can the
church be relatively safe against the inva
sion of corrupt teachings and false stand
ards of conduct. How safe are we?
In a following article, which will appear
in the July-August issue, we shall discuss
Dr. Stob's remarks on Dr. Lever, conditions

for church membership, divorce, the ad
mission of negroes to our churches, worldl y
am usements, the Christian textbook pro
gram, and the Christian labor union.

Instead of being inimical, hostile, to
theological advance, the spirit of "Safety
First" is the spirit or mind which can in
sure theological progress. Such progress is
possible only if our theologians seek to
build on the foundation of our faith as
expressed in our creeds. An ything which
conflicts with our basic faith is not advance
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N THE FEBRUARY 1957 issue of The
Reform ed Journal, Prof. John Bratt
wrote an article under the above title 
however, without a question mark. That
omission signifies the main difference be
tween that article and the present one. In
his writing he made a strong plea for the
ecclesiastical control of Calvin College (as
distinct from the seminary) by the Chris
tian Reformed Church. It is valuable in
that it again opens up for discussion this
important subject before the 1957 synod
convenes, and also in that it capably brings
to the fore certain realistic problems that

I

the Synod of L eeuwarden of 1920 (art.
121, Bijl. xxxiv) , and the Dutch commen
taries on Article 21 of the Church Order.
Jansen sums up the church's thinking when
he writes that the fund amental principles
of the calling of the church to schools are
sufficiently settled. 'They are these: 1. that
according to Reformed principles, the
schools should not go out from the church,
but from the parents. This rests on Scrip
ture . . . . 2. That it is the calling of the
churches to encourage parents to establish
such schools [i.e., Christian ones, EHP]
where they are not yet established" (J.
Jansen, Korte V erklaring
van de Kerkorde der Gere
forme erde Kerken, 1952,
pp. 94-95).
Indicative also of the
church's convictions is the
John Calvin Foundation,
that was established in
1951 in Kampen to make
it possible for students to
attain their doctor's degree
in theology. The church
already had a theological
school, and the experuent
measure would have been to have let the
church grant the doctor's degree. But it
was felt that it was not proper for a church
officially to sponsor such scientific work as
is in the nature of the case involved in the
attaining of a doctor's degree, even when
that study is in theology! Therefore, an
independent organization free from church
control, the John Calvin Foundation, was
set up to sponsor this work officially, while
it used the facilities of the seminary at
Kampen. So strong were their convictions.
In the Christian Reformed Church, too,
the principl e of parental- and society-con
trolled schools has been the rule ratl,er
than the exception. When our church was
fifty- seven years old, the Synod of 1914
said (art. 35 of the Acts of Synod): "The
conviction is becoming more and more es
tablished in our church circles that it is a
pure principle that the college proceed

CHURCH CONTROL
of CALVIN COLLEGE?
EDWIN H. PALMER

confront tl,e advocates of a society-con
troll e d college. His argumentation is
chiefly twofold: the argument of principle
and the argument of practice.
It is not new to meet the reason of expe
diency : that has been the one m ain argu
ment of the proponents of a church-con
trolled college in years gone by. But it is
unusual to find such a firm denial of the
principle that it is the duty of a society
and not of the church to prOvide college
education. Historically, with Dutch Cal
vinistic thinkers, it has usually been other
wise. In the Netherlands Abraham Kuyper
pleaded for a university free from church
control and was instrumental in establish
ing the Free University in 1880. The C ere
form eerde Kerken have stood firm for the
principle of society-controlled education,
as is evidenced by the Acts of Synod of
Dordrecht of 1893 (art. 235), the Acts of

~~T~o~r~C~h~a~n~d~Tr~u~m~p~e~t~,~~~a~Y~-J~u.n.e.'.1.95.7______________________________p.a._e_7____ ,
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from a society and be cared for by it. For
proof, see Acts of Synod 1894, art. 48; 1896,
art. 114b; 1898, art. 76; 1900, art. 39, VII;
1908, art. 24, 37-52; 1910, act. 56; 1912, art.
36." It was continually felt, however, that
it was not advisable from the practical
viewpoint to separate the college from the
church. Ideally, it should be done; practi
cally, however, there were objections. The
editor of De Wachter in 1951 came to a
similar conclusion when he wrote in his
survey of this problem: "Telkens werd uit
gesproken dat, wat het beginsel aangaat,
het zuiver lopen zou als Calvin College
aan een vereeniging werd overgedragen,
maar tegelijkertijd werd ook gezegd dat,
van uit een practisch oogpunt, de be
zwaren als onoverkomelijk moesten worden
geacht" (Jan. 23). And in the next issue
(Jan. 30), he said, "WeI is het b eginsel
zuiver, maar we moeten rekening houden
met het historisch gewordene." Prof.
Henry Van Til, in his survey of this matter
in the December 1956 Torch and Trumpet,
analyzes the synodical decisions in the
same way when he writes: "First, it was
repeatedly expressed that it was better on
basis of principle to have a society-owned
school than a church-owned school. . . .
Thirdly, in every instance that the synods
looked into this problem they came to the
conclusion on the basis of practical consid
erations that it was not desirable to sepa
rate the college from the church" (p. 21).
Thus, although it is not new, it is not
common to hear one assert: "Ecclesiastical
control of Calvin College violates no Scrip
tural principle. On the contrary, I would
maintain that it is in full accord with the
principles of the Word of God" (The Re
formed Journal, Feb., 1957, p. 17). For the
practically unanimous voice of the Dutch
Calvinistic tradition, whether in the Neth
erlands or in America, has been that "the
principle is pure:~ but circumstances allow
for extenuations of it. When a voice is
now raised to deny this principle, it seems
wise that such a denial should not pass
by without some observations.

Page 8

The main point is simply this: What is
the task of the church? Prof. Bratt writes
that it is twofold: to preach and to teach.
To prove his point he quotes Matthew
28: 19-20, where Jesus says in his great
commission: "Go ye therefore, and make
disciples of all the nations . . . teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I
commanded you. . . ." He also cites II
Corinthians 10:5, where Paul speaks of his
"bringing every thought into captivity to
the obedience of Christ." The author's con
clusion is that since "it is in full accord
with the principles of the Word of God"
for the church to teach, the Christian
Reformed Church may operate Calvin
College.
We believe that this is not a correct exe
gesis of these two passages, and that there
fore his conclusion drawn from them is
wrong. It seems to us that the author is
on solid ground when he sets forth the
twofold duty of the church as preaching
and teaching. He might have buttressed his
teaching argument with Paul's declarations
that "the bishop therefore must be . . .
apt to teach" (I Tim. 3:2) and "the Lord's
servant must . .. be ... apt to teach" (II
Tim. 2:24). But the question before us is
not whether the church has the duty to
teach or not. It most certainly has. Rather,
the question is: What may the church
teach? Do these Scriptural passages cited
give a "duty" (as the author strongly puts
it) to the church as an organization, as an
institution, to teach all things, such as
Coaching of Basketball, Electricity and
Magnetism, Surveying, Money and Bank
ing, Principles of Marketing, Geography of
the Caribbean Area, and Cost Accounting,
which are being taught at present by the
church as an organization in Calvin Col
lege? This is a forcing of the text: eisege
sis and not exegesis. Note that Jesus did
not command his disciples to teach "all
things," but to teach "them to observe all
things whatsoever I have commanded
you." This last clause "whatsoever I have
commanded you" clearly restricts the con-
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tent of the teaching to be done by the
eleven disciples, or the church as an insti
tution. Jesus did not spend his time teach
ing bis disciples carpentering, fishing, his
tory, art, spelling, mathematics, and Ara
maic in the light of Scripture. Rather, he
taught his disciples such things as a deep
er understanding of the Old Testament,
the tl'lle interpretation of the Ten Com
mandments, the law of love, his own person
and works, his goal in coming to earth,
his return at the end of time, a deeper
awareness of sin, how he could save them
from the guilt and power of sin, the coming
of the Holy Spirit, and the nature of the
kingdom of God. To be sure, he gave prin
ciples in his teaching such as concern the
kingdom, and these can be applied to car
pentering, fishing, Arama i c, and e ve n
Coaching of Basketball, Principles of Mar
keting, Electricity and Magnetism, etc. But
he never went into the actual application
of these himself. Thus, when he commis
sioned his disCiples to teach converts to
observe all things whatsoever he com
manded them, he did not commission them
to teach the actual working out of these
principles, as is done in Calvin today, but
to teach about the deeper interpretation
of the Old Testament, the law of love, the
person and natures of Christ, and even
the Christian's obligation to God in every
realm of life because the kingdom of God
embraces all of life. Hence, we believe
that it is incorrect to appeal to Matthew
28: 19-20 to support the theory that a
church may operate a liberal arts college.
On the contraJ'Y, the restriction that Christ
places on the words "all things" indicates
that the church is not to go into such work.
The church must teach, but not all things.
,Ve believe that neither will a careful
examination of I Timothy 3:2 and II Tim
othy 2:24, which speak of the bishop be
ing apt to teach, sustain the theory that
the bishop is to teach all things, but rather
only the Word of God. Concerning II Cor
inthians 10:5, which speaks of 'bringing
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every thought into captivity to the obedi
ence of Christ," it is difficult to find evi
dence that would indicate that this is the
task of the church as an organization. The
church invisible should do that, but not
the church as an institution.
It is at this point of the relationship of
the invisible chW'ch, or the kingdom of
God, to the church as an organization that
there seems to be confusion. Reformed
theology has always maintained a careful
distinction between the two. (See the fine
and careful treatment of this by Prof. L.
Berkhof in his Systematic Theology, pp.
568 If.) There is, on the one hand, the
kingdom of God that p ervades all of life.
On the other hand, there is the church as
an organization, which is within the king
dom, but not identical with it. Certainly,
the Christian must let the Word of God
shine in all of his thinking and activity.
Whatsoever he does must be done unto
the glOl'Y of God. With the principles of
the Word of God he must invade every
reahu that Calvin College is admirably
attempting to do. We need Calvin College
and its marvelous goals. But if we sub
sume it under the chUl'ch, we are breaking
down the fundamental distinction between
the kingdom of God and the church as an
organization. The church has the task of
preaching and teaching the Christian's
duty in all of life. It points the way. It
shows the Christian's obligations. But it
may not go further and become active in
these kingdom spheres that are outside the
ecclesiastical sphere. It may not become
engaged in politics or labor or family prob
lems, even though it must teach the church
members that they are obliged to face
these fields in the light of the Word of
God. The church must teach the Christian
that special revelation has implications for
general revelation, and that general revela
tion must be studied in the light of special
revelation; but it may not actually teach
general revelation, even when it is inter
preted in the light of Scripture. That is
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the duty of the member of the kingdom
of God, but not as he is a member of the
church.
That it is not the task of the church to
enter in upon the formal, systematic edu
cation of a child, whether in a grade school,
high school, or liberal arts college, is clear
from Matthew 28:20, where, as we have
already seen, the teaching commanded the
church is restricted. This conclusion is
further supported by the fact that, in ac
cord with nature, Scripture places the pri
mary responsibility for the education of
the child upon the parents and not upon
the church. The Bible does not command
the Old Testament church or the elders of
the New Testament church to rear up the
children in the fear and admonition of the
Lord, but it repeatedly warns the parents
that it is their duty. The Synod of the
Christian Reformed Church in 1955 set
this principle forth at some length and
gave many Biblical proofs for this position
(Acts of Synod, pp. 193 II. ). Similarly,
Article 21 of the Church Order of the
Christian Reformed Church has consistent
ly been interpreted as meaning that ..con
sistories shall diligently encourage the
members of their churches to establish and
maintain good Christian schools," as the
proposed revision has so excellently summed
it up. It is clear that the Church Order
does not envisage the task of the church as
an organization to establish schools, but
it points out to parents their duties and
encourages them as members of the king
dom of God, and not as members of the
church, to do this. Likewise, the two hun
dred Christian schools of the National
Union have manifested their belief that it
is the parents' duty to educate the child
and not the church's by the fact that they
have not taken the course of expediency
- following the easy road of raising finances
hy being under the church - but have re
mained free from church control.
In conclusion, it seeIm possible to assert
that at times, in unusual circumstances, in
emergencies, when parents, for example,
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have failed in their duties, it is permissible
for the church to establish and maintain
educational institutions, whether they be
grade schools or universities. Practical COn
siderations may allow for an extenuation
of the prinCiple. But one is on very tenu
ous ground when he asserts that "ecclesi
astical control of Calvin College violates
no SCriptural principle." There are great
practical difficulties involved. Let us be
realistic in this. But that should never ob
scure the general Biblical principle that
it is not the task of the church to run a
liberal arts college. The church must teach
its members that it is their duty to do it,
as Article 21 of the Church Order demands.
but it must not normally do what is the
task of the parents. In the case of emer
gency, as has happened in many Christian
grade schools, the Christian Reformed
Church may support Calvin College Snan
cially, as long as this is necessary. But let
us not now deny the principle that has
heen held pure for aU these years. Rather,
let us set the ideal before us, striving as
much as is within us to attain it.

