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COMMENT ON THIS ISSUE

This 32-page issue — eight pages more than usual —is still much
too limited to present all the copy which was intended for the May-
June number of our periodical. Among the valuable material which
we were compelled to omit is the Symposium by twelve Christian
Reformed Ministers on the theme: “Which of the Three Forms for
Communion Do I Prefer?” This material will appear in a later
issue. The same applies to a review h}r Professor ]ohn Murray of
the recent book by Dr. Berkouwer on “Divine Election.”

BE STILL

Be still, and know that I am God: I will be exalted among
the nations, I will be exalted on the earth. Psalm 46:10.

In turbulent times like these it is good to lift up our eyes and
rest them upon the Throne of Eternal Majesty. In Psalm 2 we are
shown a world in revolt against God. If unity be strength, then this
revolt was strong and had every prospect of success. But what effect
did all this conspiracy of evfly have in heaven where the rejected
King was enthroned? “He that sitteth in the heavens shall laugh;
the Lord shall have them in derision.”

“The only theology that the Bible knows is the Reformed faith.” —

Psalm 46 is a companion picture. The world is in arms against
the city of God. But, a%mn God interposes, announcing his un-
alterable purpose and trembling hearts by this majestic
utterance, “Be still, and know that I am God.”

An army chapla.m who had been in the thick of the fighting in
the 1939-45 war tells of an allied thrust into enemy-occupied ter-
ritory. The din of war was deafening; the very earth trembled
under the explosions of shells. But out of the midst of the confu-
sion, the message transrmtted back to army headquarters was, “The
situation is under control.” Surely that is what Cod is telling us
when he says, “Be still, and know that 1 am God.” Against all
the opposition of the rulers of the darkness of this world, God is
steadily pressing on with his plan of giving his Son the nations
for his inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for his
possession. When things are as bad as they can well be, the believer
may still sing:

This is my Father s world.
Oh, let me ne'er forget
That though the wrong seems oft so strong,
God is the Ruler yet.
—Rev. G. N. M. Collins, Edinburgh, Scotland

Dg. James I, PACKER



Pointed Paragraphs:

AS WE GROW OLDER

How often it turns out to be true that we thought we
knew certain things until someone asks us about them, and
then we discover we don’t know. It is frequently so with
regard to our religious beliefs and our devotional utter-
ances, Many times we may repeat the words of Psalm
103:2, “Bless the Lord, O my soul, and forget not all his
benefits.” We think we know the meaning of gratitude and
the sacrifice of praise. We think we know to a con-
siderable degree. But one day in the middle years
there flashes upon us, in the light and with the perspective
that are quite foreign to life’s younger years, the true
mercies under which we have been living — the unfailing
goodness of God, the undeserved patience of dear ones
from whom so often we withheld kindness, the strength
and support of unmerited friendships, the times we stum-
bled but did not fall because underneath us were the
“everlasting arms.” And then, like dawn over the eastern
hills, we see through wider lenses the sure mercies of God
over all and in all, and with deep-throated praise we cry,
“Bless the Lord, O my soul, and all that is within me bless
his holy name.”

That is one of the compensations of growing older. Dull
words leap into flame, Prosy passages become precious
promises. Old hymns are sung with brighter eye and fuller
voice. Prayer becomes privilege. The over-familiar themes
of our creeds and confessions grow astonishing. Orthodoxy
becomes an anchor and truth becomes a lighthouse.

LG.

“DEVOLUTION” OF DELINQUENTS

There are three stages in the “devolution” of delin-
quents. The first stage is one of disrespect, particularly
disrespect towards authority. One of the roots of this dis-
respect is indifference. Another can be traced to reprehen-
sible elements in the conduct of parents. The child develops
an aversion to his parents, ignores their teaching, feels that
unreasonable restraints have been placed upon his freedom
to do what he pleases,

The second stage is one of hatred. Indifference and
disrespect have now deepened into something more dan-
gerous. Where once the youth said, “My parents are behind
the times” or “My parents are unreasonable” he now blurts
out, “My old man is a crack-pot”!

The third stage is reached when this self-emancipated
youth, insecure in his false sense of security and unable to

TORCH and TRUMPET, May-June, 1961

find within himself the supports which he thought he so
abundantly possessed, begins to hate the whole world. He
is rebellious towards everything in his environment. Not
able to live at peace with himself he cannot live at peace
with anybody else. “Nobody understands me!” he exclaims.

Now the deplorable thing about much of the modern
social service and rehabilitation efforts directed at youth in
this third stage is that they do not begin at the beginning
with him. Instead of setting up at the outset a procedure
in which this problem boy or girl will be taught the im-
portance and necessity of respect for authority, and pre-
eminently the authority of God, so many social service
workers operate solely within the orbit of the third stage
of the youth’s devolution. The major thrust of their efforts
is in the direction of group activities, especially on the
amusement and recreational levels. Teach him not to
suspect and dislike the world, they say, and you have
provided the major ingredient in the formula for his re-
habilitation. It does not occur to these workers, who un-
doubtedly are well-meaning, that you have not accom-
plished much with a delinquent when you have done little
more than integrate him into group and community activ-
ities while he continues to carry with him his original dis-
respect for authority. What you have only done for him is
provide a relaxation in the third stage of his tensional
development. You have not touched the mainspring of the
tension.

All of which points up the need for more Christian
social service workers. LG.

DR. HARRY BOER AND INFALLIBILITY

Dr. Boer writes a long Reformed Journal (Feb. '61, p.
9) article, entitled “Reformed Scholarship and Infallibility.”
He seeks to indicate how little the integrity of our Re-
formed witness is at stake in the current discussion on
infallibility. So the writer does “some reporting” especially
“on this particular question: What do Reformed theologians
who have among us an eminent name for orthodoxy in bib-
lical scholarship say about the problem we are wrestling
with?”

He at once assures us that it is far from true that in
scholarly Reformed circles there is no question about the
acceptance of the literal infallibility of the Bible, To show
this he especially cites certain authors of the honored
“Korte Verklaring” (Short Commentary).

He emphasizes the trusted place of this commentary
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and “with this in mind” points first to what Prof. A. Noordt-
zij, then to what Prof. G. Ch. Aalders, write. Having en-
couraged us to put our trust in their position, he forth-
rightly says of them: “It would seem very clear that both
Aalders and Noordtzij have imbibed more than one draft
of higher critical waters, and one who drinks deeply or
even not so deeply there must necessarily have reservations
with respect to the traditional view of the infallibility of
scripture, as it is only too plain that Aalders and Noordtzij
do”; p. 11.

Dr. Boer further quotes Dr. N. Ridderbos as saying:
“There never were six days of creation. Nor were there
ever six periods of creation which might loosely be termed
days. In fact, the account in Gen. 1 was never intended to
be a description of how the world was created.”

Finally this article asks: “Should we not take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community? Do we agree with it? If not, at what far
remove in the theological community do we come to
stand?”

L] L] - L]

We notice with regret that he mentions no concern lest
we stand at a “far remove” from the plain self-attestation of
Scripture or from the testimony of our Reformed Standards
in this matter.

He then asks whether on certain, apparently to him
plausible, conditions we should not “wish to re-evaluate the
meaning of the expression ‘infallible’ in its application to
scripture.,” That, indeed, appears to be the thrust of the
article.

But this is the question which presses for earnest
thought here: How shall we re-evaluate the concept of
infallibility and not come up with fallibility? Who can ex-
plain how anyone can tone down infallibility and escape
fallibility? Let us take timely warning: re-evaluating has
been a common and subtle approach of liberal theology. It
has subverted much vital truth.

As we read and re-read this article it convinces us, both
in its citations and general tenor, that in our discussion of
infallibility, the integrity of our Reformed witness is indeed
at stake.

