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DECISION 


R7HHER THAN 


POSTPONEMENT 


JOHN B. HULST 

W HEN THE 1966 SYNOD of the Christian 
Reformed Chu rch met in Pella, Iowa, one of 

the most importan t items on the Agenda was the 
report of the Doctrinal Committee; the committee 
appointed by the Synod of 1964 "to study in the light 
of Scripture and the Creeds the doctrine of limited 
atonement as it relates to the love of Cod, the doc
trinal expressions of Professor H. Dekker beginning 
with and relative to his article entitled 'God So Loves 

. All Men' and other related questions which may 
arise in the course of their study . ..'" ( Acts of Synod, 
1964, Art. 122, p. 88). According to the recommenda
tion of the advisory committee on Doctrinal Matters, 
the Synod decided to 

1 ) "... recommit this report to the Study Com
mittee for further reflection and improvement, 
taking into account the above observations, and 
that the Committee report to the Synod of 
1967." 

2) . refer the report to the churches for stud y 
and evaluation urging the churches to submit 
their responses to the study committee by Jan u
ary 30, 1967" ( Acts of Synod 1966, Art. 92, p. 
69 ). 

When Synod convenes in Grand Rapids, in June of 
1967, the report of the Doctrinal Committee will again 
appear on the Agenda. We can expect some revisions, 
especially in the Tecom mendations and their grounds. 
And yet the essentials of the report will probably be 
the same as when it was firs t presented, for the ad
visory committee of 1966 did observe that "the Teport" 
expresses essen tially the Heformed tmdition in the 
areas discussed" ( Acts of 1966, p. 69 ) . 

We recognize the danger of trying to predict what 
the Synod of 1967 .will do with this report. And yet 
we sense that, before the report and recommendations 
are considered in detail, the Synod will be called upon 
to decide whether or not there should be further post
ponement of a decision on this matter. We recall that, 
prior to the Synod of 1966 Dr. Henry Stob wrote in 
The Reformed Jow'/lol: 

The upshot of this is simple: Let Synod when 
the Report of the Committee is presented declaTe 
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that, since no article of faith has been put in By means of the Form of Subscription all office-
jeopardy, the theological inquiry must proceed bearers in the Church declare; 
unimpeded, but with all caution and responsibil  ... that we not only reject all errors that mility. This means quite concretely that the recom itate against this doctrine (the doctrine conmendation of the Committee should not be ac tained in the Confession and Catechism of the cepted and that, in indefinite postponement, Reformed Churches) and particularly those ( italics ours) the whole Report should be re which were condemned by the above mentioned ferred to the Churches for study. ( The Reformed Synod ( National Synod of Dordrecht, 161B- 19),Journal, May-June 1966, p. 5. ) but that we are disposed to refute and contradict

Furthermore, there were two overtures at the Synod of these and to exert ourselves in keeping the 
1966 which requested postponement of a decision for Church free from such errors. And if hereafter 
"at least one year." any difficulties 01' different sentiments respecting 

the aforesaid doctrines should arise in our minds,
• • • • we promise that we wiII neither publicly nor 

privately propose, teach, or defend the same,This suggests to us that there may be further re either by preaching or writing, until we have
quests for postponement. And this raises the question, first revealed such sentiments to the Consistory, 
should the Church take an immediate and definitive Classis, or Synod, that the same may there by 
pos ition on this mattcr or not? We would answer this examined, being ready always cheerfully to sub

mit to the judgment of the Consistory, Classis, or question in the affirmative, and wish to state reasons 
Synod, under the penalty, in case of refusal, of for our answer. 
being by that very fact suspended from our 

First, the Church should make a clear and definite office. (Form of Subscription, Psalter Hymnal, 
statement concerning its understanding of the doc p.71.) 
t rine of the atonement because this matter concerns Now, an offiCially appointed committee of Our 
the Creeds of the Church. From the very beginning Synod has already declared that Professor Dekker's 
the question has been whether 01' not the position teaching concerning the atonement is not in harmony 
enunciated by Professor Dekker is in harmony with with the teaching of Scripture and the Creeds. And an 
the teaching of Scripture and the Creeds. Professor Advisory Committee of Synod has stated that the 
Dekker recognizes this, for he has endeavored re report of this committee "expresses substantially the 
peatedly to assure the Church that his position is not Refonned tradition in the afeas discussed" ( Acts of 
out of step with the Creeds. The Synod of 1964 rec 1966, p. 69 ). To say the least, Professor Dekker's posi
ognized this when it appointed its committee, "to tion is suspect. Therefore it should be obvious that 
study in the light of Scripture and the Creeds ( italics we may not prolong a situation in which he, as an 
ours) . . . " ( Acts of 1964, p. 88). The Doctrjnal Com office-bearer in the Church, is permitted to hold 
mittee recognized this when it presented its study and office while maintaining this doctrinal position. 
recommendations "in the light of Scripture and the Further, by signing the Form of Subscription, an 
Confession ( italics ours ) .. .n ( Acts of 1966, p. 505). office-bearers in the Church declare that-
And the Synod of 1966 recognized this when they ob . . . I f at any time the Consistory, Classis, or 
served that the grounds for the Committee's recom Synod, upon sufficient grounds of suspicion and 

to preserve the uniformity and purity of doctrine, mendations failed "to reSect adequately the Biblica l 
may deem it proper to require of us a further and Confessional ( italics ours ) support found in the explanation of our sentiments respecting any

report ..." (Acts of 1966, p. 69 ). particular article of the Confession of Faith, 
The fact that the issue confronting the Church is the Catechism, or the explanation of the National 

Synod, we do hereby promise to be always creedal in nature makes it absolutely necessary that 
willing and ready to comply with such requisithe Church come to a deBnite understanding on this tion ... (Psalter Hymnal, p. 71 ).

matter. The very nature of the Creeds requires this. However, in its report the Doctrinal Committee states 
Over-against those who deny the nccessity of the 

that, when Professor Dekker was asked to give this
Creeds, as a Reformed Church we insist that the deBnition of the atonement, "He declined to do so"
Creeds are necessary for the cffective instruction of ( Acts of 1966, p. 465 ). If this situation is allowed to 
our members, for the unity of the Church, for the 
defense of t ruth aga inst errOr, and fOf a witness to the 
truth of God's Word in the world. Therefore, not only 
the Creeds themselves, but also our interpretation of I. 'hill IJI'Iic/e the Rev. loh. B. Hulll urge. 
the Creeds must be precisely stated and clearly under thot the Chri.man Reformed Chureh ot It. 
stood . If the Church pennits prolonged confusion synodical rrwet/ng of 1967 ruo/"" the ~ 
concerning the meaning of the Creeds, their very i.sIue.t concerning the low of God and the 
purpose is thereby nullified. 

atonement which loa"" ag/toted It during /he 
"... f.... !J<'IB'B. Mr. Hullt III ,.....,.. of the 

Second, there must be a definite decision concern Twelfth A... Christian Reformed Church of 
ing this matter to maintain the fo rce and the signif 1",,111... Mich. 
icance of the Fol'Hl of Subscription. 