EDITORIAL NOTE
That this issue contains two articles
faVOring separation of Calvin College
from the official control of the Christian
Reformed Church does not mean that
every member of the Reform ed Fellow
ship is necessarily committed to thi~
position on the moot question.

Why no PILLAR this issue?
Though we had a PILLAR article
ready for publication, as announced
in the last issue, the volume of mate
rial on matters of high current interest
has forced us to postpone publishing
Dr. A. C. De long's articJe on cov
ENANT CONSIOUSNESS foe one is
sue. Look for this worthwhile articJc
in the July-August issue.
EDITORIAL COMMrITEE
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BLOSSOM
TIME

The orchards, clothed in springtime dress,
Are bowers of bloom and loveliness;
A mass of Howers. soft and bright,
A cloud of fragrant pink and white,

A wonderland of blossoms reigns
Where once were only barren plains.
Each mystic Bower drips with rare

Perfume that is beyond compare;
And from afar this blossom land
Seems touched with snowy, ermine hane!.
This pink and white-robed splendor tens
Of God's great love. His grace it spells.
BERTHA PruNCE VANDER AIlK

Chi cago, Illinois

~....T_o_r_Ch. .a_n_d_T_r_u_m_p_e_t_'_M_a_Y_-J_u_n_e_'_19_5_7________________________~. .-p-a-g-e--ll----.,

FRED H. KLOOSTER

I some attention to what others arc

N THIS month's column we shall give
think.
ing on Paul Tillich and "the Unity , .yc
Seek." The two arc not as unrelated as
may at first appear.

Tillich and Reve1ation :
Paul Tillich, University Professor a t
Harvard, is one of the most influential
di;llecticaJ thinkers in the United States
today. I-li s writings arc voluminous and
his influence is increasing of late through
his many public lectures . We shall note
what others are saying about his concep t
of revelation. Three articles arc quoted
helow from current periodicals, and al1
three agree in a negative critici sm of Til
heh's position.
"A Critique of Tillich's Ontology" is a
respectable article from John E. Skinner of
Temple U niversity (A nglican Theological
ReView, January 1957, pp. 51-61 ). Although
Till ich stresses the need of "revelation" to
answer the basic question of every age,
Skinner contends that for Tillich "ontol
ogicaJ reason and the content of revela tion
arc the same." After a careful analysis,
Skinner concludes that ''Tillich is faced
with the sa me theological difficul ties as the
Alexandri an theologians whom he admires_
H e eq uates on tological reason with th e coo
tent of revelation. Christ is the fin al revela
tion. Christ is therefore a kind of reason.
He is the Logos of Alexandri an speculation.
Faith in Christ is a rational faith where
autonomous reason is united with its
depth."
A Roman Catholic critiqu e of ''Paul Til
lich and the Dible" comes from the recently
ordai ned Jes uit, Avery A. Dulles, son of our
Secretary of State. Young Dulles, a teacher
at ' ;Voodstock College. writes in the in
flu ential Jesuit q uarterly Theol ogic al
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St udies (September, 1956). Dulles main 
tains that Tillich totally rejects the super
natural and docs not regard God as the
Absolute Being, distinct from the creature:.:,
since he does not admi t the an alogy of
'b eing" in the scholastic sense. However,
Dulles as a Catholic agrees with Tillich
that the Bihle is l!ot "the sale souree of
C hristian theology" and also that "the Bible
is not itself the theological norm" (quoted
from Theology Today, January, 1957, p.
533).
Writing from a Reformed p oi nt of view,
David I-I. Freeman gives a brief analysis of
Tilli ch's view of revelation in an English
article appearing in the Gerefol'/n eerd Th e
ologisch Tijdschrift (57e Jrg. DO. 1, pp.l·5 ).
Freeman refers to the doctrine of God and
of Jesus Christ in order to set forth tho
revelation concept. "From the standpoint of
traditional theism, TilJich is an atheist,"
says Freeman. "Tillieh's God is not a super
natural God, but a meaningless abstrac*
tion." "Tillieh's criterion of a final revela
tion, that it be abl e to negate itself without
losing itself, is purely speculative. What
criterion can be offered for the acceptance
of thi:.: criterion ? . . .. Tillich's construction
of Jeslis as the Christ is presented on
speculative grounds, not on the basis of
cxegesis of the New Testament. The lattcr
is interpreted in terms of a criterion which
is imposed on the New Testament .... T il
heh's view of Jesus as the Christ is the very
opposite of that presented by tbe New
Testament and is achieved by rejccting by
means of a p riori criterion the authority of
everything finit e in Jesus. \Vhat such ele
ments include are known only to Tillich.
The New Testament makes no such distinc·
tion."
Although the fo llOWing statement is a
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correct judgment made by Freeman, I
would prefer to see it stated in reverse: "If
the term 'Christian Theology' is appropriate
as a d escription of Ti llich's theology, clarity
dcmands that a new term he introduced to
des ignate such th<..'O iog:y which d erives its
content from the Biblical writin gs as an
authoritative source."

Tillieh and the Protestant Principle

tion." (Christiall Century, Feb. 20, 1957,
p.239 ).
Ecumenical Stimulus
Neo-orthodoxy has, in general, given a
great stimu lus to the ecumenical move
mcnt. The basic thesis of TilHch's thought
also gives impetus to the ecumenical move
ment. He has written, for example, that
"the Christian Church can speak author
itati vely and effectively to our world today
only as it is truly 'ecum enical,' that is, uni
vers., I" ( Th e Christian Answer, p. 43). Ac
cording to T illich, this is not so much be
cause of the nature of the Church or be
cause of some biblical injunction. Rather
it is d esirable chiefly because the philoso
phical task of describing the world situa
tion can best be accomplished by a uni
versa l church.
In this conn ection it is intercsting to be
reminded of the sour note sounded by
Europe's most influential dialectical theo
logian at th e opening session of the World
Counci l of Churches in Amsterdam in 1948.
The text was Isaiah 8:10, "'Take counsel
together and it shall come to nought; speak
the word and it shall not stand." Barth's
sermon was a homily on the uselessness of
all such human efforts as the World Coun
cil symbolized. \Ve are reminded of this
in a book soon to be p ublished , The New
Ordeal of Christumity, by the late Paul
Hutchinson, fonner editor of the Christian
Century. Hutchinson felt that "'the d ebili
tating nature of his ( Barth's) theological
outlook" linked to the influence of funda
mentalism and numerous millenarian sccts
spell the "reason for the hopelessness and
d espair which pervades much of European
Proteslantism today." ( Excerpts from the
book appear in the article "Protestantism
in the Crisis of These Times, Part 1," C1Iris
Nan Century, March 13, 1957 ).
The emphaSiS of Tillich on ecumenicity
hetter fits the temper and the activism of
the general American spirit.