Unlike Dr. Boer, we feel deeply that this issue is the
profound concern of our church in its entirety and solidar-
ity: professors, ministers, and also of our sensitive and
sensible pew theologians. Let us altogether strive mightily
to study and pray it through to a right conclusion.

C.H.
GIVING AND GETTING

As human beings we are dependent creatures who must
live by grace and by the things we receive from God pri-
marily, and from our fellowmen. No man lives or dies unto
himself; his life and death are intertwined with the lives
of his fellowmen.

On the other hand, we all make some contribution to
society. We all have a niche to fill, a role to play, a work
to do; and in such a process we make a contribution to
our cultural community, and also to the church.

However, on what does the emphasis fall? There are
some members of society and of the church who are con-
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centrating on getting. Whenever anything is free, they are
there in force. So too they like to remind themselves and
others that salvation is free, so they come and get it. But
that is the point at which their religion stops. They hate to
pay into the budget! They resent all drives for funds! They
resent the poor and the unfortunate for whom collections
are held. They are not moved to generosity by the needs
of others, the milk of human kindness does not flow in their
veins. And what does flow in their veins they are unwilling
to share when the occasion presents itself. They would not
think of giving a pint of blood for some unknown brother
in the Lord who is in dire need! Neither do they offer their
time and energy for pressing door-bells, for doing work
around the church or school. They are simply too busy!

To sum it up, there are people in the church, as in so-
ciety, who will not give their money, their time and talent,
nor their blood (donation) when the opportunity presents
itself. But the Lord Jesus Christ, who died on Calvary,
where he gave himself for us, says to all disciples: “Take
up the cross and follow me . . . foxes have holes and the
birds of the air have nests, but the Son of Man hath not
where to lay his head.”

Are you a giver or a getter? Do you offer your money
and time, your blood and your talent for your fellow-man,
your fellow-saints? Or do you selfishly hoard and hold it?
Remember, he that would save his life shall lose it, but he
that gives it for Christ and his Kingdom shall find it!

HR.V.T.

A CORRECTION
1684 Warren Road
Ann Arbor, Michigan
April 6, 1961

Rev. H. J. Kuiper, Managing Editor
2401 Paris Avenue, S. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan

Dear Rev. Kuiper,

UST NOW I have been reading the article “IGNORA-

MUS, IGNORAMIBUS” in the April issue of your
paper. The writer of this article informs us that he wrote
it after he had just dusted an old Latin dictionary.

May I ask you, for the sake of our High School boys and
girls who might otherwise get confused, to print this
present letter in an early issue —so that they may know
that for theologians as well as for them the future first
person singular of the Latin verb ignorare is ignorabimus
and not “ignoramibus” as you have printed it in three dif-
ferent places.

Let us all learn from this episode that it is not good to
let dust settle on one’s Latin, Thank you.

Yours respectfully,
Leonard Verduin
Thank you, brother! We have checked and found that
the manuscript had: ignorabimus. We assume responsibil-
ity for the error, as managing editor. Our only consolation

is that the error in no way invalidates the author’s argu-
ment, H.J.X.
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SYNODICAL MATTERS

THE REPORT ON INFALLIBILITY

EPORT NO. 24 of the synodical Agenda, entitled “In-

fallibility And Inspiration In The Light Of Scripture

And The Creeds,” makes an impression of excellence. It is

to the point, thorough, exegetically convincing and creedally

sound. Thus one is impressed by the main body of this

well-written document taking pages 119 to 195 in the
Agenda,

The report concludes with three recommendations.
Recommendation one leaves little room for argument. It
recommends “That Synod receive this study report as the
fulfillment of the mandate ‘to study the relationship be-
tween inspiration and infallibility in the light of Scripture
and our own Creedal statements’.” This the committee has
done and done well.

Recommendation two asks “That Synod submit this
study report to the Church as a guide (to form rather than
to bind the mind of the Church) in understanding the
concept of Scriptural infallibility.” Why not a recommenda-
tion to adopt, as the Synod of 1959 did with the Conclu-
sions of the report on Inspiration by the Reformed Ecumen-
ical Synod of 19587 It is regrettable that the report now
under consideration does not summarize its findings in a
series of succinct conclusions. Such could rather easily
have been given.

Is the Christian Reformed Church to continue to be a
debating society on this matter of Infallibility? The gen-
eral membership of the church is beginning to weary of
this debate. Furthermore, the Church as Church does not
engage in academic fishing expeditions. The Church ad-
dresses itself to questions that arise in the life and witness
of the Church, and seeks to give them scriptural and
creedal answers. The question of Infallibility has arisen
and has agitated the Church. Two specific and closely
related questions have appeared in this agitation. They
are these two: (1) Is the term “Infallibility” still a suitable
term to express the trustworthiness of Scripture? (the
burden of the Stromata articles); and (2) “How far that
infallibility extended.” (“It is this last question which our
Church is now facing” — J. Kromminga in his paper How
Shall We Understand “Infallibility’?) These questions stand
against the background of the larger question of the rela-
tion between Inspiration and Infallibility.

Shall the Church now fail to say whether these questions
have been answered? Are these important questions to
remain unresolved in and for the Church, while every in-
terested member uses this report among other documents
in quest of the answers? Is this the way in which the
Church meets the problems and questions that arise in her
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life? The questions listed above have been pointedly and
adequately answered in this fine report. Why then does
not the Church adopt this report? Possibly this material
calls for a year’s study before it is presented for final adop-
tion. At the same time possibly the report should be
returned to the committee for formulation of a series of
summary conclusions. But at least let the Church resolve
this basic issue, now or a year hence, and not leave it an
open question.

Recommendation three is the most troublesome. It asks
“That Synod make the committee’s judgment on the ‘per-
iphery’ question its own, namely, that the use of the term
to describe Scripture’s incidental and circumstantial data
which has no independent revelational significance apart
from its organic relation to the central intent and purpose
of a given passage, is not inconsonant with the Creeds.”

The report refers to “inconclusive and ambiguous ele-
ments in the situation as well as in the paper itself” (p.
193). (The paper referred to is How Shall We Understand
‘Infallibility’?) The report fails to dispel these ambiguities.
Just because of these ambiguities the Committee’s report
should have addressed itself to the one question that dis-
turbed the church, It is this: Does the term “periphery”
(as used in the above-mentioned paper) indicate an area
or aspect of Scripture to which the term “infallibility” does
not apply or to which it applies in a manner different from
the way in which it applies to the rest of Scripture? This
is the question that troubled Dr. M. ]J. Wyngaarden. This
question troubled Synod’s committee of pre-advice in 1959.
And this question troubled the 1959 Synod. This, then, is
the question (at this point) that has troubled the Church.

The question took a turn toward greater refinement and
also greater vagueness at Synod in 1959. The explanation
was allowed that the term periphery refers to “‘some as-
pect’ of the content of the words which is not germane to
the Spirit’s purpose.” Apparently the committee did not
attach much weight to this refinement, for in the report
appeal is made to Bavinck’s idea of a “periphery of truth,
which though more or less removed from the centrum,
nevertheless belongs organically to the revelatory circle of
God’s thoughts™ ( Agenda, p. 193; italics by E.H. except cen-
trum). We certainly can assume that whatever belongs “or-
ganically to the revelatory circle of God’s thoughts” can
hardly be something which is “not germane to the Spirit’s
purpose.”

Hence we are thrown back to the question as given in
the previous paragraph. But the report does not answer
this question in section VIII, where this matter is dealt
with. The question is, however, answered in the main body
of the report. Therefore it seems rather clear that the third

five



recommendation should be rejected. Let Synod simply say
that whatever the author of the troublesome term may have
meant, one thing is clear from the committee’s study and
that is that there is no area or aspect of Scripture to which
the term “infallibility” does not apply or to which it applies
in a manner different from the way in which it applies to
the rest of Scripture. E.H.