TORCH and TRUMPET, February, 1967 
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continue, signing the Form of Subscription is going to 
mean little or nothing at all. 

Does this mean that we are "head-hunting," with 
our eyes fixed particularly on the head of Professor 
Dekker? Not at all. We are saying that Synod should 
not prolong this matter. Rather, let Synod declare 
what is the teaching of Scripture and the Creeds con
cerning the atonement, so that all offi ce-bearers in the 
Church, including Professor Dekker, may know wha t 
is required of them in relation to the Form of Sub
scription and act accordingly. .. .. . .. 

Third, the Church should clarify its teaching con
cerning the doctrine of the atonement of Christ be
cause hesitation in doing so will increase the confu
sion which already exists in the minds and hearts of 
many members of the Church. 

In the previously mentioned article, Dr. Henry 
Stob suggested that the problem now confronting the 
Church is a theological issue, and that it concerns "a 
scientific endeavor into which not all people can be 
drawn" (The Reformed Journal, May-June, 1966, p. 
5). Of course, even if this were a purely scientific, 
theological endeavor on the part of Professor Dekker, 
we would insist that it should be carried on within 
the framework and limitations of the Creeds. The fact 
is, however, that Professor Dekker has not carried on 
a thoological and scientific study, either privately or 
in conversation with felJow theologians. Nor has he, 
according to the procedure prescribed in the Form of 
Subscription, first revealed his "sentiments to the Con
sistory, Classis, and Synod." He wrote several articles, 
all of them concerned to explain why he was con
vinced that "the doctrine of limited atonement as 
currently understood and observed in the Christian 
Reformed Church impairs the principle of the uni
versal love of Cod and tends to inhibit missionary 
spirit and activity" (The Reformed Journal. December, 
1962). These articles were read, not only by theolo

gians, but also by pastors, elders, deacons and church 
members. Therefore the general membership of the 
Christian Reformed Church has been drawn into this 
discussion. 

When the report of the Doctrinal Committee 
comes before Synod for a second time, four and one 
half years will have passed since Professor Dekker 
wrote his initia l article. During these four aDd one 
half years in numerable articles have appeared in our 
church paper and journals, some agreeing and others 
disagreeing with Professor Dekker's position. Many 
sermons have been delivered making specific reference 
to the debate in the Church. The problem has been 
discussed in catechism classes and societies. "The 
Dekker Case" has been the subject of conversation 
when our people have visited together. And for the 
last six months this issue has been discussed in con
sistories and classes. The membership of the Christian 
Reformed Church knows about and has discussed this 
problem. 

Do we decry this intense discussion of one of the 
most important doctrines of the Church? Of course 
not. Do we judge that the membership of the Church 
is not capable of profitable discussion concern ing such 
matters? Not at all . We rejoice when our people are 
concerned to exercise their office as believers. But 
prolonged discussion, especially when it is carried on 
in reference to a publicly expressed position which is 
suspect, soon results in confusion, doubt and division 
within the Church. We have reached that poin t. De
cision is now the order of the day. 

There arc doubtless other reasons which could be 
given to indicate the need for de6nite action by the 
Synod of 1967. We trust that the reasons we have 
given will serve to demonstrate the need for decision 
rather lIwn postponement concerning "the doctrine of 
limited atonement as it relates to the love of God, 
(and) the doctrinal expressions of Professor H. Dekker 
..." (Act.. of 1964, p. 88). 

"It is in the interest of plain intellectual honesty , 
then, that the Theology of Crisis should be seen for 
what it is. Both the liberal and the believer in historic 
Christianity should know who is friend anel who is 
foe. The Theology of Crisis is a friend of modernism 
and a foe of historic ChristWnity. There is not too 
much danger that modernists will not see this fact. 
They are themselves accustomed to corrying a purely 
naturalistic and phenome1wlist load in the ships afld 

under the flag of the Christian religion. The dlJnger 
is rather that orthodox Christians, in spite of much 
experience with camOUflage, will once more pennit the 
wolf to enter their home and that to their own 
destrnctiofl . 

"But are the believe1'S in historic Christianity to 
be compared to helpless, if innocent, lambs? TileY are 
not ereept for a moment to make them sensitive to a 
danger that is real. Believers in historic Christianity 

need not fear the new Modemism today any more 
than they needed to fear th e· older Modemism of a 
previous generation. They need not fear if they will 
have the courage to meet the new foe by clwUengi'~ 
his position at its foundat ion, if they will assert with 
aU boldness, if also with all meekness, inasmuch as 
they have received by grace even aU that they 'woo, 
.that only if men will accept the self-contained Cod as 
a constitutive rather tllan a limiting concept con they 
be saved from skepticism and despair . . .. 

"Over against this utter skepticism, the historic 
Christian position, as erpressed in the Refonned Faith, 
unequivocally sets fort h the counsel of Cod as the 
source of whatsoever comes to pass. And ;ust because 
such a Cod is not correlative to man, He has genuine 
meani1tg for man.'" 