It would be surprising if one whose view
of revelation is un biblical had nevertheless
correctly understood the Heformers. The
Reformation cannot be appreciated unless
one recognizes the obedient return to Scrip
tllre which was its basis. Liberalism has
usually claimed that it was simply a method
and involved no doctrine. In a similar W:ly
Tillich claims that the Protestant Reforma
tion involved no real doctrines but only
an eternal principl e. That unchanging prin 
cipl e is "justi ficatio n b y faith" which to
Till ich means simply the dialectical state
ment "you are accepted though you are not
acceptable." It is tru e that the sinner who
is justified b y faith is still a si nn er, but
Tillich makes this to mean that onc can be
justi fled by faith even when he is a doub
ter - one who doubts even the existence of
God. Without this paradoxical principle,
he says, he could not be a theologian.
I n a recent address at the University of
?vfinn esota in a lecture series marking the
centennial of the bir th of Sigmund Freud,
Tillich illustrates the application of this so
called "Protestant Principle" b y bringing
Freud into the circle too. Freud's "dis
covery of the unconscious with scientific
means continued the understanding of man
most powerfully expanded by Paul, Au
gustin e, Luther and Calvin.
. It showed
that man is in bondage to something that
contradicts his true nature, and that man's
decisions are not just the result of his con
science ... By his doctrine of love he did
a service to Christianity . . . H~ taught
again 'You arc accepted though you are not
acceptable: Tllis is the center of the bib The Nature of the Unity ...
The next major ecumenical conference
lical message and the Protestant Reforma-
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in North America will h e held at Oberlin
College in Ohio from September 3-10, 1957.
Its theme will be "The Nature of the Unity
vVe Seck." Just prior to this Faitll and
Order Conference, the Fourth National
Tl'iennial Conference of the Interseminary
lv[ovement will be held on the same campus
for one thousand seminarians (August 27
Sep tember 1, 1957). Its related thcme will
be "The Nature of the Min istry We Seek."
Preliminary conferences and study groups
are preparing for t he F aith and Order con
ference. Major periodicals are already de
voling much space to considering the issues
and differing viewpoints. It is imperative
that orthodox Protestants take careful note
of all this in order to evaluate properly the
ecumenical movement of our day. Ortho
dox Protestants must do this by a renewed
study of the issues in the light of the Word
of God, and :lrticles and study conferences
should be th e fruit of this interest as well.
The ChTistum CCJifury has already de
voted a number of articles to the subject.
The editors have given space to views dif
fering from their own, but complain that
"the effort has not been altogether success
ful. Some have so far misunderstood om
purpose as to wond er if we are turning to
fundamentalism. Fantastic!" (Feb. 20, 1957,
p. 22 ). The following statement from the
editorial sounds like the ecumenical creeds
of the Church : "The only hope of uni ty
between Christi ans is found in Jesus Christ,
the Son of Go d and the only head of the
church. Only in this confession has it been
possible for the World Counci l of Churches
to be formed , fo r the National Council of

Churches to come into existence and grow."
nut the eyes of orthodox Christians are at
once opened when to it is joined a sharp
criticism of fundamentalism. "But what has
this hard-core of fundamentalism to say
concerning Christ? Only that he was born
of a virgin and will reappear in a second
coming, and that those two matters and no
others are really essential to a valid allegi
ance to and faith in Jesus Christ as the SOil
of God. Nothing in his teaching, nothing
in his death or resurrection, nothing in 'Ill
his wonderful revelation of tIle wilJ and
pmpose of Almighty God, nothing in hi~
relation to history or eternity, is to be com
pared in importance to the two articles of
the fundamen talist creed about Christ. It
is this misrepresen tation of Jesus Christ
which makes fundamentalism fundamenl
ally anti-ecumenical, basically disrupti ve
and incapable of seekin g or of findin g
lll1ity . ." ( pp. 222-223) .

1n4fd"tatifNt ad- 1/e4dal

the term "verbal insp iration" should evoke
so much dissent, if not scorn. \;Yhen we
speak of the inspiration of Scripture, we
refer to Scripture as written; otherwise we
sho uld not be speaking of Scripture. Bd
there is no Scripture without words, and, if
wc are to sp eak of the inspiration of Scrip
turc at all, we cannot dispense with the
inspiration of words.
- John Murray, Christianity Today

It is a strange phenomenon, therefore,
that the doctrine of the infa llibility of
Scripture should evoke so much opposi tion
within evangelical Christianity. Such op
position fa ils to reckon with the facts of
Jesus' own witn ess as well as with the fa cts
of th e origin and the early history of
Christianity. And it is likewise strange that
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In the light of such caricature, it is at
least apparent that orthodox Protestants
face th e challenge of restating their po~i
tion and making clear their basic stand .
Heformed churches have been too silent in
the d ebates marking our contemporary
scene.
Although articles are appearing in most
of the periodicals on the "nature of the
unity we seck," special attention is called
to the follOWin g recent jou rnals which de
vote most of their contcnt to this subject:
The Christian Scholar (December 1956);
Theology To day, January, 1957; and Reli
gion in Life, Spring, 1957.
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On the Theology of James Daane -

III

The Inescapable Cross
EARL E. ZETrERHOLM

E HAVE BEEN SEEKING to
show that the theology espoused amI
expressed by Dr. James Daane contains
elements which arc seriously divergen t
from classical Reformed theology. We must
now show that those aspects of his theol
ogy which are questionable in the light of
Reformed traditions and symb ols are like
wise questionable in the light of h oly
Scripture.
Daane is contending for unactualized
possibilities in the counsel of God; that is,
somehow God has room in His eternal
decree for the Occurrence of anyone of a
number of possible events, only one of
which actually does come to pass in history.
'W hatever it is that does come to p ass does
so without the benefit of a divine im mut
able p redeterm ination. Its actual occur
rence is governed b y facto rs which must be
completely separated from the discrimina
tive sovereignty of God. To support this
contention Daane directs our attention to
the crucifixion of Christ and to the free-will
of Adam prior to the fa ll. We b egin to deal
in this article with his reference to the
crucifixion.
Specifically D aane contends, "Nor does
the Bible speak as though all unactualized
possibilities are unreal and non-existent
possibilities . Jesus in Gethsemane did not
act on the principle that there are no pos
sibilities but those which are in fact ac
tualized. Cf. also Pmll's statement in 1 Cor.
2:7, 8, 'We speak God's wisdom in a mys
tery . . . wh ich God foreordained before
the worlds unto our glory: which nonc of
the rulers of this world hath known, for

W

had they known it they would not have
crucified the Lord of Glory.' '' Daane is
maintaining the proposition that there was
a real possibility that Christ would not
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enter into the redemptive work of the
cross. Not only that, but that the possi
bility of this escape fr om the redemptive
work of the cross also resides in the eternal
counsel of Cod. It is the present writer's
contention that this is an utterly unac
ceptable view of the cross for the simple
reason that Scripture universally presents
the mediatorial work of the Messiah as an
in escapable fact. \Ve will u ltimately ex
amine this Inescapable Cross from the
point of view of eternity, from the point of
view of prophecy, and from the point of
view of the messian ic seH-consciousness of
Jesus.
In viewing the inescapable cross accord
in g to it~ eternal aspect we find that in the
early chapters of the book of Acts there
are two occasions upon which the eternal
counsel of God is b rought into close prox
imity to the cross. Peter in his Pentecostal
sermon is confronting the Jews with their
crime of crucifyin g Jesus Christ. In Acts
2:23 he says, referring to Jesus, "him bein g;
delivered up b y the determinate counsel
and foreknowledge of God, ye b y the h and
of lawless men did crucify and slay."
Later on in the fourth chapter the disciples
are praising God in prayer; they say "for
of a truth in this city against thy H oly
ser vant Jesus whom thou didst anoint,
both Herod and Pilate with the gentiles
and the p eoples of Israel were gathered
together to do whatsoever thy hand and
thy counsel foreordained to come to pass ."
It would b e a problem to know how God
could have expressed himself more clearly,
if he meant to convey to the reader the
fact that the atoning d eath had been ren
d ered inescapably certain from all eternity.
Peter says H e was delivered up by the
deter-minute counsel. We might have
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thought that "counsel" would have been
sufficiently clear, but Peter and the Holy
Spirit apparently want no possibility of
mistake at this point. This is a counsel
which is settled, which is determined,
whose boundaries have been completely
established. Whence we derive the notion
of a fixed and an immutable counsel, an

unchangeable decree. This same verbal

•

root is later used in the disciples' p rayer.
They speak of "whatsoever thy hand and
thy counsel foreordained to come to pass."
Here the root has the preflx pro signifying
that the settling or bounding or detennin
ing is done beforehand. The meaning
which we thus d erive from a synthesis
of these two brief passages is that God
has set beforehand the boundaries of pos
sibility, the boundaries of what can and
cannot happen, of what will or will not
take place with respect to the atoning work
of the Messiah. Within that framework
there is settled the fact that he will be
slain, that he will be slain b y crucifixion,
that his slayers are personified in Herod
and Pontius Pilate and associated with
them the gentiles and the peoples of Israel
whom they represented, and therefore also
the time and place as well as the attendant
circumstances. All these are gathered to
gether against the anointed holy servant
of Jehovah to do whatsoever the hand and
counsel of God had before d etermined
should come to pass. These particular men
and no others mllst slay the Son. How
many times had the Jews sought to take
him that they might put him to death. But
always his hour had not yet come. His or
d ained murderers and the appointed means
of murder were not yet at hand. The abso
lute bounds of possibility had been com
pletely and irrevocably d etermined by God
beforehand.
This predetermination has always in
Reform ed theology been considered to
take its rise in eternity. God's counsel is
His eternal counsel. Thus Paul writes to
Timothy, "( It is God ) who saved and
called us with an holy calling, not accord-