EXAMINATION FOR CANDIDACY

HE EXAMINATION of students seeking candidacy is

a matter of no small significance. It touches the life of
the church at the very important central area of the preach-
ing of the Word. A report by a study committee on this
matter appears on pages 8-11 in the Agenda for 1961. The
committee here recommends that the examination for can-
didacy be placed in the hands of the Board of Trustees of
Calvin College and Seminary. I think that in respect of
this report some observations are warranted and some
questions are raised.

It would appear correct to say that the Board of Trustees
has been commissioned by the church to supervise the
educational affairs of our college and seminary. It is com-
pletely within their province to set educational policy and
to approve or disapprove the conferring of academic de-
grees. The matter of candidacy and ordination, however,
deals directly with the ministry of the Word in the churches.
It is not an academic matter in first order and is therefore
not immediately within the scope of the Board’s mandate
and responsibility. This is a matter which involves the
preaching of the Word in the churches and is therefore
obviously the business of the churches themselves. This is
most correctly the peculiar business of the various classes.
Why not then make it the business of the classes? It is most
correctly their responsibility and to put the matter where
it properly belongs is the best solution to the present
problem.

In a classical gathering of the churches the eldership of
the church finds its rightful representation. This is not the
case in the Board of Trustees. Here the eldership is not
adequately represented and the responsibility of the elder-
ship of the churches in this most important aspect of the
life of the church is not sufficiently recognized.

The seminary faculty by its close association with the
students is the only one that can give a truly meaningful
recommendation concerning a student’s fitness for the min-
istry. The members of the Board are in no better position
to determine this than any designated classis. Very few of
the members of the Board ever come into a significant per-
sonal relationship with any of the students. Could not the
seminary faculty give their recommendation to a designated
classis? It would appear that this would be a closer ap-
proach to the ideal that we seek.

I would suggest that a plan be devised whereby Synod
would designate a certain number of classes to serve as
examiners for candidacy. The classes could be located as
close to the student’s residence as possible. The number of
classes to be so designated would be determined by the
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number of students to be examined. There are a sufficient
number of classes located within a reasonable distance from
our seminary to perform this task without any great difficul-
ty. These examinations could be carried on, with synodical
examiners in attendance, during the month of May. Each
examining classis could then report its recommendation to
Synod in June and any question or difficulty that may arise
could also then be resolved by Synod.

It would seem that a plan along these lines would be
more acceptable and would surely place the matter of
examination for candidacy where it properly belongs.

R.L.

ABOUT THE APPOINTMENT OF A SEMINARY PROFESSOR

NE OF THE documents in the Agenda of Synod is a

protest against a decision of the Board of Trustees of
Calvin College and Seminary by four of its members. The
decision and the protest pertain to the appointment of a
second professor to succeed Dr. Martin J. Wyngaarden of
the Department of Old Testament. When Dr. Wyngaarden
retires this year, the sole professor of Old Testament will
be Marten Woudstra. A second man will have to be
appointed by Synod from a nomination by the Board of
Trustees. The Protest was occasioned by the failure of the
Board to prepare such a nomination.

Two years ago the need of a replacement was brought
to the attention of the Board of Trustees. Last year the
Board nominated only one man, the Rev. D. Kerr of the
United Presbyterian Church. But Dr. Kerr withdrew his
name when public objections were raised against his nom-
ination, on the ground that he was the sole nominee and
that it would be possible to find good material for the
position in our own circles.

When Dr. Kerr withdrew the Board decided in May
of 1960 not to present a nomination to the Synod of that
year because it was too late to make the required announce-
ment and to consider possible objections. Its action was
approved. But instead of preparing a new nomination at
its February meeting of this year, the Board decided that a
series of lectureships should be established for one-year
periods so that the eventual election of a second professor
for this chair would be postponed for several years. It was
decided that Rev. J. H. Stek should be the first lecturer
and Rev. Dr. F. M. Von Meyenfeldt of the Netherlands
should be the second. Possibly others would follow. The
Faculty had recommended these lectureships but only for
two years. Apparently the Board wanted the Church to use
special precautions to secure the best man available.

The four protestants, all of them ministers from Canada
by the way, appeal the decision on more than one ground.
First, they feel this decision would fail to do justice to this
important department since it would have only one profes-
sor and an inexperienced lecturer, possibly for three or four
years. Second, they make the point that this method of
preceding an appointment to the Seminary with a series of
lectureships has not been followed in other departments,
except in just one instance.
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ALe appelans als

o czll attention to the fact that Rev.
J. H. Stek was deemed worthy of a nomination in 1958 and
they list his qualifications. They speak of the excellent
record of Dr. Von Meyenfeldt. They urge Synod to nom-
inate these two men and elect one.

It seems to us that the suggestion of the protestants
is a good one. We know of no arguments for a series of
lectureships sufficiently weighty to offset the disadvantages.
First, such a series of possibly three or four years would
not do justice to the needs of the students, These men are
entitled to the best which the Church can provide. A
teacher’s first year, unless he is unusually gifted, can hardly
be expected to meet the needs of the students, not to speak
of their demands. Second, such a year of lectureship is
unfair to the lecturer himself as a gauge of his ability,
especially since it would involve a drastic departure from
his usual type of work. Fourth, it is not fair to our
churches to entrust part of the training of their future min-
isters to “raw recruits.”

H.J.K.

SEMINARY PROFESSORS AS SYNODICAL ADVISERS

MOVEMENT in recent years to restrict the influence at

Synod of our theological professors and emeriti theo-

logical professors led to the appointment in 1960 of a com-
mittee to study and report on this matter,

This committee’s report is found in the Agenda, pages
220 to 224, Its recommendations are that the theological
professors in active service shall be “present or available
to Synod for advice, upon the request of the chair or mem-
bers of the Synod.” They shall continue “to serve on the
advisory committees of Synod.” As to the emeriti theological
professors, the recommendation is that they shall “serve on
advisory committees when requested by Synod” and shall
be “available to Synod for advice, which is to be given
upon the request of the chair or members of Synod.”

o o L] o

The more we ponder these recommendations the more
difficulties and disadvantages we see arising from the ap-
plication of the rules now proposed.

We take our starting point in the fact known to all that
our Synods are composed in part by a very large number
of inexperienced ministers, some of them having been in
the ministry for a very short time. This, to our way of
thinking, makes it necessary for Synod to make a maximum
use of the knowledge and experience of our theological
professors in the many difficult and sometimes perplexing
questions that confront the delegates. If the rule should be
adopted that both the theological professors in active
service and those who are retired shall not speak unless
they are specifically asked to do so, we can foresee that
they may be present only when it is convenient to do so
and that they may very well be absent just when their
advice is desired.

Every one who has been a delegate to Synod knows that
it is very tiresome and trying to sit there hours on end day
after day for about two weeks. Only the conviction, “I
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must be here all the time, to vote, or to speak, or to do both,
and to hear all that is said on all the proposals,” can
persuade a person to be present daily from 8:30 to 11:45
in the morning, from 1:30 to 5:45 in the afternoon, and
from 7:30 to 9:30 p. m. when evening sessions are held.
Will Synod not be depriving itself of much valuable in-
formation and advice by forbidding the professors to speak
except when the chairman or the delegates ask them to do
so? We have attended many synods as a reporter and can
say that we found the experience to be most wearisome and
that a day at Synod seemed to be twice as long as any day
spent in the usual way. If I were to be there as a professor
with no other obligation than to be “on call,” I would not
be present all the time at all the sessions.

Moreover, we take it that the professors are better able
to judge whether they have something worth while to say
on an important question than others. Who can judge best
whether a person has information, ideas, and convictions on
a certain subject than that person himself?

Further, we are not aware that in recent years any of
the theological professors now concerned, whether in active
service or retired, have abused the privilege to influence
Synod by speaking too often or too long. The fact is that a
number of them seldom make use of the privilege to speak.