- CoRNELIUS VAN TlL 

TORCH .a nd tRUM PET. Februarv. 1967 
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HENRY VANDEN HEUVEL 

~~THE WORLD COUNCIL OF CHURCHES is 
relatively young, but it did not come about 

overnight. After centuries of separation, the Christian 
Churches in the twentieth century set about to heal 
their divisions and earnestly to seek the unity of the 
Church." So reads the brochure, 'What is the World 
Council of Churches?," published by the WCC shortly 
after the Conference in New Delhi in 1961. The his
tory of the wce begins in 1910 in Edinburgh, Scot
land . A world missionary conference was held whose 
purpose was to prove that missions demands unity 
among the churches. From this 6rst great endeavor to 
establish unity among the churches, three movements 
arose. The 6rst was the International Missionary 
Council which was organized in 1921. The purpose of 
this council was to coordinate and assist missionary 
work throughout the world. This movement was fol
lowed in 1925 by the Life and Work order which had 
its 6rst world conference in Stockholm, and had the 
purpose of stimulating Christian action in society. In 
1927 the Faith and Order Movement was organized. 
This group was established in order to study the 
things that kept Christian communions apart. It also 
attempted to find those doctrines which were held in 
common, and which thus would be a basis for union 
and Christian fellowship. In 1938 the Faith and Order 
Movement and the Life and Work Order merged to 
form a provisional committee of the World Council. 

The World Council of Churches was officially con
stitu ted in Amsterdam in 1948. In 1961 the Interna
tional Missionary Council and the World Council were 
integrated. This was done at the third Ceneral As
sembly held in New Delhi in that year. Since 1948, 
the World Council of Churches has held three world 
assemblies. [n 1954 it met in Evanston, iiI. on the 
campus of Northwestern University. Then in 1961 
it met in New Delhi, india for the Third World Con
ference of the WCe. And this year it met in Geneva, 
Switzerland for the Fourth World Assembly. 

The main consideration as far as we are concerned 
is the basis for the World Council of Churches. This 
basis is stated at the very outset of the Constitution. 
The full quotation of that basis is as follows: "The 
World Council of Churches is a fellowship of churches 
which confess the Lord Jesus Christ as God and Savior 
according to the Scriptures and therefore seek to ful
fill together their common calling to the glory of th~ 
one Cod, Father, Son, and Holy Spiril." 

Superficially observed, this basis for the World 
Council of Churches is rather acceptable. However, 
we ought to notice several things about this statement 
which definitely make it completely unacceptable to 

the Christian Reformed Church in particular, and to 
all Bible believing Christians in general. 

1. The World Council 6rst of all deliberately does 
not define what this basis means. It states that all 
churches that accept this statement are eligible for 
membership. But then, in an amazing statement of 
double talk, it goes on to describe what this basis 
really means. I quote from a pamphlet distributed by 
the World Council entitled, "Questions and Answers 
about the World Council of Churches." "The Basis is 
not a confession of faith, but an affirmation of belief 
which defines the nature of the Council and the limits 
of the unity it expresses. Any attempt to make it a 
confession would be totally unacceptable to the WCC's 
member churches, since the duty to confess the faith 
in its fullness is considered by most Christians to be 
one of the distinguishing marks of the church. Were 
the wec to adopt a confession of faith or seek to 
interpret the Basis as such a confession, it would 
itself become a church. The Council does not pass 
judgment upon the sincerity with which its member 
churches accept its Basis, but it reminds them that 
without full and sincere acceptance membership 
would be meaningless." Now this statement regarding 
the basis for the WCC is as subtle and ambiguous a 
statement as could be found. It says, for example, 
that it sets the limits of the unity it expresses. What 
does this mean? Apparently it means that this basis 
which is written is the bare minimum that could be 
found which would still be accepted by all the 
churches involved. But what is even worse, is that 
this statement that clarifies the basis states that the 
WCC is not really interested how any of the churches 
that form the WCC interpret this basis. For example, 
if a given church states that as far as it is concerned, 
Jesus Christ is not God and Savior, and the Scriptures 
are not in any sense the Word of God, it could still 
hold to this bas is by a sort of mental reservatiOn 
regarding both these points. Thus one can sign the 
basis and deny every part of it simply by holding that 
denial within his mind. And the Council states that 
if this is the way some church wants to take the Basis, 
that is strictly up to that church. The WCC is not 
going to pass judgment on how the churches interpret 
its basis. 

When we consider this basis and the weC's in
terpretation of it, we must say in all charity that the 
doctrinal foundation is utterly meaningless as a plat
form for unifying any body of churches. Though the 
Council has words to act as the front for its move
ment, the council is as a matter of fact built on an
other basis, actually no basis at all as far as Christ's 
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Name is concerned . For the basis can mean just what 
anybody wants it to mean. The basis that is made by 
the wec is nullified and thus actually denied by the 
statement used by the wec to interpret and explain 
it. As one writer puts it, it is fundamentally d ishonest 
to make such a confession and then withdraw it in 
qualifying explanations. The wce would be honest 
with itself and the churches if it declared that it had 
no doctrinal statement at all, but was simply an as
sociation or organization of churches. At least that 
would be honest. But the Council is caught in the 
dilemma of trying to be what in fac t it is not. 

The Council is, however, also dishonest when it 
constantly holds before the churches of the world the 
fact that it is based on belief that Jesus Christ is Cod 
and Savior according to the Scriptures. For the very 
Council itself denies this basis by the various members 
who are free to interpret it according to their own de
sires. The subtlety of the wce is apparent, of course, 
by this kind of action. For when it parades the basis 
for the Council, many unwary and perhaps well-mean
ing people are led astray into thinking that the Coun
cil does indeed hold this basis. They are led to believe 
that if the wce makes this statement as its doctrinal 
bas is, then every individual church that forms that 
Council also holds to that basis strictly in accordance 
with the Word of Cod. But the fine print which is not 
of course paraded before the churches, is ignored. 
And as a result the WCC is able to wip many unthink
ing and indiscriminate people to its side. 