-
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ing to our works, but according to his own
purpose and grace, which was given us in
Christ Jesus before times eternal" (2 Tim.
1:9 ). Here the redemptive purposes of God
with respect to the work of Christ are
viewed as having their origin in eternity.
The Apostle Peter confirms this in his first
epistle where we read: Christ ( with respect
to his atoning work ) was fore known in
deed before the foundation of the world
( I Pet. 1,20 ).
These passages lead us quite naturally
to give brief consideration to the Covenant
of Redemption or the Counsel of Peace, as
it is sometimes called. We need on ly to be
reminded that according to the usual con
struction of this doctrine, the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit engage themselves
in promises of mutual assistance in the re
covery of a lost people. And it is in per*
suance of the terms of this engagement
that the Son carries out the atoning work
of the cross. To speak then of the possi
b ility that the Son, clothed now in human
nature, might never go to the cross, is to
speak of an incomprehensible b reach be
l:\'Veen the persons of the blessed Trinity.
The price of an escapable cross is a dis
rupted Godhead. The consistent and per
vasive testimony of Scripture is that the
atonement wrought by Jesus Christ was
immutably and irrevocably foreordained
in all of its minutest details.
It would be well for us, however, to give
due consid eration to the scripture text
w hich Daane alleges in support of his
theory. The passage is found in I Cor.
2:6-8. "We speak wisdom, however, among
them that are full -grown: yet a wisdom
not of this world, nor of the rulers of this
world who are coming to nought: b ut we
speak wisdom in a mystery, even the wis
dom that hath been hidden, which God
foreordained before the worlds unto our
glory: which none of the rulers of this
world hath known ; for had they known it
they would not have crucified the Lord of
Glory."
Paul has a great d eal to say about wis-
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dam in these opening chapters of the first
Corinthian epistle. He confesses that he
did not come to Corinth with the wisdom
of men or with the wisdom of this world.
He comes rather with the wisdom of God.
This wisdom is a mystery that is hidden
with God and imparted only by special
revelation. It is a wisdom whose content is
the truth concerning the glorious salvation

of Cod's people which Cod had f,om all
eternity determined. As Charles Hodge
says, "It is the revelation of the counsels
of eternity in reference to the redemption
of man." ( See Comm. illioco ). This wisdom
of Cod which Paul brings is the revelation
to man of that eternal counsel by which
Cod foreordained all that came to pass,
when the rulers of earth, Herod and Pilate
and the Gentiles and the peoples of Israel
gather themselves together against the holy
anointed servant. This wisdom is the full
revelation of that perfect plan in which
there simply is no room for unactualized
possibilities such as an escapable cross for
Jesus Christ, and according to which the
redemption of Cod's people is infallibly
secured.

J

bility? Must we not go back one step
further and ask: Was there a real po~~ i 
bility that the rulers would or could rec
ognize the Lord of Glory? Was not this
ignorance also in the most ultimate sense
as inescapable to them as the cross was
for Christ? We do not mean to imply that
they are therefore not responsible for what
was done. Not in the least. What they did
they did in the pursuance of the heart's
deepest desires. But the Scripture has
taught us precisely this when it says the
wiers were gathered together to do what·
soever the hand and counsel of Cod fore·
ordai ned to come to pass.

Paul is saying that ignorance on the part
of the world's rulers is the condition for
Chri st's crucifixion. Daane, therefore, con
cludes that since the crucifixion is can·
clitional, there must be the real possibility
that it may never take place, since the
condition might never be fulfilled. The
accomplishment of the crucifixion was un
certain because it was suspended upon a
condition. And as Arminians have ever
contended, such conditional events are
But at first glance Paul seems to contra never really certain; there are always al
dict himself. He says that if the rulers of ternative possibilities which also can take
this world had recognized the Lord of place. Thus Daane commits one of the
Glory, they would not have slain him. This fatal errors of Arminianism , when he fails
would seem to indicate that there was a to recogn ize that the ignorance of the
real possibility that somehow the Lamb of world's rulers-the condition- is just as
God would not be slain for the sins of much a part of the immutable counsel as
men. Had Herod and Pilate recognized was the cruciJixion itself. Th us this text in
the Lord of C lary fo r what he was they no way' supports Daane's view, but when
would never have put him to death. All properly understood teaches us precisely
that Christ wou ld have had to do to the opposite, namely, a counsel of Cod in
escape the cross would have been to have which there arc no una(,'tualized possibili
taken off that veil behind which was con ties. The cross of Calvary was rendered
cealed the resplendent glory of his divine forever inescapable by the cternal counsel
nature. There wou ld never have been a of Cod,
cross. Or if the Father had given unto
A subsequen t article will attempt to
Herod and to Pilate the same revelation
which he had given unto Peter, they too show that a consideration of Messianic
could have confessed that He was the prophecy and of the Messianic self-con
Christ, the Son of the living God. No crossl sciousness will also show the completely
But does that mean that Paul is presenting unscriptural character of Daane's proposed
the escape of the cross as a real possi solution.
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SEPARATION OF
CHURCH AND COLLEGE
JDZERD VAN DELLEN

AT

THE REQUEST of the 'Reformed
Fellowship I will gladly give a few
practical remarks about the separation of
Church and College.
In The Be/ormed Journal I wrote at the
time on the principle involved, viz., sphere
sovereignty. It seems that our leaders in
general subscribe to that principle. But
many do not consider it practical to sepa
rate the College from the Church. They
fear tJlat the proposed separation may be
detrimental to the cause of higher educa
tion, and of course if that would be the
case we should let Calvin College remain
a Church owned and Church controlled
institution. though it is doubtful whether
fear in itself might be OUf guide. We should
try to find a way out of the labyrinth of
difficulties so that we can apply the prin
ciple without hurting the cause. And usu
ally this can be done.
Now my contention is that the practical
objections weighed in the balances of ex
pediency are found wanting, and that it
will be practical and for the best interests
of the School to separate it from the
Church.
Permit me to look in this artic1e at
the proposition from a practical viewpoint.
First t1lere is the problem of the finances.
That often is the nervus rerum. Is it finan
cially safe to separate the College from
the Church? I would say it is not safe to
leave Calvin College a Church owned in
stitution.
God loves the cheerful giver. and not
the one who grumbles because Synod again
has raised the quota for the College. In
the long run people do not want to be
forced to sacrifice. They want to give of
their own free will. Synodical decisions and

n
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drives will serve the purpose only tempo
rarily. It is necessary to make the people
warm for the cause of higher education.
They must feel their responsibility. They
must not give because loyalty to the Chris
tian Refonned Church demands it of them,
but because God calls them to support
this great cause with their prayers and their
contributions. And that is at prescnt not
the motive which prompts them to sacri
fice. The question is asked by many: "Why
should I give so that Calvin College can
teach courses for all kind of secular posi
tions, as a p re-medical course, a pre-law
course, etc.?" And they rightly ask t11is
question if they are urged to give because
the Church happens to maintain this insti
tution while the Church actually has no
business to do this.
Our people are willing to give. They
have proven this repeatedly. Institutions
like Pine Rest and the Reformed Bible In
stitute and other causes are so many mon
um ents whjch testify of the great gener
osity of our common people (de kleine
luyden ). If they aTe approached in the
right way and are convinced that they
have a great responsibility to propagate
Calvinism in aU spheres of life, they will
loosen their purse strings.
But there is something else. As long as
Calvin College is a Church institution you
can only expect members of the Christian
Refonned Church to sustain it. But why
limit ourselves to the membership of this
comparatively small denomination? We
should try to interest Calvinists in the
United States and Canada in a true Calvin
istic College, which should become in proc
ess of years a Calvinistic University. There
are still the 7000, who have not bent t1w
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knee for the Baal of false religion and de
sire to honor God as the Sovereign in a1l
spheres of life. They should collaborate
with us. We will need millions to reach
our ideal, and the load will be far too
heavy if the Christian Reform ed Church
has to carry it alone.

Churches, and that such persons do not
prefer to work in such a school. In the
main we will be limited to men and
women of our own Church. And this has
its drawbacks. In the first place it is very
doubtful whether there is a sufficient num
ber in our Church to fill the respective
According to the report in our Church chairs. And in the second place this limi
papers, President Spoelhof drew the at tation may make us choose persons who
tention of Curatorium ( the Board of are scholastically inferior but who happen
Trustees) to the need of good Calvinistic to be loyal members of the Church and
professors. Time, buildings, and a large favored sons and daughters.
More might be said for instance about
number of students do not mean anything
if we have not a sufficient number of able, the relationship of the Church to a College
devoted teachers. And I doubt whether we owned and operated by an Association.
will get them if the College remains a But it is not my purpose to give a blue
Church institution. In our choice of pro print of the association to be formed.
It is my conviction that we can sepmate
fessors we have to limit ourselves in the
main to those who belong to the Christian Church and school if we really want to do
Heformed Church. It is possible that some this, and that such separation will be bene
who do not belong to this Church wiII ficial to both Church and school.
P.S. It is hardly necessary to remark
teach at the school. But they will be the
exceptions. It stands to reason that we that a thorough study should be made of
rather not call persons who are of other the procedure of the separation.