Again, we see a real danger in the proposed rule that
these men shall be permitted to speak only when they are
requested to do so by the president of Synod or by a certain
member or members. When pressing issues are discussed
on which there is sharp divergence of opinion and which
cause more or less tension, delegates can easily resort to
the device of asking for a speech by a favorite professor,
or by one who is known to entertain the same views. And
when that speech is made, another delegate, holding con-
trary views on the matter in hand, may call for a speech
by another professor to gain support for those contrary
views. In this way the professors may become the pawns
of “politically minded” delegates who are bent on winning
a victory for their “side.”

We see the same danger in connection with the proposal
that the emeriti professors shall serve on advisory commit-
tees only when requested by Synod. Delegates are aware
of the enormous influence which the professorial advisers
can exert in the meetings of the advisory committees and
may be tempted to ask Synod to put a man whose views
they favor on a certain committee. All they need to do is
to make a motion, after Synod is organized, that Professor
So-and-so be made the adviser of this or that committee.
The other delegates will, of course, hesitate to speak against
the motion, the person concerned being present. Is it not
far better to leave the selection of all advisers to the large
and representative Program Committee which proposes the
personnel of all advisory committees and their professorial
counselors immediately after the opening session of Synod?

Because of the great importance of giving the advisory
committees capable professorial advisers, we are opposed to
leaving room for the possibility of not one of the emeriti
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professors being appointed to serve in this capacity. These
men have a wide and rich experience in ecclesiastical af-
fairs, having attended synods for many years, are thorough-
ly conversant with their particular fields, and are far more
experienced and mature than for example a new theological
professor who has been on the faculty of the Seminary for
only a couple of years and possibly has had little experience
as a pastor, if any at all. Yet, if the proposed rule is adopted
such a young professor would be assigned as adviser to one
of the committees while none of the emeriti professors
might be asked to serve. We hope we have not
reached that stage in the official life of our Church where
“the counsel of the old men” is rejected (I Kings 12:8).

In short, we see no need of curtailing the influence of
our professors at synodical meetings, whether they are in
active service or retired. Their influence at Synod is great;
we believe it should be. There are other men, also non-
delegates, who also have great prestige and influence at
our synodical meetings. We refer to the secretaries and
representatives of our denominational Boards. Apparently
no one has felt the need of suggesting the clipping of their
wings. Yet some do feel the need of restricting the influence
of our Seminary professors.

If at any time it should appear that some of our profes-
sors form the habit of speaking on matters more or less in-
consequential a gentle reminder by the President at the
beginning of the sessions should suffice to curb it.

H.J.K.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR WESTMINSTER SEMINARY

MONG THE sixteen overtures which appear in the syn-
A_ odical Agenda is one which pleads for a continuation
of Synod’s inclusion of Westminster Seminary in its list of
recommended causes. This overture is from Classis Sioux
Center. It offers the following considerations for its pro-
posal:

“l. The Reformed witness which this institution carries
on, both in the non-Reformed religious world and the un-
churched world of our day merits the support of all lovers
of the Reformed faith.

“2, There has been criticism concerning Westminster
Seminary which threatens the continued support of this
institution. When considering the enormous amount of
good which this seminary does in its witness for the Re-
formed faith, this criticism is not of sufficient weight to rec-
ommend discontinuance of support. In the light of this, the
judgment of love for the faith would require that our people
be given the opportunity to support this institution through
our churches.”

The criticism which point two mentions does not con-
cern the teaching of Westminster Seminary but only a
misunderstood policy of one or more representatives in
soliciting students for the school. Since that policy has
been discontinued, the criticism should not continue.
Churches and individual Christians should not withdraw
their support from any worthy institution for reasons that
must be judged petty.

Westminster Seminary is not a denominational school,
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though it maintains close unofficial connection with the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church. It is governed by a Board
which is determined to prevent the gradual undermining
of its orthodoxy through teachers who might introduce un-
sound doctrines. Apparently that Board believes that this
happens more easily if a Church appoints the teachers and
governs its affairs, considering that in the long run
Churches, denominations, almost invariably make conces-
sions to some form of liberalism. We may not agree with
this but no one will deny the right of a society or a board to
establish and operate a theological school.

Graduates of Westminster are serving with honor even
in our own churches and schools, our College and Seminary
included. Westminster is known as a bastion of orthodoxy.
It is also the only Reformed Seminary in this hemisphere
which has the right to confer the degree of Doctor of
Theology. Doubtless some of Calvin’s graduates will go
to Westminster to seek this coveted degree. We hope many
will. One of our own Seminary professors is about to re-
ceive that degree at Westminster.

We know of not a single reason why our churches
should not make an annual contribution to the financial
support of this school.

H.J.K.

LOS ANGELES

HAT IS VERY likely one of the more serious mat-

ters to come before the Synod of 1961 is not even
mentioned in the Agenda, and that for good reason. It is
the so-called “Los Angeles Case.” The editorial committee
of this magazine had decided to refrain from comment on
this matter, since it is the kind of issue that is usually
properly discussed in executive session. However, when the
subject was openly dealt with and the merits evaluated
in an article in the April issue of the Reformed Journal,
the committee decided brief reference should be made to
the matter.

Here are the capsule facts in the case as it came to
Synod. A member of the Los Angeles congregation ap-
pealed to Classis California to instruct his consistory to lift
the censure which they had imposed on him. Three times
the Classis instructed the Consistory to lift the censure, but
the advice of Classis was not heeded. The Synod of 1960
had the case before it on appeal from the censured party.
(Synod had the case before it in 1959 also, but decided at
that time that it was still a classical matter.) Synod of
1960 decided to “sustain the protestant,” that “the con-
sistory of the Los Angeles church erred in persistently re-
fusing to lift censure,” and to “instruct the consistory of the
Los Angeles congregation to lift summarily the censure
placed on Mr, ..........."

Furthermore, it was decided that “Due to the com-
plexity, magnitude, and gravity of the Los Angeles situa-
tion, Synod appoint a special committee to study the situa-
tion ‘in loco,” which committee shall advise Synod on the
matter in 1961” (Acts of Synod 1960, p. 68).

Two comments appear to the undersigned to be in
order at this time. In the first place one cannot help being

(continued on page 19)
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A TALE OF TWO CHURCHES

by LEONARD GREENWAY

ECENTLY my wife and I spent a week-end in a
large city on our West Coast. To attend the nearest

church of our own denomination would have required con-
siderable travelling by bus or taxi, so we decided to wor-
ship in churches within walking distance of our hotel. There
were two such churches, and in this account I shall call
them “First” and “Second” respectively. First Church had
two identical morning services —one at 9:30 o'clock and
the other at 11:00 o'clock. Second Church had the one
morning gathering at 11:00. We attended the 9:30 service
at First and were dismissed in time to reach the 11:00 o’clock
service at Second. The walk did us good. Several timics on
the way we reflected on how much better it would be if
more people walked to church on Sunday. The traific
snarls one so often sees in the vicinities of places of worship
on the Lord’s Day are not always necessary. Lungs that
have been ventilated by ten or fifteen minutes of fresh air,
and muscles that have been flexed by a good walk, are fine
predispositions to good singing in God’s House. Try it next
Sunday!

This tale of two churches has three “chapters.”

1. Similarities between First and Second

2. Dissimilarities

3. Evaluation

SIMILARITIES

1. Both churches give prominence to Gospel symbols
and inscriptions. First has a large illuminated cross on the
roof. Second has a cross and a sign with the words, “Jesus
Saves.” Above the entrance of one of the buildings we saw
these words: “Forever Thy Word is Settled in Heaven.”
On the comer stone this inscription: “Dedicated to the
service of Him who loved us and washed us from our sins
by His blood.”