2. A second thing that ought to be pointed out 
about this Basis for the Constitution of the WCC is its 
great brevity. The statement that serves as the doc
trinal basis for the WCC is only one sentence, and 
not a long one at that. Is there any reason for this 
undue brevity? After all , when a group of people get 
together in such an organization as this, one would 
think that tne basis for unity would be spelled out in 
a rather elaborate fashion. But this is not so in per
haps the largest union of its kind in the world. Why 
not? The reason, of course, is obvious when you give 
it some thought. It is because this is the only com
mon denominator that could be accepted by all the 
churches that were involvcd in the Council. The basis 
was so phrased and so designed so as not to offend 
<my of the Catholic bodies that might be joining, or 
any of the liberal churches that were in fact already 
part of the World Council. If, for example, the Coun
cil had defined what it meant by calling the Lord 
Jesus Christ the Savior, and if it had defined this the 
way Scripture defines it, namely, by emphas izing the 
vicarious atonement of Christ, which is our righteous
ness on the basis of faith alone, and not at all on the 
merits of any works of ours, the Council would im
mediately lose all the liberals who deny the vicarious 
atonement of Christ, not to mention their abject denial 
of the great Reformation doctrine of justification by 
fai th. And of course, such an interpretation would 
a lso scandalize the Roman Catholic Church which the 

V ....he basU to< member>hip with which .he 
Wo<ld Council of Churches openIt.. allow Bible. 

believmg chm"C1Je8. generolly, and the Chriltian 

Reformed Church, more 8pecificaUy, to unite In 

good oomcience wi,,,,hoI orgonizalWn? To tha, 
question the Rev. Henry Vanden Heuoel, ponor 
of the Princeton Christian Reformed Church of 

Crmul &pid8, Mich ., states the reasons for his 
negative answer. Two additional articles on the 

World Council wiD appear in our next is8ue8. 

Council would love to woo into its midst. And thus 
the council had to stop at the very minimum lest it 
destroy the friendship of those who deny the Scrip
tures. The basis as it was designed was written so as 
to include everyone who is even in the broadest sense 
of the tenn Christian. Those who hord tradition over 
and above Scripture will find no problem whatever 
with this basis; those who maintain the mediacy of 
the Virgin Mary, and the cooperation of the saints to 
be open to them through prayer will not find these 
heresies reproached by this basis. There is thus the 
opening of a kind of cooperation based on something 
so anemic, and yet so subtly evil that it masquerades 
as a tool of the Holy Spirit to bring about the kind 
of unity that Christ desires. 

It is obvious to anyone who loves the Word of 
Cod and the Lord Jesus Christ, that this brevity, this 
lack of cxplanation of these doctrincs which are 
brought out in this basis is a most important reason for 
a complete separation of the Christian Refonned 
Church from the World Council of Churches. How 
can true Christians enter into cooperation with an 
organization that virtually denies the beauty and glory 
of the Lord Jesus Christ? How can a church which 
attempts to be true to the Word of Cod join in co
operation with those who Tefuse to praise the mercy 
and grace of Cod for the salvation that He has pro
vided through the merits of His only begotten Son? 
It is, to say the very least, God dishonoring to refuse 
to come out strongly and courageously for the praise 
of Cod. When all that the Church holds dear COIl 

cerning Jesus Christ is at stakc, what is said in ac
cordance with Holy Scripture must be specifically and 
unmistakably set fo rth for his glory, ill order that 
there may be no trifling. compromising or debauching 
of his Name. Cod has given him a Name which is 
above every Name. There should be no hesitancy or 
disagreement on this pOint by any person who claims 
to believe the Scriptural teaching of the nature and 
work of Jesus Christ. It is this basic and fundamental 
fl aw in the World Council's setup, their disagreement 
over Christ himself, his person and his work, that 
must be seen by all who love the Lord. There can be 
no fellowship with those who disagree on these basis 
Scriptural teachings. 

Tno,.. TOIIMP~T h~II" 



3. The third, and perhaps most basic, of the things 
that must be said regarding the Basis for the Constitu
tion of the World Council of Churches is the fact 
that it is called a fellowship. The basis as stated by 
the WCC reads, ''The World Council of Churches is 
a fellowship of churches which confess the Lord Jesus 
Christ as God and Savior ac'COrding to the Scriptures." 
Were the Christian Reformed Church to become part 
of the World Council, it too would be part of this 
fellowship. We must ask, therefore, in regard to this 
basis just what is meant by "fellowship." What is fel
lowship, and on what basis can such fellowship be 
maintained? We are speaking here in this basis about 
a fellowship that is based upon what these churches 
believe about the Lord Jesus Christ. It is therefore 
a fellowship that exists regarding spiritual beliefs and 
understandings. One can conceive, for example, of a 
fellowship between people that is based upon a com
mon love for fishing. The Isaac Walton League 
would be comparable to that kind of fellowship. But 
obviously, the WCC is not based on a common love 
for fishing, or any other natural or physical thing. It 
is based on a common expression of faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ. Therefore when we consider what this 
fellowship consists of, we must go to the place where 
that kind of fellowship is most clearly defined and 
expressed, namely the Scriptures. 

The Bible is very clear on its definition of what 
fellowship is, and upon the basis for such fellow~hip. 
Perhaps the clearest statement of such fellowship is 
found in the first epistle of John. In I John 1:6,7 we 
read, "If we say that we have fellowship with him 
and walk in the darkness, we lie, and do not the 
truth: but if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, 
we have fellowship one with another, and the blood 
of Jesus His Son cleanseth us from all sin." What 
John is saying is that Cod is light, and in him is no 
darkness at all. Therefore if someone is walking in 
darkness, it is obvious that he is not walking with 
Cod. For Cod is light, there is nothing dark with him. 
Thus John can say that there is no possibility of 
any fellowship with Cod on the part of those who are 
walking in darkness. Now as we have already seen, 
the basis that the WCC drew up is so worded so as to 
leave room for any interpretation of what it means 
that Jesus Christ is Cod and Savior; it further is so 
worded as to carefully avoid any offence to those 
who deny the very truths which ought to be found 
in the statement that Jesus Christ is God and Savior. 
Those who are able to maintain this basis do so at the 
risk of denying the great truths of Scripture as they 
are brought to bear upon the Person and Work of 
Christ. For the same statement that one holds as tru e 
is denied by another, and yet both can be found 
equally well within the context of the World -Council. 
It is obvious, therefore, that those who deny the truth 
of Scripture regarding God, his Son Jesus Christ, and 
the Holy Spirit, are not walking in fellowship with 
God. They are instead living in darkness. They are 
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denying the only light of the world, who is Jesus 
Christ. There can be no fellowship that they ex
perience with the God of light in whom is no darkness 
at all. 