Congregational Meetings and
Woman Suffrage
MARTIN MONSMA
AST MONTH I wrote an article on
congregational meetings. lNe noticed
that these gatherings are not governmental
in the sense that consistories, classes, and
synods are. Congregational meetings are
gatherings at which the consistory informs
the congregation regarding matters of in
terest pertaining to the church and its
activities, consults with the membership
as to its opinion and preferences, and sub
mits certain matters to a vote, such as the
election of office-hearers, the purchase or
sale of properties, or the construction of
buildings. And consistories submit certain
matters to the vote of the congregation

L
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with thc understanding that they willllnder
normal circumstances execute the dccisions
reached. But the consistories have the
right of review regarding decisions reached
at congregational meetings and may, for
weighty and compelling reasons, refrain
from effectuating sllch decisions. Decisions
reached at congregational meetings arc
more than advisory; they are binding in
character, but they are never unCOIl
d itionally binding.
This, in brief, is the sUln of what I said
in my form er article. See the Torch lind
n-wnpet of the previous month.
At this time let us discllss the question
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whether our consistories would be acting
in hannony or out of harmony with the
Word of God if they should invite the
women members of their churches to take
part in the activities at congregational
meetings.
In seeking to answer the question just
suggested one might proBtably make an
extensive study of both the Old and the
New Testament, regarding the place of
women in Christian life and in the Church
of God. Olle could write a book on this
subject alone. And it might we]J be an
interesting and profitable study.
However, an extensive study of this
kind would take us too far afield for our
present purpose. And even a somewhat
e."(tensive study, though worthwhile in
itself, would delay us in answering the
very practical question before us just now.
There are especially three passages in
the New Testament which are, by common
consent, crucial for our question. They nre:
I Corinthians 11:3-16; I Corinthians 14 :
33-35; and I Timothy 2:11-15. I shall en
deavor to make some brief explanatory
remarks regarding these crucial passages,
so as to help the reader determine for
himself whether or not God's revelation in
these passages permits or perhaps forbids
the introduction of woman suffrage at our
congregational meetings. I shall not at
tempt to give a full exegetical study of
these passages. For such studies I would
refer the readers to exegetical experts such
as Calvin, Meyer, Hodge, Van Andel,
Codet, and H. Ridderbos. (The latter's
interpretation is incorporated in the Study
Report of a Synodical Committee of the
Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland, to
the Netherlands' Synod of 1952.)
First of all we consider I Corinthians
11:3-16.
As to the background of this passage,
commentators are agreed that Paul was
prompted to write these words by the fact
that some women in the Corinthian church
followed an erroneous reasoning, and a
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resultant erroneous practice. They evi
dently reasoned that now that they were
Christians, they were in every respect on
par with men, In the Grecian world of
their day, women occupied very much of a
secondary place. In this pagan world they
were not esteemed in keeping with the
unique and influential position allotted to
them by God. They were often treated as
inferior beings, and abuse was not lIn ~
common.
Christianity taught the spiritual equality
of men and women. (Cf. Gal. 3:28.) Now
some of the Christian women at Corinth
seemed to think that this spiritual equality
placed them in one class with the men 1n
every Tespect. In this they were of course
mistaken. Both bond and free were equal
before God, so the apostle also declares in
Galatians 3:28. But Paul did not mean to
say that the spiritual equality of a believ
ing slave freed him from the duty of serv
ing hi s Christian master. Thus also Paul
does not mean to say that the spiritual
equality of women erased for them the
God-ordained differences between men
and women in this life, Man by God's
decree and creational ordinance occupies
a place of priority in certain relationships
of this life. This natural God-ordained
priority of man, redemption in Christ does
not erase. The women at Corinth, elevated
by Christianity to new dignity and to the
honored position which is theirs, should in
their enthusiasm and gratitude not over
reach themselves and assume an abrogation
of all distinctions between men and
women, so the apostle Virtually contends.
In keeping with the conception that
Christianity erased every differentiation
between men and women, the believing
women laid aside certain usages which
were commonly observed by the women of
their day. One of these Grecian customs
was the wearing of the veil. The wearing
of this head covering was to the people of
that day a token of modesty and of sub
mission. But the Christian women at
Corinth reasoned that inasmuch as they
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were spiritually on par with the men, they
could appear in public, also at the church
gatherings, unveiled, without the cus
tomary head-covering.
Now the apostle Paul corrects the women
at Corinth regarding both these errors. He
says that the spiritual equality of women
with men does not spell equality in every

I

I

eral, just as his reference to Christ ana
men refers to aU men. If this were not so
Paul would exclude himself and other
single men from the Significant Christ-man
relationship to which he makes reference.
Does the passage before us help us in
answering the question whether or not
women may be invited to participate in
relationship of life, here and now. And he the activities of congregational meetings?
instructs the women to observe the cus
The passage of course in no way says
toms and tokens of their womanliness and anything about congregational meetings.
submission to their husbands.
Its interest is the appearance, the dress of
Matters might also be stated thus: In I Christian women at church services or
Corinthians 11 the Holy Spirit, through other church gatherings. It enjoins women
the apostle declares especial1y two facts. to follow the custom of the day, and - by
In the first place, that there are divine, implication - not to give offense by doing
creations l ordinances pertaining to the that which would be unseemly and that
sexes which we must ever respect. And which would also give the world of un
secondly, that there are customs which belief occasion for criticism.
are expressive of the natural God-ordained
But in this discussion the apostle does
differences between men and women bring to the fore that man in the plan of
God occupies a position of headship over
which Christians must not brush aside.
We have before us in I Corinthians 11 woman, and that our women must respect
an intermingling or bringing together of this ordinance of God also in the Church.
divine, creational ordinances and customs What the apostle here says hannonizes
expressive of the abiding differences be~ fully with what he is to say more explicitly
tween men and women. For the fonner see later on, namely, that the positions of gov
verses 3, 7, 8-9, 11-12, and 14. For the lat ernment are to be occupied by the men in
God's Church and not by the women. The
tee, 4·6, 7, 10, 13-14, and 15.
The apostle is clear and emphatic in offices are not for her, but for the men.
But supposing a certain consistory
maintaining the headship of man over
woman. This headship he compares with deems it wise to invite the women members
the headship of Christ over the Church. to attend the congregational meetings \vith
Both are abiding. Neither may be ignored the men members, would such a consistory
or set aside.
act in conAict to I Corinthians lI? Hardly.
Now the natural headship of man over To give our women the right to express
woman is bound to receive expression certain preferences in common with the
variously in various lands and at different men, and to give them the right to cast a
times. In Bible times and in the Grecian ballot, designating whom they would pre
cultural world it received expression fer as their ministers, elders, and deacons,
through the wearing of the veil by the cannot be said to militate against God's
women. And although it is true that the revelation in I Corinthians 11. Our women
apostle is Brst of all thinking of married can well exercise the privileges just sug
women, - that being the nonnal state for gested, without ignoring their womanliness
women - what Paul says applies to all and setting aside their feminine modesty.
women, married or single, just as what he I would not say that some women might
says about men applies to all men, married not hegin to act unbecomingly and out of
or Single. In verse 3, for example, the keeping with the position allotted by God
apostle refers to men and women in gen to the gentler sex. But these would be the
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exceptions against which we should guaro
ourselves. Men often abuse their priv
ileges also. Yet we do not for that reason
necessarily terminate their privileges.

•
Let us next consider I Corinthians 14:
33c-35. This passage reads as follows: "As
in all the churches of the saints, let the
women keep silence in the churches: for
it is not permitted unto them to speak;
but let them be in subjection, as also saith
the law. And if they would learn anything,
let them ask their own husbands at home:
for it is shameful for a woman to speak in
the church."
At 6rst reading this passage might seem
to deal rather directly with the matter
under discussion. But it should be borne in
mind that the apostle in the present chap
ter is not talking about gatherings com
parable to our congregational meetings,
but he is speaking of gatherings which we
would call worship services. The reading
of the 14th chapter makes this very evident
to every careful reader. Of course these
worship services were not arranged as our
worship services arc today. The early
church servi ces were modeled after the
worship services of the synagogues, at
which not only the officers would speak,
but other male worshippers also. Now
some women at Corinth, doubtlessly
moved by the same mistaken conception,
explained earlier in this article, also
wanted to speak at these worship gather
ings. They desired for themselves the
privilege of instructing or edifying the con
gregation just as the men had this privilege.
But this desire on the part of the Co
rinthian women the apostle condemns. He
forbids it. He bids the women keep silence
in the ch urches; that is, in the church serv
ices. It is not permitted unto them to
speak, says Paul They must be in sub
jection. That is, they must, also at the
church gatherings, subject themselves to
the God-ordained priority of men. The
apostle adds: As also saith the law. Com
mentators all hold that here Paul refers to
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Genesis 3: 16, 'And he shall rule over thee."
The position of leadership and of govern
mental authority of the men, as expressed
by God in this Genesis passage, is here by
Paul applied to the non-leadership position
which women are to occupy in the church.
The apostle even rules out the asking of
questions by the women in these congre
gational worship gatherings, for by asking
certain questions some women might still
seek to lead and to instruct the men.
The apostle goes so far as to call the
speaking of women at the worship services
a shameful thing. The Greek word here
ttanslated shameful refers to something
ugly, deformed, ( Hodge ) base, disgrace
ful (Thayer) or improper. Why would the
speaking of women in these worship gath
erings of the church be something sham e
ful and improper? Because it would be in
conflict with the more passive, non-aggres
sive nature of womanhood in comparison
with man in the plan of God; and second ly
because it would conflict with the com
mon customs of the day.
We may conclude that this passage cer
t:linly militates against those churches
which place the women on par with thc
men as to the church offices. The ordina
tion of women as ministers, elders, and
deacons, as this is practiced in some
churches, certainly stands condemned by
this passage.
The general implication is also that in
all mixed church gatherings women shall
not seek to assume positi ons of leadershi p.
W omen must not try to break out of their
own orbit. Th ey must never usurp the
place allotted by God to men.
But now if congregational meetings had
been held in Paul's day as we know them
today, then would the apostle have bal'I'eO
women from such gatherings? Would he
have objected to their casting ballots at
such gatherings?
It seems to me that no one can say with
certainty that such would have been the
position of the apostl e. The passage before
ti S concerns the worship services of the
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church. It does not speak of gatherings at
which the rulers of the church confer with
the membership of the church and at which
certain ballots are cast for the designation
of office-bearers and other important issues.
One can say that if certain consistories
should decide to invite the women to par
ticipate in the activities at congregational
meetings, that then the directives of the
present passage should tell the women
never to forget their more passive, non
leadership position assigned to them by
God also in and for the church. In the
chu rch also the woman should remember
that she is man's helpmeet.