2. In both places we were given a friendly welcome.
Some of the worshippers appeared to be people of con-
siderable wealth, yet they mixed freely with people
of less than average dress. The ushers were courteous.

3. The congregations worship in large edifices. First
has a seating capacity of 3000. Second about the same.
Both were filled.

4. Both feature an elaborate “ministry of music.” Fine
organs, Excellent organists, Well-trained choirs. At both
we had a ]J. S. Bach prelude beautifully and competently
interpreted.

5. The pastor at First reviewed the calendar of the
week from the pulpit, interspersing his announcements with
assurances of welcome for the visitors present. At Second
the assistant pastor took care of this matter. Both pastors
had a supply of humorous quips that provoked some

TORCH and TRUMPET, May-June, 1961

laughter. At both services an appeal was made for a liberal
offering.

6. In both places the speaker “preached” without a text.
One of them flourished a Bible while delivering his mes-
sage. Since this was Sunday, February 12 (Abraham Lin-
coln’s birthday), the two speakers took the opportunity to
make what they apparently regarded as appropriate polit-
ical references. It occurred to us that the Appalachian
carol, “I Wonder as I Wander” could have been applied
here with slight modification — We wondered as they
wandered!

7. At both services there was merchandising! At First
the speaker’s books — he was a guest speaker, a long-time
friend of the pastor —were noted. Two hundred auto-
graphed copies of his latest publication were on sale after
the servicel Anyone interested in the Power of Positive
Thinking was urged to read this book. Second Church
also had something for sale — banquet tickets! The pastor
himself urged those planning to attend “to take care of
this matter today.”

Books for salel Banquet tickets for salel

8. Both churches have a “ministerial staff.” Four at
First, seven at Second. The bulletin listed their names con-
spicuously, For the first time in my ministerial experience
I came across the title, “Minister of Visitation.” Second has
three of them.

9. First, like Second, used familiar hymns. First, the
more stately kind — All Hail the Power of Jesus’ Name,
Faith of Our Fathers. Second, the more “tabernacle” type:
There’s Power in the Blood, I Surrender All

DISSIMILARITIES

1. First makes much of social gatherings. The bulletin
announced three luncheon meetings and two dinners with-
in the next five days. Second gives more emphasis to
religious week-day activities. The bulletin listed four
prayer groups, a missionary meeting, a lecture on Prophecy,
and a public Bible Class studying the Book of Revelation —
all within the next five days.

2. Biblical expository preaching is not the regular pul-
pit diet at First. The bulletin for February 12 carried the
pastor’s sermon topics for the approaching season of Lent.
Here are some of them: “Sure Way to Achieve Your
Personal Best,” “Make It Easy for People to Like You,”
“Practice the Art of Friendly Living.” The subject for the
Easter Morning Service was to be, “Put a Rainbow in Your
Heart.” The pastor’s sermons are printed each week and
are available in the foyer. 1 sampled three of them. One
was an exposition of Ralph Waldo Emerson’s line, “Write it
on your heart that every day is the best day of the year.”
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One fouud a springboard in Wordsworth's

Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive,

But to be young was very heaven.
The third sermon I sampled began with Matthew 22:39,
quickly moved away from it, and never returned.

Second Church has a “Bible-centered ministry,” that is,
there is Scripture reading, Scriptural references in the
pastor’s prayer, sermons in which the Bible frequently is
quoted, and sermon topics directly-related to the Bible and
to cardinal Gospel themes. The morning we attended, the
pastor gave the third in a series on the Holy Spirit. More-
over, the bulletin informed us that a two-week Bible Con-
ference was soon to commence. In Second Church we had
the unmistakable feeling that we were worshipping with
people who heartily believe that the Bible is the infallible
Word of God.

EVALUATION

Both were disappointing for several reasons, but I shall
mention and discuss only one. In both places the pulpit
gave us an optimistic view of sinful human nature. First
Church, as I said before, had a guest minister that morn-
ing. He is a pastor in a denomination that is Reformed,
but was introduced as “a life-long Methodist.” His message
had to do with “self-adjustment.” He urged us “to cuddle
close to Jesus” . . . “to lay hold on the Divine power that
is within every man’s reach.” Between a couple of hu-
morous anecdotes he told us “to get on the ball for Christ.”
Three times he said that we have what it takes if we will
only trust. He even quoted a former President of the
United States who is remembered for having said, “The
only thing to fear is fear.”

The speaker at Second Church also had an optimistic
view of human nature, but he stated it differently and
more inconsistently. After telling us how foul and helpless
we are by nature —he paused to announce that in four

weeks he would preach a sermon on the moral chaos in
America — he proceeded to the invitation part of his mes-
sage in which he said, “Think of it, O sinner! God promises
that if you will open the door of your heart to his patient,
pleading Son, he will by his Holy Spirit come into your
heart and make you alive, and will bless you with regenera-
tion!” Sic! A sinner dead through trespasses and sins is
given to understand that if with his lifeless hand he will
open the door that seals him in his depravity, the Holy
Spirit will come in to make him alive. To a wonder per-
formed by a dead man will be added a wonder performed
by God! Death must move first. Then God takes over.
Only after death has wrought its wonder can life work
the second marvel. First the sinner, then God! Who will
deny that such a presentation of the matter is pretty com-
plimentary to human nature?

Which of these two pastors is doing the greater harm?
That is a good question for discussion, Sometimes, while
reflecting on this, I find myself prepared to say that the
second is the greater offender. Certainly, he is more incon-
sistent. Modernism is bad. Let's not minimize its menace.
Neither let us minimize the confusion, to say nothing of
the effrontery, created in a pulpit that professes to honor
God’s Word in a sermon that puts Christ outside Lazarus’
tomb waiting for Lazarus to move before commanding him
to come forth. The command of King Jesus is contingent
on the love of Lord sinner.

Fortunate for us the day ended on a better theme, In
the evening we took a much longer walk and worshipped
in another church where we heard an unforgettable sermon
on Ephesians 5:22-33. It was an expository sermon with no
misconceptions about the capacity of sinful human nature,
and with no theological confusion. Walking back to the
hotel under a beautiful star-lit sky, we gave thanks to God
for preachers who still believe that God is God, and who
say sol

Reformed Old Testament Scholarship
TODAY

by MARTEN H. WOUDSTRA

NOTE: This article by Professor Woudstra is the first of three requested by the
editors. These three articles by recognized Old Testament scholars from Calvin
Seminary and Westminster Seminary deal with different aspects of what the editors
regard as a very unsatisfactory treatment of a most important subject appearing in

the Reformed Journal of February 1961.

HE STUDY of the Old Testament has long been a
battleground of conflicting opinions. It will be the
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purpose of the present article to set forth briefly the posi-
tion of those who adhere to the tenets of Reformed ortho-
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doxy with respect to some
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THE SCHOLAR’'S ISOLATION

The first thing that stands out is that Reformed students
of the Old Testament are presently much aware of the fact
that their position entails a considerable degree of isolation
from other, non-Reformed, contemporary scholarship. Re-
flecting on some of the recent developments in Old Testa-
ment studies Prof. N, H. Ridderbos of the Free University
in Amsterdam remarks: “ | . The orthodox Old Testament
scholar still finds himself in as much of an isolated position
as at the end of the nineteenth century. In all likelihood we
must say that he finds himself more isolated than ever
before.” This was written in a book entitled Revelation
and the Bible, published in 1958, p. 349 f. Personal contact
with several Reformed Old Testament scholars convinces
me that this feeling of isolation is shared by all those who
take the task of Reformed biblical scholarship seriously.