But that is not all that John says. He goes on to 
speak of the effect of such walking in darkness upon 
others. He says, "But if we walk in the light, as He 
is in the light, we have fellowship one with another, 
and the blood of Jesus His Son cleanseth us from all 
sin." There is clearly defined the basis for fellowship 
one with another. It is based only upon a common 
walking in the light. There can be no fellowship with 
those who walk in the darkness. The fellowship that 
we may have, he points out, is only a fellowship that 
is with those who walk in the light as Christ is in the 
light. And who are those who walk in the light? They 
are those who have been cleansed by the blood of the 
Son of God. This is most clear. On the basis of what 
the Word of God says here, the only kind of fellow
~hip that is permissible, indeed that is even recognized, 
is a fellowship that is based on belief in the forgive
ness of sins through the atonement of Jesus Christ the 
Son of Cod. Let us ask ourselves as a Church in all 
honesty: does the World Council of Churches say any
thing about that kind of basis for fellowship? Does it 
speak about the atonement of Jesus Christ to take 
away the sins of those who believe in him? On the 
contrary, far from saying anything so specific, it takes 
away the very thing that it does say about Jesus 
Christ by leaving the door wide open to any and all 
who find even this brief statement too demanding for 
their churches. There can be no fellowship with that 
kind of group. Such union is a travesty on the Scrip
tural definition of fellowship. 

On the other hand, when those who would ad
vocate our membership in the WCC claim that such 
membership would only be a place where ideas and 
differences can be discussed; that such membership 
would not mean partaking in the same beliefs that are 
held by other member churches; they are contradict
ing the very basis of the WCC itself. The WCC 
defines what membership means. And it does not 
define such membership as a mere clearing house for 
ideas and discussion. It defines membership as a 
fellowship among churches. As we have seen, when 
we talk about fellowship we are talking about a great 
deal more than discussion. We are talking about the 
kind of thing that the Bible means by fellowship. 
namely holding in common to the Scriptures and all 
that they infallibly teach. This kind of fellowship 
cannot be maintained by the Christian Reformed 
Church with the World Council of Churches. 

Let us therefore keep our terms straight. We can
not join such an organization on our terms. It must 
be on their terms that we would be accepted as mem
bers. And their terminology is that the Churches that 
are members of the WCC are a fellowship. This ought 
to be un acceptable even to those who would advocate 
our membership. 
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( Acts 2:34-36). Of that same crucified and glorified 
Savior Paul said, "Having despoiled the principalities 
and the powers, he made a show of them openly, 
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For today's Christians nothing is more foolish and 
sinful than to wish wistfully that it were yesterday. 
Those were the good old times; the times in which it 
was supposedly quite easy to be a Christian, because 
the world wasn't q uite as bad and could be held farther 
away from the church than now. Not only is this vain 
and unrealistic reasoning. It is clearly wicked. The 
Cod and Father of OUT Lord Jesus Christ, whose all· 
encompassing providence we acknowledge to be our 
strength and song. has placed us in the world today. 
But such a conviction seems so little to control the 
patterns of OUT conversation and conduct. 

Frequently we complain that the world, and there
fore also the church which lives in loday's world, is 
beyond all hope. All we seem to see and talk about 
is sin. In our myopic preoccupation with immediate 
experiences and their impact on the lives of ourselves 
and our children we shut out the sunshine of the 
Christian gospel. In theory we may still make some of 
its startling affirmations, especially when we sing the 
songs of salvation in church. But it may be questioned 
whether we really belicve what we say. We seem to 
have only the backward look which wastes its energies 
on comparing our times with those of our fathers and 
grandfathers. We, as someone has aptly commented, 
"always seem to be walking backward into the future." 

That this is thoroughly unbiblical, in fact, pessi
mistically and persistently pagan, needs little demon
strat ion. 

We p rofess to believe that in Christ Cod has con
q uered a U his and our enemies by the death and resur
rection and ascension of our Lord. This was the 
triumphant tone of the witness of the apostles. In 
his Pentecost sermon Peter announced to the puzzled 
multitude, "For David ascended not into the heavens, 
but he saith himself, 'The Lord said unto my Lord, 
Sit thou on my right hand, till I make thine enemies 
the footstool of thy feet: Let all the house of Israel 
therefore know assuredly, that God hath made him 
both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom ye crucified" 

triumphing over them in it" (Col. 2:]5). By such 
declarations they urged believers to face the world 
and all the problems which it posed for the chwch in 
true Christian confidence. 

This is far removed from any trust in self or in 
organization or in historical development. It is trust in 
our Lord alone. to whom has been given aU authority 
in heaven and on earth. It is trust in him as he 
urges his d isciples to remember that they are of more 
value than many sparrows. I t is trust in him who gives 
indubitable assurance that the gates of hell shall not 
prevail against his church. 

Too many Christians in our day seem to be swayed 
in their reactions to what is happening in church and 
world by a pessimism which obscures the sovereign 
Lordship of Jesus Christ. They fail to set the "facts" 
of man's day-by-day situations in the framework of the 
faith. This, too, is the sin of unbelief. And where 
such pessimism holds God's children in its icy grip, 
the glorious gospel that Christ has given himself for 
his church ·<that.he might redeem us from all iniquity 
and purify unto himself a people for his own posses
sion, zealous of good works." is being perverted. 

The te.'lching that Christ has redeemed and is 
continually gatheri ng, defending and preserving for 
himself a church chosen to eternal life is an integra l 
part of the Christian faith . These are unshakeable 
certainties which must control our preaching and 
practice as believers. 

Also this conviction, so clearly rooted in the Scrip
tures, can however be distorted. This is done when
ever we so completely identify the true church of 
Christ with the church as we see and experience it in 
our earthly existence, that we ignore a very real dimen
sion of the Biblical doctrine of the church. Scripture 
also speaks emphatically of a great and growing 
apostasy. This takes place not in the world which 
lives in complete estrangement jrom the saving gospel 
of God ; it manifests itself withjn what the Bible itself 
calls church . This is repeatedly pointed up as part of 
the Old Testamen t revelation concerning God's deal
ings with Israel. This is announced by Jesus and the 
apostles throughout the New Testament record as a 
painf-ul reality which will involve the life and labor 
of his redeemed people throughout the new day. This 
is the mystery of unbelief. And it will cut into and 
through the church as we see and experience it with 
greater intensity as the cen turies pass. 