•

•

•

The third passage which requires our
special consideration is found in I Timothy
2: 11-15. In I Timothy 2 the apostle is
doubtless again thinking of what we today
would call worship services, of gatherings
at which the believers would make "sup
plications, prayers, intercessions, thanks
givings." (cf. vs. 1.) The apostle returns
to this matter in vs. 8, saying, "I desire
therefore that the men pray in every place,
lifting up holy hands, without wrath and
disputing." And then he proceeds to give
certain directions to the women, instruct
ing them Srst of all to dress soberly and
without outward show. And then he con
tinues to tell them that - at these church
gatherings of which he is speaking - they
shall not teach or rule. The women are to
learn in quietness with a ll subjection. They
are not to speak in these gatherings, and
they are to submit themselves to the lead
ership exercised by the men (vs. 11 ). Then
Paul fo~ emph asis' sake repeats himsel f as
follows: "But I permit not a woman to
teach, nor to have dominion over a man,
but to be in quietness."
The apostle forti6es this Scriptural man
(late by pointing to the creational ordinance
regarding man's natural priority in many
relationships of life. And in verses 14 and
15 Paul then says that in God's providence
the woman is less suited for positions of
leadership, for Eve was beguiled, not
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Adam; and secondly, that the woman has
her own, unique sphere and duty. She is
saved from inSignificance through her child
bea ri ng and all that goes with it, that is ,
home-making as wife and mother. For as
the husband is the head of the home, so
she is the heart, and her career, rightl y
conceived and execu ted, is exceedingly im
portant.
We therefore conclude that this mean
ingful passage also fails to say anything
directly applicable to OtH' congregtltional
meetings. This passage also refers to the
worship ga th e rin gs of the churches of
Paul's day. But in connection with these
congregational worship gatherings, attended
by both men and women, by young and
old, certain specine directions arc given,
which also have signincance for our present
day congregational meetings.
] think that we should all agree that
according to these directions the offices
in the church are not for the women. Nor
should they occupy any position or activity
of leadership in the general gatherings of
believers. These positions and activities of
leadership in the general gatherings of he
lievers, God here as elsewhere assigns to
the men.
I would not say that this passage forbids
consistories to invite women to take part
in the activities at congregational meet
ings, in order that the women also may be
able to indicate by their vote whom they
desire as ministers, elders, and deacons in
their churches, and so that they may makc
their preferences known regarding other
important matters which the consistories
submit to the judgment of the congrega
tions. But I would immediately add a pro
viso and say: Provided that the women will
remember the clear and emphatic iojunc
tior, of God's Word aJ we find it in I Co·
rinthians 14 and I Timothy 2, and that they
therefore refrain from seeking to guide and
to rule at these gatherings. Happily the
vast majority of our women would have
no desire to guide and to rule at congre-
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gational meetings. The vast majority of
our women are true to their essential na
ture and respect God's ordinances.

On the basis of the findings indicated I
am persuaded that Synod will be justified
in deciding to give its approval to those
consistories which desire to extend an in
vitation to their women members to attend
their congregational meetings .
Synod may well reach this decision also
because of the fact that women as well as
men share the general three-fold office
of Christ as prophet, priest, and king. The
right of suffrage at congregational meet
ings would give our women a very specific
way in which to exercise this three-fold
office.
But we should also grant ~hat there is
no rule or directive in the Word of God
which is being transgressed or ignored if
a consistory does not, or does not immedi
ately, extend said invitation to its women

members. It certainly cannot be said that
the Reformed Churches, for the last 400
years, have been acting in violation of
the Word of God, when they did not in
vite the women to their congregational
meetings, Chan ged circumstances ma y
make it advisable that we at this time begin
to invite the women to these meetings also.
But consistories which deem it better not
to do so, are not violating the 'Word of
God . And inasmuch as the advisability
of going in this new direction depends
much upon local conditions and circum
stances, Synod should d o no more than give
its approval to those consistories which
find that the time is ripe for them to invite
the women to their congregational meet
ings. In other words, Synod should not
rule that the introduction of women suf
frage is something which is incumbent
upon every consistory.
The advisability of a matter of this kind,
and its proper time, should be left to the
competency of each consistory.

A Critique of Lester De Koster's
~ Att

,*e 7w ..1~"
ALBERT BOSSCHER

All Ye That Labor : An Essay On Chris
tianity, Communism, and the Problem of
Evil.
(E.,dman 's Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, 1'156, 128 pp.J

According to the publisher's introduc
tion this is the first of a series of books to
be published under the general title Path
way Books. One of the aims of this under
taking is, in the words of the same intro
duction, "to display naked the idols of this
age, and to urge upon modern man a
thorough-going commitment to Christ and
His gospel." Among the numerous prob
lems of this modernistic age the question:
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what challenge does Communism present
to Christianity? is certainly of timely
interest. Mr. De Koster has undertaken
the task of answering this question in the
book which is the subject of this discussion.
To do full justice to lvlr. De Koster's
work would require another book of at
least the same length as his study. "Ve
shall limit ourselves to what we conceive
to be the main points of his book. But
first we should Hke to make a few general
remarks.
The book is written in a clear and under
standable prose. This we consider quite an
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achievement, in view of the difficult jargon
and extravagant claims of Marx and his
followers. Mr. De Koster's style is rather
lucid, with an occasional tendency towards
absurdity in the interest of phrase-making
and originality. The opening sentence of
the preface is an excellent example. Such
statements arc made up of too much de
liberate flattery, without a grain of sense,
and for that reason are meaningless. When
dealing with religion we ought not to in
dulge in a play of empty words or concepts.
Communism may be approached from
many points of view, Mr. De Koster says.
This raises the question: should a Rcformed
author write from the Reformed point of
view, or should he not? The subtitle of
Mr. De Koster's book employs the concept
"Christianity." This seems to us a rather
vague something. It means just about
everything under the sun nowadays. It
may even include a certain brand of com
munism, such as that propagated in the
publications of the World Council of
Churches. The publication"Man's Disorder
and God's Design" (Harper & Brothers,
New York, 1949 ) is a typical example of
this type of "Christianity." The ridicule
which the author bestows upon the heads
of some critics who "see a Communist con
spiracy in every pronouncement of the
National and World Councils" ( p. 115 )
sounds rather unsophisticated.
Ordinary people may find it hard to dis
cover anything good at all in Communism.
But Mr. De Koster had more luck. Karl
Marx probably sholl ld be credited with
pioneering so-ca lled Progressive Education
in the 'Western Wor1d (p. 27 ). Observes
Mr. De Koster, "If its enemies could but
establish the connection, Progressive Edu
cation might be doomed soon enough."
Also according to Mr . De Koster, "ac
ceptance of the view that ignorance permits
evil to exist, accounts in some measure for
the communist emphasis on Marxist theory,
and the Russian determination to stamp out
illiteracy (p. 19). It should be interesting
to hear the opinion of the youth of I-Iun

gary about such a statement, after the
revolt in that country. If there are readers
who like to know more about this subject,
we advise them to consult the educational
works of the Russian professor, A. Pinke
witsch.
There is something strange and peculiar
about Mr. De Koster's book. One has to
admit that he presents his readers with a
very able exposition of Communism. But
after reading it, one is incJined to ask: did
the author meet the challenge head-on?
Viewed in this way the study is not sat
isfactory at all.
Let us take the first chapter as an
example. The "setting" which Mr. De Kos
ter in this chapter prOVides for his subject
is not only superficial, but also incorrect
to a considerable degree. The author wants
it understood that he is using the terms
"Marxism" and "Communism" as synony
mous. And he eliminates the word "Social_
ism" by saying that "it has been abused so
much that, without certain qualifications,
it is likely to denote little more than that
another person's views on economic mat
ters differ from one's own." The facts of
life do not seem to support this contention.
Every major socialistic party carries the
Marxian credo in its banner. Every true
socialist will rise in anger if one should
suggest that he is not a Marxist, or some
body who does not take Marxism at face
value. And what in common parlance is
known as Russia carries the official nam e
Union of Soviet Socialistic Republics.
Simple well-known facts like these shou ld
have been sufficient to prevent Mr. Dc
Koster's misapprehensions.
But there is more. There is a tendency
in Mr. De Koster's description of the times,
the religiOUS and philosophical currents of
thought prior to Marx, that is typically
American, but not (!orrect. He looks at all
of these phenomena through a pair of
evolutionistic glasses. That is an inexcus
able way of writing history. It is common
practice in American scientific literature,
and in so-cal1ed popular magazines. But
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the facts do not bear out this "American
ism." An y European textbook, on whatever
subject - theology, history, philosophy, etc.
- can be summoned in proof. As to our
subject, the only influential Communist
who has been considerably influenced by
Darwin is Kautsky. But eventually he
came around to Marx' materialism and me
chanistic ideas. Concerning Marx and
Engels, they have over and over again
stressed the influcnce of Hegel and Fcuer
bach's materialism. It is quite difficult to
understand why Mr. De Koster attributes
so great an influence to Darwin's views.
Especially is this so in view of the fact
that Darwin's Til e Origin of SpeCies by
Means of Natural Selection was published
eleven years after the publication of the
Communist Manifesto.
Mr. De Koster states that a fruitful
approach to his subject is to see Marxism
as an explanation of, and proposed cure
for, evil in society. To appreciate this
method, let us take a look at the facts.
Mr. DeKoster nnds that Marx's historical
materialism is the basis of his theory. This
is entirely correct. How did Marx arrive
at this view of history? By way of ponder
ing the problem of evil in society? Not at
all ! The problem of evil is only a secondary
motif in Marx' doctrine, at best. But the
facts are that Marx had arrived at his
philosophy of history before he even knew
anything about economics.
Mehring, a nrst-rate authority in this
matter, claims that the origin of Com
munism is the Bible criticism by the Ger
man philosophers Lessing and Reimarus,
both living approximately one century
before Marx. Of Bauer and Strauss, two
followers of these gentlemen in Marx's
time, he says : 'The criticism upon the
gospels by Strauss and Bauer was the first
battle of the great stmggle for the libera
tion of the present day labor class. Upon
this critique Marx and Engels built fur
ther."
Neither Evolutionism, nor "the problem
of evil" had anything to do with the birth
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of Communism. The real origin of Com
munism is Simply pure hatefulness against
the Word of God, and consequently,
against the Church. Anyone, who is slightly
familiar with communistic party literature
knows that one of the favorite themes of
ridicule was the doctrine of the Trinity.
H ow could 3 x 1 add up to I ? The deroga
tory remarks about the Church are not
suitable for reprint in this magazine. But
we like to call attention to one more point.
Did the author realize how deep-seated
the hate is of every Communist and So
cialist in regard to the diaconal work of
the Church? These people do not hate
this service of love on account of their
concern with the problem of evil! Not at
all. The real motif for this hate is the fact
that this work of the Church contradicts
squarely the theory of Marx. The diaconate
has been and is the most successful weapon
against the Communists, for it upsets the
whole communistic applecart. Marx was
never able to explain away the love of
God for the poor.
Tn the following chapters De Koster
d wells at length on the various aspects of
communism. The whole credo passes the
review: labor value, theory of crisis, ac
cumulation of misery and capital, etc., etc.
In the course of his discussion the author
makes several interesting observations and
critical remarks, which show that he is well
versed in the doctrines of his opponents.
But there is one theme that recurs frc·
q ucntly, and at the most unexpected mo
ments. This is, in the words of the author,
the "truth" of Marx's theory of surplu s
value. To understand this "truth" we must
explain brieRy Marx's position first.
According to Marx, and many modern
economists, the value of a commodity is
under no circumstances greater than the
value of the labor that went into its pro
duction. Human labor alone contributes
to the value of a commodity. The value
of a pound of sugar, e.g., is equal to the
value of labor necessary to produce it. A
capitalist entrepreneur who makes a profit
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on a pound of sugar, takes away part of the
labor that has gone into the production of
it. That proSt Marx calls surplus value.
The capitalist steals that away from the
people who are instrumental in the creation
of value. This is the so-called exploitation
of the proletariat by the capitalists. In
short, his argument runs as follows:

( 1 ) the value of a oommodity equals the
amount of physical labor;
(2) this physical labor is equal in value to
the labor needed to restore the loss of
energy;
(3) the value of lost energy equals the
labor value of the consumptive com
modity necessary to restore the loss
of energy;
(4) the value of this consumptive com
modity must be equal in value to the
original commodity in point one.
Fundamentally, value is a question of
equating labor into terms of labor. Labor
is converted matter, and energy is matter
in motion. Matter is given in a certain
quantity, and is not reproductive, i.e., there
is no way to increase the amount of mat
ter. To say that the value of a commodity
would exceed the value of the amount of
labor that went into its production, wou ld
therefore amount to saying that matter is
in fa ct reproductive. This is Marx's ma
terialism stripped bare to its essentials.
It is outside of our province to discuss
this aspect further. But it is sufficient to
note, that even according to Marx's own
theory there would actually be a loss of
matter, and thus of value. It is impossible
to equalize items ( 1 ) and (2) in the
scheme presented above. Neither Marx,
nor any of the modern economists, have
been able to explain this contradiction.
The only admission that sometimes has
been given, is that "Nature" (with a capital
N) takes care of this deficit, and some
times even produces a "surplus value."
That man displays a certain initiative,
takes certain risks, uses his common sense
in employing his "labor power," facts
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which Marx underrated according to De
Koster, need not necessarily be attributed
to the creative genius of labor, but are at
best a judicial utilization of available
energy. Mr. De Koster's observation that
the theory of labor value, which arose long
before Marx as he states, embodies the
universal recognition (we italicize ) that
Jabor is creative because it is a man's gift
of himself, certainly does not apply to
Marx, and neither to the great majority of
modern economists.
Mr. De Koster's appreciation of the
"truth" in Marx's theory of labor value is
not acceptable to a Christian economist.
For this "truth" does not recognize Him,
'W ho takes care of the "resti tution of lost
energy" and it eliminates the God who
provided in the Srst place for the growth
of th at onc pound of sugar in our example.
A Christian economist ought to know by
heart, before he starts his studies, the con
tents of Article 13 of our Confession. And
he should know this: ""Vhat does it profit
us to know that Cod has created, and by
His providence still upholds, all things?
That we may be patient in adversity,
thankful in prosperity, and with a view to
the future may have good confidence in ou r
faithful God and Father that no creature
sha ll separate us from His love, since all
creatures are so in His hand that without
His will they cannot so much as move"
(Lord's Day X, Heidelberg Catechism ).
It is more than a casual coincidence that
Marx wrote his doctoral thesis about the
"damnable error of the Epicu reans" re
ferred to in Article 13 of our confession.
Mr. De Koster's appreciation of the
"truth" in Marx's theory of labor value has
serious consequences. He properly ob
serves that the times have changed since
Marx. To insure a proper reward for
"labor," Marx proclaimed t1mt the state
had to be destroyed. In fact, he prophe
sied the "withering away" of the "'capital
isti c state" of his d ays. The law of the
increasing misery of the proletariat would
take revenge in due time. On the far
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horizon of time he saw a catastrophe of
apocalyptic dimensions, something un·
known in Evolutionism, which event would
herald the advent of the classless, stateless,
com munistic paradise.
Marx's predictions have not been ful·
filled. "Capital" and "Labor" have learned
to live together. And "Capital" seems to
have learned the most. Observes Mr. De
Koster: "the appeal which the theory of
'surplus value' has made lies in the com·
mon recognition that the rewards of labor
must be fairly distributed amongst those
who produce them" (p. 108). And thus it
has come to pass that the state as an instru·
ment in the hands of the "capitalist ex·
ploiters" has changed into a benevolent
"Father of Labor." The so· called W elfare
State arose, and in its good prOVidence
"Labor" is assured of a continuous stream
of "benefits," from pre·natal care to post·
mortem interment. The preservation of
matter and energy is assured. The omnip·
otent state is now in charge of the distri·
bution of a "fair reward for labor." The
diaconate has been replaced by the Social
Secu rity Administration of the government,
in England. in Sweden, in pre-war Ger·
many and Italy, in The Netherlands, to a
certain extent in the communistic paradise
itself, Russia. And America is apparently
taking the same course. "Labor" is now
spending the pool of wealth accumulated
in the previous century by '''Labor'' as well
as by the "capitalist exploiters." If that
pool had not been readily available, many
a Welfare State could not have been
statted jn the first place.
What does Mr. De Koster have to say
about this development? Nothing! In his
final chapter he thunders against the sins
of the capitalists of a century ago. Sins,
which are but petty errors of little sig
nificance, when compared to the horrible
crimes of the WeHare State, with its rna·
nipulated currency (or legalized theft), its
redistribution of private property, its un
realistic wage and price policy, its cen
tralized management of the economy, its
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slave labor either inside a concentration
camp or outside of it by means of com
pulsory union membership.
So far, more human beings have paid
with their own blood for the commu nistic
idol than the total population of Western
Europe of the last century. Volleys of
anger against sins of a capitalistic past are
of little comfo rt to our generation which is
witnessing these "benefits" of the Welfare
State, or the Road to Serfdom as it has
been called more aptly. Why did Mr. De
Koster not discuss critically these resu lts of
the "truth" that Marx's theory of labor
supposedly contains?
We noticed that one of the aims of the
Pathway Books is "to display naked the
idols of this age, and to urge upon modern
man a thoroughgoing commitment to Christ
and His gospel." Has the challenge of
Communism been answered? Mr. De Kos·
ter depicted the idol very well. The ped
estal upon which he placed this idol, its
historical roots, he did not sufficiently
recognize. The legitimate "offspring" of
this idol in our times seems quite accept
able to him, especially if modified by the
adjective "Christian." But this cross-breed
is even worse than the original Marxian
parent. Our final conclusion must there
fore be: this book does not urge upon
modem man a thorough-going commitment
to Christl It seems to us inevitable that
after reading this book, his conclusion will
be : 'Why bother, jf after all Marx is right
in the first place?"
Grand Rapids

R eaders, take noteWe kindly ask our readers to take
note of the fact that this expanded
32-page issue covers two months
May and June. A similar issue is
sc h ed ul e d to appear for July and
August. We publish ten times a year.
REFORMED FELLOWSHIP

Torch and Trumpet. May-lune. 1957

The Voice of Our Readers
/I 1t- Z''U44 t<J

~tde a

'?tPZd91f 'lde.etitr;