In the light of the above quotation, certain statements
made by Dr. H. Boer in a recent article in the Reformed
Journal of February, entitled “Reformed Scholarship and
Infallibility,” clearly appear to be out of accord with actual
fact. Dr. Boer makes it appear as if the Christian Reformed
community has been unduly isolated in matters pertaining
to the study of the Bible and that it is getting time that
we, i.e, the Christian Reformed community, consider “what
we have been living with.” It is Dr. Boer’s contention
that the broader Reformed community of which we are a
part has not practised this same isolation but rather has
not hesitated to embrace positions which differ only in
degree but not in substance from that of the higher criticism
of the Old Testament. Dr. Boer is of the opinion that
Reformed Old Testament scholarship as exemplified in men
like G. Ch. Aalders, A. Noordtzij, and N. H. Ridderbos
virtually endorses higher critical positions and methods and
that therefore we, who condemn higher criticism in its his-
torical sense, will find ourselves at a “far remove in the
theological community.”

Dr, Boer’s construction of the evidence is clearly out
of accord with the views of at least one of those whom he
quotes in support of his contention. Dr. Boer contends that
unless we follow the example of Reformed scholarship in
the Netherlands we shall find ourselves at a far remove in
the theological community. Yet it is precisely one of the
contemporary Reformed scholars in the Netherlands who
points out that the Reformed position today entails an in-
creasing isolation from non-Reformed positions.

GREATER PRECISION AGAINST ERROR

A second trend in Reformed Old Testament scholarship
today is that, in the face of modern denials of supernatural
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revelabon and mrallible mspiration, it 1s beginning to be

more precise in its refutation of erroneous positions.
Around 1940 it was possible for Prof. A. Noordtzij, emeritus
professor of the State University at Utrecht and previously
also connected with the Seminary at Kampen, to endorse
positions which were strictly in conflict with the doctrine
of infallible inspiration. This trend has now been reversed.
Prof. Noordtzij assigned certain parts of the book of Levit-
icus, which are introduced with the formula “the Lord said
to Moses,” to a time considerably later than Moses, But
today’s Old Testament scholarship at the Free University,
as represented by Prof. W. H. Gispen, does not tolerate
such concessions to higher criticism. In his large and
scholarly commentary on Leviticus Prof. Gispen clearly
indicates that Prof. Noordtzij’s position on this point is
unacceptable. Discussing the view of the Roman Catholic
Heinisch, who holds a position identical to that of Noordt-
zij, Prof. Gispen remarks: “Neither can the view of Heinisch
with respect to the introductory formulas in which it says
that Yahweh spoke to Moses be our view. For in those
introductory formulas we deal with the communication of
an historical fact” (p. 11). Prof, Gispen also undertakes to
prove in his commentary “that there is nothing in those
particular laws which cannot have been given in the time
of Moses.”

Dr. Boer, in his just mentioned article, makes ample use
of Noordtzij’s unwarranted concessions to higher criticism
while failing to indicate that subsequent developments have
reversed that trend. Would Dr. Boer wish us to admonish
this Free University professor and ask him to “take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community”? In passing it should be noted that Prof.
Noordtzij did not teach at the Free University, as Dr. Boer
informs us. Noordtzij began his career at Kampen Sem-
inary and later on transferred to the State University of
Utrecht.

It may be true that the theological community in the
Netherlands has at times been able to digest divergent
opinions with a greater degree of ease than is sometimes
the case among ourselves. But Dr, Boer clearly overdraws
this contrast in his article. On the one hand it should not
be overlooked that the Reformed community in the Nether-
lands faithfully upheld the historicity of the account of the
fall when this was challenged around 1926. This decision
still stands as the official position of the Gereformeerde
Kerken in the Netherlands. Even Prof. N. H. Ridderbos,
whose views on Genesis 1 are quoted by Dr. Boer in support
of his contention, makes it clear that he is not prepared to
extend his framework theory to Genesis 3 (Cf. “Beschou-
wingen Over Genesis 1,” Geloof en Wetenschap, Vol. 53,
1955, p. 230). We should be very careful not to make
Netherlands Reformed scholarship say things it clearly
does not want to say. Yet this happens all too often among
us. As further proof of the fact that the Reformed com-
munity in the Netherlands is sometimes anything but calm
and inclusivistic we may cite also the tensions around the
covenant controversy which resulted in many depositions
from office.
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One found a springboard in Wordsworth's

Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive,

But to be young was very heaven.

The third sermon I sampled began with Matthew 22:39,
quickly moved away from it, and never returned.

Second Church has a “Bible-centered ministry,” that is,
there is Scripture reading, Scriptural references in the
pastor’s prayer, sermons in which the Bible frequently is
quoted, and sermon topics directly-related to the Bible and
to cardinal Gospel themes. The morning we attended, the
pastor gave the third in a series on the Holy Spirit. More-
over, the bulletin informed us that a two-week Bible Con-
ference was soon to commence. In Second Church we had
the unmistakable feeling that we were worshipping with
people who heartily believe that the Bible is the infallible
Word of God.

EVALUATION

Both were disappointing for several reasons, but I shall
mention and discuss only one. In both places the pulpit
gave us an optimistic view of sinful human nature. First
Church, as I said before, had a guest minister that morn-
ing. He is a pastor in a denomination that is Reformed,
but was introduced as “a life-long Methodist.” His message
had to do with “self-adjustment.” He urged us “to cuddle
close to Jesus” . . . “to lay hold on the Divine power that
is within every man’s reach.” Between a couple of hu-
morous anecdotes he told us “to get on the ball for Christ.”
Three times he said that we have what it takes if we will
only trust. He even quoted a former President of the
United States who is remembered for having said, “The
only thing to fear is fear.”

The speaker at Second Church also had an optimistic
view of human nature, but he stated it differently and
more inconsistently. After telling us how foul and helpless
we are by nature —he paused to announce that in four

weeks he would preach a sermon on the moral chaos in
America — he proceeded to the invitation part of his mes-
sage in which he said, “Think of it, O sinner! God promises
that if you will open the door of your heart to his patient,
pleading Son, he will by his Holy Spirit come into your
heart and make you alive, and will bless you with regenera-
tion!” Sic! A sinner dead through trespasses and sins is
given to understand that if with his lifeless hand he will
open the door that seals him in his depravity, the Holy
Spirit will come in to make him alive. To a wonder per-
formed by a dead man will be added a wonder performed
by God! Death must move first. Then God takes over.
Only after death has wrought its wonder can life work
the second marvel. First the sinner, then God! Who will
deny that such a presentation of the matter is pretty com-
plimentary to human nature?

Which of these two pastors is doing the greater harm?
That is a good question for discussion. Sometimes, while
reflecting on this, I find myself prepared to say that the
second is the greater offender. Certainly, he is more incon-
sistent. Modernism is bad. Let's not minimize its menace.
Neither let us minimize the confusion, to say nothing of
the effrontery, created in a pulpit that professes to honor
God’s Word in a sermon that puts Christ outside Lazarus’
tomb waiting for Lazarus to move before commanding him
to come forth. The command of King Jesus is contingent
on the love of Lord sinner.

Fortunate for us the day ended on a better theme, In
the evening we took a much longer walk and worshipped
in another church where we heard an unforgettable sermon
on Ephesians 5:22-33. It was an expository sermon with no
misconceptions about the capacity of sinful human nature,
and with no theoclogical confusion. Walking back to the
hotel under a beautiful star-lit sky, we gave thanks to God
for preachers who still believe that God is God, and who
say sol

Reformed Old Testament Scholarship
TODAY

by MARTEN H. WOUDSTRA

NOTE: This article by Professor Woudstra is the first of three requested by the
editors. These three articles by recognized Old Testament scholars from Calvin
Seminary and Westminster Seminary with different aspects of what the editors
regard as a very unsatisfactory treatment of a most important subject appearing in
the Reformed Journal of February 1961.

HE STUDY of the Old Testament has long been a
battleground of conflicting opinions. It will be the

purpose of the present article to set forth briefly the posi-
tion of those who adhere to the tenets of Reformed ortho-
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doxy with respect to some of the basic issues of Old Testa-

ment study today.