So fearfu l will this be, that Christ himself raises 
the question whether faith shall be found at the time 
of his return . So intense and all-embracing will be 
the persecution which attacks true believers that "ex

. .......... ".l. , nL-'
~ 



cept those days be shortened, no Besh would have 
been saved." 

Here, then, is the tension in which the people of 
God as true church are daily involved. Not only from 
without but especially from inside of what is called 
church will difficulties and dangers to consistent Chris
tian faith and practice arise. All this is especially 
bound up in the New Testament witness with the 
possibility and prevalence of false teaching. "For there 
shall arise false Christs and fa lse prophets, and shall 
show great signs and wonders; so as to lead astray, 
if possible, even the elect" (Matt. 24: 24 ). 

The danger is always prcscnt that we shift this 
possibil ity to some far distant day. The temptation 
is strong to deceive ourselves into supposing that it 
can't really happen to and among us today. When
ever we drift in our thinking in lhis direction, we 
become guilty again of arguing rather from what we 
regard as the "facts" of our historical situation than 
from the p lain teachings of God's Word. Herein we 
would be wiser than our God. And in so doing we 
fa il to warn ourselves and others against the very real 
possibility of apostasy. 

This is one of the most vexing questions for all 
who would declare and live by "the fuJI counsel of 
God." On the one hand, we must announce the 
glorious victory in Christ which is ours. On the other 
hand, we must urge a serious recognition of all that 
which in a very real sense stands in the way of enter
ing into and enjoying that victory which Christ has 
obtained for his people through his death, resurrec
tion and ascension to the Father's right hand. 

These unshakeable certain ties constitute the heart 
of the Christian gospel. We are not only to talk about 
them. We are to be inwardly controlled by them in 
all our speaking and teaching and defending of the 
fai th once-for-all delivered to the saints. This will not 
only make our message "relevant," to use a much over
worked term, for those who are outside of the church. 
It will demonstrate how "relevant" the true proclama
tion and defense of the faith is for the church itself. 
Only then can we grow in the grace and knowledge 
of our Lord Jesus Christ. The church in every age, 
including our own, must come to a deeper and richer 
understanding both of what the gospel is and of why 
and how the gospel is God's triumphant answer to 
man in h is need. Thus the defense of the faith against 
any and all forms of opposition is integrally related to 
its positive witness. We can ill afford to do without 
polemics in our time. 

Here the Bible itself points the way. It speaks un
wearyingly aoout the stubborn realities of sin in all its 
manifestations among the ~ons of men. There are 
principalities and po,",:,ers, world-rulers of this dark
ness and spiritual host~ of wickedness in the heavenly 
places. These infect and infest all of life. Because of 
man's refusal to live by God's way in Christ Jesus, 
these continue to work in such a way that they seem 
to be victorious also in our own day. 

Their presence and power must be taken seriously. 
To dismiss lightly or refuse to talk about the appaling 
reality of man's subjection of himself to the flesh, the 
world and the devil is irresponsible, especially on the 
part of any Christian preacher. Any assumption that 
all is going to end well anyway and that, therefore, 
the church may take her ease in these critical days is 
fatal. Scripture insists that we have ever with us, also 
today, the foes of true godlincss and therefore the foes 
which stand in the way of a true experience of our 
victory in Christ - personal sins, social injustices, fal se 
doctrine, churches which lose their first love or com
promise with the spirit of the age, profane babblings 
and oppositions of the knowledge (science) which is 
falsely so called. Never may these be our companions 
and colleagues. To join hands with them in any form 
is a betrayal of Christ and his cause. Ours are times 
which call for a militant Christianity. We may not 
allow a false tolerance, which sits lightly on the truth 
of God, to throw sand into our eyes so that we refuse 
to discern and describe the foe rightly. And in this 
warfare - for such the Bible does not hesitate to call 
the existential situation of God's peopJe in this present 
world - we must be willing to suffer ridicule and re
jection, distress and misunderstanding and a large 
measure of persecution for Christ's sake. 

But precisely because it is the battle "for Christ's 
sake," our mood must be tested and tempered by the 
Lord himself. On this score we so often seem to go 
wrong. 

Much can and should be said at this point. We 
shall make only two observations. 

In all our opposition to sin in its multifarious 
manifestations we are commanded to love - to love 
God, his truth, his church, his people, his world, even 
his and our enemies who seem to constitute for us so 
large a part of the environment in which God com
mands us to live and who tcmpt us to be pessimistic 
about today and tomorrow. Such love when it truly 
seeks to reBect God's love in Christ for us will make 
us strong. Because "it beareth all things, believeth all 
things, hopeth all things, endureth all things," it 
prohibits us from judging motives which in the 
nature of the case are known to the great Searcher of 
hearts alone. It also provides us with "the wisdom 
that is from above (which ) is first pure, then peace
able, gentle, easy to be entreated, full of mercy and 
good fruits, without variance, without hypocrisy" ( Jas. 
3;17). Only it will enable us to speak as God would 
have us speak. 

But then our speaking will also be triumphant both 
in its message and in its mood. 

This differs radically from speaking as if we claim 
to know all things. Pierre Berton in The Comfortable 
Pew asserts that while the church formerly insisted 
on the "absolute rightness" of all its positions, it today 
claims that "we cannot know." To this Eugene Fair
weather has made a most appropriate and pertinent 
response. "The mood of genuine Christian faith is 
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neither 'We know fully' nor 'We cannot know,' but 
'We know in part.' No classical theologian (and here 
we would add : no confessional statement true to Bib
lical Christianity) can be found who claims more for 
dogmas; the Christian can hardly claim less." In mak
ing this statement, derived directly from the inspired . 
teaching of -Paul, we must stress both parts of the 
affirmation. We know because God has been pleased 
in grace to reveal himself and his works in his Word 
clearly and suHicientiy. Against all forms of existential 
irrationalism and agnosticism we may not say anything 
less. But we also know only in part . This is not simply 
because God has not been pleased to reveal every
thing about his dealings with the world. It is fully as 
much because in trying to understand Ilis Word also 
for today we continue to be plagu~d 'by our own sin
fu lness and shortsightedness. 

Therefore what we know must be proclaimed tri
umphantly. 

We know, indeed, that the church is called to live 
and labor in a radically changing and confused and 
apostate world. But we know, too. that we may labor 
in this world with the fu ll assurance that in Christ we 
have the victory which has overcome and shall over
come the world. This is the victory of his Word which 
shall prevail, and in that victory all who seek to be 
faithful to its testimony share. 