PETER L. VAN DYKEN

S

PRI NGTIME is the time for a change
of apparel. Not all can afford a new
dress every spring. And probably it is not
necessary. But if you have worn a garment
for half a century, a new dress is not
exactly a luxury, especially if the old gar
ment was a borrowed one and never
fitted you.
The new dress which I have in mind is
not exactly brand new. By this time it
must be about two years old. But seeing
that the old one was obsolete, the present
garment can be called comparatively new.
The owner of the new dress is Art. 70 of
the Church Order. The new dress d ates
from June 1955, when the Synod of that
year clothed said Art. 70 with its new
dress. There were indeed a few who were
so in love with the old garment, Dot mind
ing that it was borrowed and rather ill
fitting, that they wanted to retain it with
a few necessary alterations. But the ma
jority took great pride in the new dress
and may continue to do so, until some
Haws may show up in it. And, b eing quite
new, apparently no defects have become
apparent.
Alt. 70 of the Church Order, which
concerns itself with the circumstances con
nected with matrimony, was an immigrant
from the Mother Country, the Netherlands.
'Vhen it landed on these shores it some
how slipped by the customs officials. And
no naturalization papers were ever taken
out for it. It paraded as an American
citizen for a long period. And, being an
article in a venerable set of rules, called
the Church Order, it was treated with due
respect until some years ago it was found
that the whole Art. was an imposter and
had nothing to do with church worship.
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This sounded rather irreverent. A request
was made to cut out the article on account
of its foreign identity. The request was
not heeded. Instead the alien was hand
somely arrayed in a new dress, the gloss of
which was supposed to hide its real nature,
wh ich admittedly is not ecclesiastical. It
was feared that the surgery of cutting out
the proud Hesh might hurt the dignity of
the Church Order.
So now we have the step-child in a new
gown which gives it a form of all curves
and no angles. I have not heard of any
serious angle showing up yet. It would be
well to examine this article in its new
dress a little closer. It is supposed to be
a set of rules governing the transaction
of joining a couple in the holy bond of
wedlock. But if you read the present
setting you notice that nothing is said
about the essential nature of the transac
tion (uniting a man and a woman in
wedlock ), though yOli may not have ob
served that immediately. This omission by
inference proves th at the nature of the
transaction is admittedly not an ecclesiasti
cal one. It is well understood that the
institution of marriage is a civil institution.
And since a civil transaction should not
have a place in an ecclesiasti cal set of
rules, the article speaks merely about the
circumstances connected with thi s transac
tion. It en1arges upon the dress in order
to hide the foreign nature of the body.
We notice that this new dress is a four
piece garment . The first onc which is
mentioned and which is the most con
spicuous is the topcoat. It contains an
injunction for consistories to admonish
those under their spiritua1 care to marry
on1y in the Lord. This is good advice and
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is a repetition of Paul's exhortation to the
elders of Ephesus plus an admonition to
the Corinthians that their widows were at
liberty to re-marry but only in the Lord.
Therefore since these tasks have been th e
work of the ministers and elders for hun
dreds of years and still are, there is nothing
specific in this in junction for which reason
it should have a place in the Church
Order. It is simply onc of the scrious
duties connected with the pastoral care of
ministers and elders.
The second piece of garment fits the
body very snug and is closely connected
with it. This second sentence describes
the ornaments with which the transaction
( solemnization of marriage) should be
adorned. It states that those ornaments
are prOVided for in the official FOim (of
marriage). This is evidently a slip in the
presentation of the garment. For if you
speak of an official Form, you exchange
the civil nature of the body into a semi
ecclesiastical. That the Church should
speak of an "official" Form is directly
caused by the rather peculiar situation of
a minister of the Church performing the
work of a civil agent in a civil action.
In the instruction preceding the solemniza
tion and in the admonition followin g it,
it is the pastor who addresses the couple
which are normally under his spiritual
care. But in the solemnization proper it is
the same person speaking as a civil agent
having received his authority to perform
this rite from the State and speaking in
the name of the State when uniting two
people, male and fcma le, in the holy bond
of matrimony.
It would therefore not be out of order
for the Church to adopt a certain form
which may be used if so desired. But you
cannot speak about an official Form for
something that is not ecclesiastical. And
any minister should be and is free to use
another form if he or the couple to be
married so desire. The Church cannot bind
the civil actions of its ministers to a certain
form, no more than that the Church can
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control how or for what person a minister
should vote in the general elections. And
the joining in wedlock is and remains a
civil action, whether it is performed by a
minister or by a justice of the peace.
Keeping this in mind makes the third
piece of garment, which is rather incon
spicuous, a hollow phrase. It is supposed
to grant liberty for marriage solemnization
either in a worship service or in a private
gathering of friends and relations. This
would be a rather innocent ruling, if it
was not so ridiculous. What authority has
a church or a chwch order to make that
kind of a ruling or allowance for a civil
action performed by a civil agent though
he be at the same time a pastor? The
cllOice of the place of the wedding should
be the choice of the parties to be married
or of their relatives in consultation with
the officiating agent. I presume that a
consistory would have the right to refuse
a marriage to take place in or before a
church service in the church, provided
that consistory have adequate reasons for
sllch refusal.
And then comes the fourth piece of the
gannent, which is rather nondescript and
which seems to have been added as an
afterthought for a sort of safety device. It
reads: "Ministers shall not solemnize mar
riages which would be in conflict with
the Word of God."
Before examining the safety clausc in
this scntcnce it might be well to ask why
an y particular prohibition must be made
concerning ministers. Are they not mem
bers of the church they serve, and as such
are they not under the supervision of the
consistory as are all members of the con
gregation? Why must any special disci
p]inary ruling be made in regard to the
civil life of the minister?
How safe is this last piece of garment
pinned onto the body? Is there no danger
that the pin might work loose and cause
friction or pain? For if you begin to ques
tion when a certain marriage would be "in
conflict with the Word of God," the
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answers would vary a great deal. Who is
to judge whether the marriage of a certain
couple would be in conflict with the Word
of God? Are all marriages in conOict with
the Word of God, except both parties be
confessing members? Is the minister the
sale judge or must he ask his consistory
or is the congregation the judge? I am
afraid that right here some sharp angle
may turn up in this nice-fitting dress which
could create havoc. Not when a minister
refuses to marry a certain couple. He has
the fullest right to refuse to marry any
couple at all, even if one of his own sons
or daughters should be a party to it. And
no church can demand that he is obliged
to do this work. It is not pastoral work.
And the State which gives him authority
to perform this transaction does not at all
demand this of any minister of the gospel.
It merely grants the privilege to do this
task
But trouble might arise if a minister
should unite a couple in wedlock which
in the eyes of "public opinion" would not
conform to the Word of God. Then what?
The couple are legally married and you
cannot undo this. What proof can be fur
nished that a certain couple should not

have been married? The apostle says:
Marriage is honorable among all. Never
theless there are certain cases which a
minister may refuse to unite. In this mat
ter he is to be the sole judge. And if his
judgment should not be according to public
opinion, are you going to discipline him
and if necessary take your case to classis
and synod? And will they be able to
judge?
So it proves that this pinned-on shawl is
not a very good safety device after all. It
certainly does not eliminate trouble or
friction.
The conclusion must be that it would
have been much better to cut out this
whole article, which in its essence is a civil
action and not an ecclesiastical one, instead
of dressing this foreign -born stepchild in a
modern ecclesiastical garb. It will always
}'cmain a civil action governed by civil
laws and performed by civil agents. No
amount of trimming can hide this. Neither
is there any need for such misrepresenta
tion. Marriage is the oldest divinely or
dained institution for thc realm of civil
life: is sustained by the COI;:nmon grace of
God and is valid and binding lIntil the
end of time.

THISTLEDOWN:
Do

\NE realize the extraordinary dy
namic of the printed page? Dr.
Goodell, of the American Doard of Mis
sions, passing through NicoJemia in 1832,
having no time to stop, left with a stranger
a copy of The Dairyman's Daughter in the
Armenian - Turkish language. Seventeen
years afterwards he visited Nicodemia, and
found a church of more than forty mem
bers, and a Protestant community of more
than two hundred. Dr. Griffith John tells
of eight churches in China reared by
tracts alone.

The Life is not in the sower, but in the
seed. Even if an infidel scattered the Scrip
tures, he would only be exploding his own
battlements.
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The Dynamic of
the Printed Page

For in scattering divine literature we lib
erate thistledown, laden with precious seed,
w hich, blown by the winds of the Spirit,
floats over the woriJ. The printed page
never flinches, never shows cowardice; it is
never tempted to compromise; it never
tires, never grows disheartened; it travels
cheaply, and requires no hired hall; it
works while we sleep; it never loses its
temper; and it works long after we are
dead . The printed page is a visitor which
gets inside the hom e, and stays there; it
always catches a man in the right mood,
for it speaks to him only when he is read
ing it; it ~\lways sticks to what it has said,
and never answers back; and it is bait left
permanently in the pool.
D. M. Panson
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~tt 1fiObtns 2ffikmorll of
Jrofc£iSOr 1fioui£i ~crh[lof
We were d eeply shocked by th e tidings
that Professor Louis Bcrkhof, Emeritus
Presiden t of Calvin Seminary, passed away
suddenly on Saturday morning, May 19, at
the age of 83.
The members of Reformed Fellowship
l nc. tender to the bereaved w idow and ch il
dren and other relatives their heartfe lt
sympathy in their loss.
Since this issue of torch alld trumpet is
read y fol' the press we have no space to
give adequate exp ression to our apprecia
tion of the unique place which Professor
Berkhof has filled in the Christian He
form ed Church and of the inestimable
value of his labor for the Kin gdom of God.
JVlore will b e said about him in the July
August issue of this pcriowcal.
Professor Berkhof was a man who had
many talents. H e was outstanding as
te.'lchcr. preacher, and author. After serv
ing two of our churches amI spending two
years at Princeton Seminary for post-grad
uate study, he began his long career as
professor at Ca lvin Seminary in 1906.
Thirty-eight years of indefatigab le labor
were spent at this institution. At first ho
taught all the branches that are usually
taught by those who teach Old Testament
and New Testament but later occupied the
chair of Dogmatics, servin g with distinc
tion in this fi eld.
one of our lead ers has made a greater
contribution to Reformed theology than
Professor Berkhof. He was a prolifi c
writer, twenty-two books in all having
come from his pen , besides a vast number
of articles which he contributed to our
ch urch papers. His leadi ng work, System
atic Theology. has been translated into
several languages and lIsed in a number
of Seminaries and Bible schools.
We are grateful to God for all that Pro
fesso r Berkhof has done for Church and
Kingdom .
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