THE SCHOLAR’S ISOLATION

The first thing that stands out is that Reformed students
of the Old Testament are presently much aware of the fact
that their position entails a considerable degree of isolation
from other, non-Reformed, contemporary scholarship. Re-
flecting on some of the recent developments in Old Testa-
ment studies Prof. N. H. Ridderbos of the Free University
in Amsterdam remarks: “ , . The orthodox Old Testament
scholar still finds himself in as much of an isolated position
as at the end of the nineteenth century. In all likelihood we
must say that he finds himself more isolated than ever
before.” This was written in a book entitled Revelation
and the Bible, published in 1958, p. 349 f. Personal contact
with several Reformed Old Testament scholars convinces
me that this feeling of isolation is shared by all those who
take the task of Reformed biblical scholarship seriously.

In the light of the above quotation, certain statements
made by Dr. H. Boer in a recent article in the Reformed
Journal of February, entitled “Reformed Scholarship and
Infallibility,” clearly appear to be out of accord with actual
fact. Dr. Boer makes it appear as if the Christian Reformed
community has been unduly isolated in matters pertaining
to the study of the Bible and that it is getting time that
we, i.e. the Christian Reformed community, consider “what
we have been living with.” It is Dr. Boer’s contention
that the broader Reformed community of which we are a
part has not practised this same isolation but rather has
not hesitated to embrace positions which differ only in
degree but not in substance from that of the higher criticism
of the Old Testament. Dr. Boer is of the opinion that
Reformed Old Testament scholarship as exemplified in men
like G. Ch. Aalders, A. Noordtzij, and N. H. Ridderbos
virtually endorses higher critical positions and methods and
that therefore we, who condemn higher criticism in its his-
torical sense, will find ourselves at a “far remove in the
theological community.”

Dr. Boer’s construction of the evidence is clearly out
of accord with the views of at least one of those whom he
quotes in support of his contention. Dr. Boer contends that
unless we follow the example of Reformed scholarship in
the Netherlands we shall find ourselves at a far remove in
the theological community. Yet it is precisely one of the
contemporary Reformed scholars in the Netherlands who
points out that the Reformed position today entails an in-
creasing isolation from non-Reformed positions.

GREATER PRECISION AGAINST ERROR

A second trend in Reformed Old Testament scholarship
today is that, in the face of modern denials of supernatural
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revelation and infallible inspiration, it is beginning to be
more precise in its refutation of erroneous positions.
Around 1940 it was possible for Prof. A. Noordtzij, emeritus
professor of the State University at Utrecht and previously
also connected with the Seminary at Kampen, to endorse
positions which were strictly in conflict with the doctrine
of infallible inspiration. This trend has now been reversed.
Prof. Noordtzij assigned certain parts of the book of Levit-
icus, which are introduced with the formula “the Lord said
to Moses,” to a time considerably later than Moses, But
today’s Old Testament scholarship at the Free University,
as represented by Prof. W. H. Gispen, does not tolerate
such concessions to higher criticism. In his large and
scholarly commentary on Leviticus Prof. Gispen clearly
indicates that Prof. Noordtzij’s position on this point is
unacceptable. Discussing the view of the Roman Catholic
Heinisch, who holds a position identical to that of Noordt-
zij, Prof. Gispen remarks: “Neither can the view of Heinisch
with respect to the introductory formulas in which it says
that Yahweh spoke to Moses be our view. For in those
introductory formulas we deal with the communication of
an historical fact” (p. 11). Prof, Gispen also undertakes to
prove in his commentary “that there is nothing in those
particular laws which cannot have been given in the time
of Moses.”

Dr. Boer, in his just mentioned article, makes ample use
of Noordtzij’s unwarranted concessions to higher criticism
while failing to indicate that subsequent developments have
reversed that trend. Would Dr. Boer wish us to admonish
this Free University professor and ask him to “take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community”? In passing it should be noted that Prof.
Noordtzij did not teach at the Free University, as Dr. Boer
informs us, Noordtzij began his career at Kampen Sem-
inary and later on transferred to the State University of
Utrecht.

It may be true that the theological community in the
Netherlands has at times been able to digest divergent
opinions with a greater degree of ease than is sometimes
the case among ourselves. But Dr. Boer clearly overdraws
this contrast in his article. On the one hand it should not
be overlooked that the Reformed community in the Nether-
lands faithfully upheld the historicity of the account of the
fall when this was challenged around 1926. This decision
still stands as the official position of the Gereformeerde
Kerken in the Netherlands. Even Prof. N. H. Ridderbos,
whose views on Genesis 1 are quoted by Dr. Boer in support
of his contention, makes it clear that he is not prepared to
extend his framework theory to Genesis 3 (Cf. “Beschou-
wingen Over Genesis 1,” Geloof en Wetenschap, Vol. 53,
1955, p. 230). We should be very careful not to make
Netherlands Reformed scholarship say things it clearly
does not want to say. Yet this happens all too often among
us. As further proof of the fact that the Reformed com-
munity in the Netherlands is sometimes anything but calm
and inclusivistic we may cite also the tensions around the
covenant controversy which resulted in many depositions
from office.
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As to our own North American church community it is not
infrequently said by some that this community tends to be
overly censorious of healthy progress, that it cannot tolerate
a fresh debate of theological issues and that it frowns on
the raising of questions. I believe that it would be advis-
able not to perpetuate that myth but rather so to conduct
our theological discussions that our loyalty to the Scriptures
as interpreted in the Reformed creeds is at all times above
suspicion. When that is the case our Church will prove to
be a model of tolerance, while it will continue to do what
Christ has enjoined it to do, namely, to watch over the
purity of its teaching and the holiness of its life.

BIBLICAL METHODS ONLY

Another, and third feature of Reformed Old Testament
scholarship today, is its continued insistence on the applica-
tion of nothing but biblical methods of investigation. In
this respect it differs decisively from most other Old Testa-
ment research today. The majority of biblical scholarship
today is conducted on the basis of a would-be scientific
methodology. That methodology ignores the persistent
claims of Scripture regarding supernatural revelation and
inspiration. The few Old Testament scholars of Reformed
persuasion in the world wholeheartedly repudiate that type
of approach to Scripture,

When it comes to this point the article of Dr. Boer is
possibly at its weakest. Although admitting at one or two
points that the Reformed notion of revelation differs from
that of higher criticism, Dr. Boer fails to perceive the
pervasive influence which this point of difference has in
biblical scholarship. Because of this failure Dr. Boer's
article actually combines two totally heterogeneous things.
While building up a huge case for some sort of literary
and historical criticism of the Old Testament, his article
makes it appear as if this type of criticism as practised
among Reformed scholars is essentially no different from
that of the higher critical school in its historical connotation.
At this point Dr. Boer’s discussion shows much similarity to
other phases of the infallibility debate. This debate, as
conducted by those who have sought to defend the possibil-
ity of actual historical inaccuracies in so-called peripheral
matters, has betrayed a real lack of understanding as to
what the issues in biblical scholarship are. This lack ap-
pears clearly in Dr. Boer’s suggestion that the book of
Bernard W. Anderson, entitled Understanding the Old
Testament, presents a view not essentially different from
that of contemporary Reformed scholarship. Since Dr. Boer
builds his entire argument on what other Reformed scholars
have been saying in recent years it might be well for him
to take note of the devastating criticism of this book given
in the May 1959 issue of the Westminster Theological
Journal, (p. 252 ff.) by Dr. M. G. Kline, himself the
proponent of some sort of framework hypothesis of the
creation chapters.