That Word by the Spirit's power speaks as rele
vantly .and reliably and irresistibly today as it did 
yesterday. when our fathers and grandfathers were 
alive, or in any of the past ages. It is God's power 
unto salvation to everyone that believes. Thus that 
Word and it a lone is to be proclaimed. That requires 
calling attcntion in depth to all forms of corrupting 
the gospel, whether in doctrine or in conduct, in a 
passionate concern to lead ourselves as well as others 
into closer fellowship with the victorious Christ. This 
is the optimism of Christian hope whieh never feels 
that it is put to shame in the battle for God's truth. 
This is the proper mood in which to wage our spirituaJ 
warfare in these days in which the Lord wants us to 
live for him. 

By now all of us are aware that churches in the 
United States and Canada, as throughout the whole 
world, are undergoing profound changes. Some of 
these appear on the surface. Many are much more 
subtle in their influence and thus produce their results 
more slowly. But the leaven is injected and at work. 
Therefore all committed Christians are called to dis
cern whether that which is being introduced as both 
new and necessary is truly something of the leaven of 
the Christian gospel. 

Nowhere is this task more difficult than in churches 
which want to be true to their Christian confessions. 

Here we are compelled to face a built-in tension. 

On the one hand such churches urge that their 
historic creeds, which they rightly cherish, have 
sought faithfully to represent and reproduce the Word 
of God. Therefore any movement in the direction of 
changing or amplifying or questioning any part there
of is bound to meet resistance. Not a little of this 
resistance is warranted in the light of many of the 
cheap and indefensible accusations which have been 
levelled against the creeds. However, it is at times 
forgotten that the creeds do not exhaustively and fo r 
aU time declare to us the fuloess of God's WOrd. 
Never may they, to use the words of the Belgic Con
fession, be regarded as "of equal value with those di
vine Scriptures" which alone are "most perfect and 
complete in all respects." Not all movement in the 
direction of revising the confessional standards may be 
automatically condemned as contraband. 

Tn the face of this tension the members of the 
church will have to learn to understand one another, 
both when the creeds are subjected to new and valid 
scrutiny in the li ght of Scripture and when the creeds 
even in their precise words and phrases are vigorously 
defended. This requires a degree of openness and 
honesty which is not easily attained, especially in 
seasons when the convictions by which many have 
lived so long are questioned and doubted and rid
iculed . 

How deeply such times of testing may cut into the 
life of a confessional church is indicated by what is 
taking place in the Lutheran Church ( Missouri 
Synod ). Long regarded as a fortress of strict confes
sional orthodoxy, this church has been experiencing in 
recent years sharp and even bitter con b·oversy which 
has led to estrangement. Several ministers and con
gregations have felt themselves compelled to secede 
for the sake of the gospel. 

What is at stake is set fQJth in a series of illuminat
ing and instructive articles by a young theologian of 
that church, John Warwick Montgomery. These have 
appeared during thc months of.November and Decem
ber in the Lutheran News. Having stated clearly the 
issues which are dividing the church and to a large 
degree alienating many of the leaders from the rank 
and file of the membership, he concludes the series by 
attempting to answer the question , "Why these 
changes which indicate a departure from the faith as 
fonnerly proclaimed?,' What he writes is, of course, 
applicable in any direct sense only to his own church. 
Yet it may help us to understand what is going on in 
other Christian churches throughout the world to the 
extent that their situation somewhat parallels that of 
the Lutheran Church ( Missouri Synod ). 

"The answer is in many ways sociological," so Dr. 
Montgomery writes. 'lhe Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod is an immigrant church, and the standard pat
tern among immigrant churches is to remain walled 
off from the new society by language and tradition for 
a time, and then for a younger generation to react 
violently to its past and to seek to identify completely 
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- generally to over-identify - with the new environ
ment. During the first century of existence, Missouri 
isolated herself in many ways from American religious 
life. To a certain extent this was fortunate, since 
American theology was passing through successive 
stages of heresy: subjcctivistic revivalism, the economic 
religiosity of big business and the self-made man, and 
the Modernism of the Fosdick era. In other respects, 
Missouri's isolation was anything but desirable. ( Do 
we not all have true stories in our bag such as this 
one told me by one of my Springfield Seminary stu
dents? His grandfather had nearly been excom
municated for religious 'Unionism' because he played 
checkers in the Y.M.C.A.! ) 

"When the theologians of the present generation 
woke up to their Church's in-grown condition, they 
reacted violently to it. They set their faces resolutely 
against their past - and the more of a past they had, 
the more violent, generally, was the reaction .. . . Both 
the good and the bad suffer in a SOCiological reaction; 
Synod has become more 'relevant' in American life; 
but this has happened at a time theologically when to 
embrace ecumenical Lutheranism ( to say nothing of 
mainline non-Lutheran theologies) is to cowt disaster: 
the disaster of dialectic Neo-Orthodoxy, subjectivistic 
Existentialism, and now the humanistic, universalistic 
'secular Christianity' typified by the death-of-God 
movement. ... 

"How tragic, if, at this key juncture in our Synod
ical history, we allow ourselves, in the legitimate quest 
for maximum cultwal and theological relevance, to 
d iscard the very treasure of Cod's Word which He 
has pennitted us to retain while so many churches 
have pursued the mirage of other gospels! Ollr 
greatest need today is for more maturity among our 
theologians; the maturity to see real sociological blind
spots in our past, yes; but the even greater maturity 
not to discard the scriptural remedy for ow ailments 
in the course of treating them." 

The professor would , of course, urge that the 
SOCiological by no means explains everything. But it 
does say something. And this something every one 
in the chureh does well to remember when trying 
to assess what is happening in our time. 

For a long time we have been told that the man
in-the-street rejects the Christian gospel, because he 
cannot understand it. The remedy prescribed is a 
complete revolution of our vocabulary. We are told 
not to ' use any longer the old tired terminology of 
Scripture and the creeds. We need to use a new 
language while retaining the "meaning of the old. 