It apparently is Dr. Boer’s intention to salvage the
position that “there may be peripheral historical contradic-
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supposed evidence in order to make our Christian Re-
formed community see “what we have been living with.”
But one wonders seriously whether Dr. Boer’s article does
not itself betray an attitude similar to that criticized. Dr.
Boer would like us to draw a wider circle than he thinks
our Christian Reformed community has been doing so far.
But he himself does not draw the circle nearly wide enough.
He apparently is not fully aware that all his remarks must
be seen within the context of biblical and theological
scholarship as a whole. It is within that context that his
remarks must be weighed as to their accuracy and biblical
character. And it is within that broader framework that
Dr. Boer’s failure to speak meaningfully and distinctly most
clearly appears. Dr. Boer should have recognized, as
those whom he quotes in support of his position most
certainly do, that there is nothing more destructive of truly
biblical thought and biblical faith than the principles and
methods on which traditional higher criticism has pro-
ceeded. But instead Dr. Boer, quite uncritically and with-
out any attempt to define his terms, suggests that “the same
principles and methods that lead higher critics to the ac-
ceptance of JEDP lead ‘our men’ to the acceptance of com-
pilers, composite structure, dual authorship for Genesis 1
and 2,” ete. (p. 13). Even the higher critics themselves
show a far greater awareness of the implications of their
approach than is done by Dr. Boer. Speaking about the
higher criticism of the Pentateuch, C. R. North remarks
that “it is clear that the questions in dispute have to do
with much more than the nomenclature and appropriate-
ness of certain time-honored labels.” Here North refers to
the theory concerning four “documents,” called |, E, D, and
P, which the critics have assumed to be underlying the five
books of Moses. What then, according to North, is the
real issue raised by this type of criticism? Is it one of com-
pilers, composite structure, dual authorship, as Dr. Boer
suggests? North indicates that the issue is far more basic
than that, Says he: “We are face to face with a funda-
mental problem, that of the interpretation of Old Testa-
ment religion” (The Old Testament and Modern Study,
1951, p. 74). Certainly Dr. Boer would not wish to suggest
that on the score of how to interpret Old Testament religion
there is no essential difference between us and the critics
as concerns principles and methods. If he did, one might
have just cause to wonder about the contents of the gospel
which he proclaims to the Nigerians. That gospel is most
intimately related to our interpretation of Old Testament
religion.
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Summarizing the above we may say that, whereas Dr.
Boer suggests that Reformed Old Testament scholarship
has been on speaking terms with higher critical principles
and methods, this scholarship itself considers its position
one of increasing isolation. Secondly, Reformed orthodoxy
has begun to revise its positions in the direction of a more
consistent orthodoxy. And finally, Reformed orthodoxy has
never abandoned the foremost tenet of all truly biblical
scholarship, the complete recognition, both for principle
and practice, of the divine origin and authority of Scrip-
ture, in matters of biblical research.
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Vi "1,.:"' as an attempt to

I , originally :_“;:. unded in 1938, that it
is ﬂc.mb-- and proper to speak of actual historical inac-
curacies in some details of the biblical narrative. Dr. Boer
sums up this position as follows: “that there may be
peripheral historical contradictions in the Bible.” Over
against that view the Synod of 1959, upheld by that of
1960, declared “that it is inconsonant with the Creeds to
declare or suggest that there is an area in Scripture in
which it is allowable to posit the possibility of actual

historical inaccuracies.”

Since Dr. Boer’s contentions were found wanting at
more than one point, they also must be deemed insufficient
as a defense of the view of infallibility rejected by Synod.
In this connection I take note of the fact that Dr. Boer
quotes from a review of mine printed in The Banner of
November 22, 1957, and dealing with N. H. Ridderbos’
view on Genesis 1, It is unfortunate that Dr. Boer could
not also let his readers know about some of my criticisms
of this position of Dr. Ridderbos, uttered before the Chris-
tian Reformed Ministers’ Conference at Grand Rapids in
1957. Mimeographed copies of that address have been
circulated. Perhaps a copy may be had at the Calvin
Library.

But the real question which concerns us is again a
definition of terms. Does the framework hypothesis, as
propounded by Dr. Ridderbos, have a bearing on the ques-
tion of infallibility? In my opinion it does. But I should
like to make it clear that my criticism does not proceed
from the point of view of a “literal infallibility.” Yet it is
that word which Boer uses upon at least one occasion (see

9). The word “literal” when used with “infallibility” is
subject to misunderstanding. It may suggest that those
who hold to such a view have no eye for varieties of style,
types of literature, historical development and the like.
Although I do not repudiate the word altogether, I believe
it is in need of definition. Not to define it confuses the
issue. It also betrays a lack of awareness of what the in-
fallibility debate is all about. Such a lack is all the more
deplorable after several years of spirited debate. When will
the time come at which a fair and accurate picture is given
of the opinion of those who have sought to uphold the
traditional Reformed position regarding infallibility?

Those who have sought to defend the position of the
possibility of actual historical inaccuracies or mistakes have
frequently assumed that their opponents were possessed of
an extremely narrow, unduly literalistic view of inspiration
and infallibility. While rightly repudiating such a view of
infallibility, those same people continued to posit the pos-
sibility of actual historical error in matters not pertaining
to the Spirit's purpose. But it was here that an unjustified
jump was made. The legitimacy of that jump has never
been proved in any of the discussions that have come to
my attention. No matter how much emphasis one may lay
on “letting Scripture speak for itself,” the possibility of
actual historical error or contradiction does not flow from
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produced under the impulse of a sovereign God who con-
trols all things and makes them usable for his purpose of
revelation. In an earlier article in this journal I have writ-
ten extensively about this matter. I shall not repeat these
arguments at this point.

In my estimation the framework hypothesis as pro-
pounded by Dr. Ridderbos does have some bearing on the
question of infallibility. In my Banner review 1 explicitly
mention the question of the relation between the transmis-
sion of oral tradition to the infallibly inspired Scriptures.
I also mention the question of the relation between the
broad theme of the creation narrative and the factuality on
which that theme depends. These are the general ques-
tions within the context of which the doctrine of verbal
inerrancy also finds its place. Depending on how one
solves these broader questions, the question of infallibility
will be settled in one way or another. But does the frame-
work theory also support or lend credence to the position
which Dr. Boer apparently at this late date still considers
worthy of consideration, namely “that there may be periph-
eral historical contradictions in the Bible”? That was the
issue on which the infallibility debate originally started.
Dr. Boer’s appeal to Dr. Ridderbos™ creation views makes
it apparent that he is thinking in terms of contradictions
which are far from peripheral. One could hardly call the
creation account a peripheral matter. On the other hand,
in the early phases of the infallibility debate it was argued
in the pages of the Reformed Journal that this whole issue
was of such limited significance that it should not create
such a tremendous stir in the church. What, then, must
we believe? And what, so we would ask, must the people
believe whose peace of mind Dr. Boer avowedly seeks to
further with the discussion of these matters? Is this type
of writing truly designed to bring about the desired reas-
surance? Has not the time come for theologically trained
men to speak and write more carefully than they do now?

Space does not permit a more detailed discussion of the
article in question. There is one practical remark with
which I wish to close. It concerns the use made of the
materials of Old and New Testament. Reformed preaching
and Bible. instruction in Sunday school, day school and
elsewhere must begin to take far more seriously than it
has done the inner coherence and the interdependence of
the various parts of the Bible. There are some approaches
to the biblical narrative which border upon criminality.
No regard is shown for the historical place within which
the narrative occurs. A simple equation is drawn between
biblical times and our own, The expositor’s fancy is left
free play. Where that method of Scripture “exposition™
prevails the question of accuracy of detail naturally will
have little practical value. But he who sees God’s precious
revelation embedded in the totality of the written record
cannot dispense with even the most insignificant detail.
May the outcome of the infallibility debate produce a re-
newed and deepened awareness of and appreciation for
the totality of Scripture in its significance for a truly bib-
lical presentation of the truth of God.
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