Now this isn't going to be easy. In fact, it is an 
impossible assignment. Words, in spile of whatever 
linguistic changes may take place, happen to have 
meaning, and quite specific meaning at that. Thus by 
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completely revolutionizing church language (or Bib
lical, for that matter ), we arc going to change the 
message. 

This is a warning which has been repeatedly 
sounded. Yet many a sophisticated preacher, whether 
old or young, has refused to take heed. Perhaps they 
will pause to reflect, if they have read the stinging 
ridicule of sociological "jargon" which Ti1TW magazine 
offered in its issue of December 30 ( p. 14, 15). The 
"translation" of Psalm 23 into the language of today's 
boulevards found there is much to the point. Without 
a completely new dictionary it is meaningless. In 
much the same fashion and for similar purpose Scrip
ture is being "translated" into the language of today's 
back-alleys as, for example, in Carl F. Burke's God is 
for Real, Man! What all who eagerly embrace such 
experiments forget is the Biblical insistence not on a 
new vocabulary but on a new heart. "The natural 
man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of Cod, 
for they are foolishness unto him; and he cannot know 
them, because they are spiritually judged" ( I Cor. 
2:14). This is what all who seek to bring the gospel 
in our day must remember. 

The argument for retaining the very words of Holy 
Scripture is appropriately summarized by seminarian 
Jacob Hecrcma in the recent issue of StTOm(lta, stu
dent publication of Calvin Seminary. Among other 
things he writes, '1t is the role of the prophet to inter
pret God's Word. This docs not point in the direction 
of rewriting, in spite of the flood of 'current' versions 
of Scripture which every bookseller eagerly welcomes. 
Although the task of translating will always be with 
us, and stands as a legitimate enterprise, it is the 
burden of a prophet to interpret that Word to Cod's 
children. I maintain that it is incorrect to submit 
God's Word to the- norm of man's words about the 
Word. 1 decry the surrender of that leader who in his 
attempt to be childlike becomes childish. 

"Scripture is man's glossary of religious language. 
We ought not hesitate to speak of God analogically, 
recognizing both the paltriness ( the gap) and the 
grandeur ( the bridge) inherent in the human situa
tion . We do not have to apologize for the language 
of Scripture. For Cod has spoken in human language, 
and so we must speak." 

- PETER Y. DE lONG 

"We are God's; therefore let his wisdom and 
will preside in all OtIr actions. W e are God's; 
towards him, therefore, as our only legitimate 
end, let every part of our lives be directed. 0 , 
how great a proficiency l&aS that man made, who, 
having been tafJ{!.hJ that he is not his own, has 
taken the sooereignty and government of himself 
from his own reason to surrender it to Godr 

- JOHN CALVIN 
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WHITHER, THE 


FREE UNIVERSITY 


PETER DE JONG 

T H E BIBLE credits Solomon with being a very 
wise man. Yet his wisdom, wealth, power and 

prestige b rought temptations which overcame him. An 
Orien tal king must have a harem and the greater the 
king, the greater should be the harem. With the 
adulation that came to him from every q uarter as his 
reputation grew, especially these fri endly ( not to say, 
intimate ) alliances with people of many cultures 
placed him under increasing pressure to show his wis
dom by exercising the virtue of "'understanding" or 
"tolerance," to r ise above the petty d iscriminations of 
nationality, color and creed and show the magnanimity 
of his m ind by ind ulging the opinions and desires of 
his friends. $0 it came about that beside the temple 
of Israel's Cod. the God of the whole earth, there 
arose other temples dedicated to idols. That is the 
way the Bible traces the foUy and fall of the wise 
philosopher king. 

A ki nd of modern counterpart to that story (with
out its romantic overtones) can be repeatedly ob
served in the rise and fa ll of Christian academic 
institutions. One may not become fatalistic and say 
that their course must be one of development until 
they compromise and finally destroy the faith they 
were established to teach. Yet it would be foolish to 
ignore the fact that their course has almost invariably 
been so. 

In man y ways the Free Univcrsity at Amstcrdam 
has had a unique place among us. As the product, 
under God's blessing, of the early vision of Abraham 
Kuyper and his fri ends and their heroic struggle 
against seemingly hopeless odds. this institution has 
long inspired our respect, gratitude and imitation. 
Through its training of many of our ministers and 
teachers and through the writings of its faculty, it has 
influenced our churches to an incalculable degree. 
Because our ties with it have been so many we must 
observe the more regretfully a number of recent in
d ications that it is following the cycle of many other 
institutions and 'fise men since Solomon. 

"From Kuyper to King" 
In an article under the above title Mr. Bernard 

Zylstra, writing in the Christian Courier for November 

12, 1965, described a number of features of the 85th 
anniversary celebration of the Free UniverSity. At a 
special commemorative service sponsored by the H er
vormde and Gereformecrde Kerken the preacher was 
Dr. J. J. Buskes, known especially as an adherent of 
Geelkerken (who in 1926 was excluded by the Gere
fonneerde Kerken because of his attack on the histor
icity of the account of the Fa ll ) and as an active 
supporter of the Socialist party in 1945. The preacher 
said that the University, founded for the Reformed 
people, must now assume its responsibilities for the 
whole nation. It must abandon all forms of reactionary 
conservatism which often obstruct Christian witness. 
It must follow· the lead of men like Berkouwer and 
Lever ( well-known proponent of "theistic" evolution ). 
'We must not," Buskes said, "distrust the new ideas, 
that are being suggested, but we should move ahead 
into new directions trust ing in the great power of the 
Word of God." 

A feature of the celebration that caught special 
attention and gave the article its title was the award
ing of honorary degrees to six men, including Martin 
Luther King. This action was the more significant in 
view of the fact that only thirteen such degrees had 
ever been awarded and those were usually for un
usual services to the Calvinist commun ity or for inter
national recognit ion as Calvinist scholars. I n the 
ceremony of granting .the degree to King, Professor 
G. Kuiper, professor of sociology, observed that the 
University "pretends to be led by the gospel of Jesus 
Christ in its scientific activity and policy. . . :' (a 
curious slip over a tricky English word I ) and said, 
"we want to let you know by means of this honorary 
degree how we also recognize the way of Christ in 
these methods," that is, the "unviolent" methods of 
King's crusade. Most of uS arc undoubtedly glad to 
see some of the long-standing wrongs of the colored 
people righted. But for a renowned Calvinistic institu
tion to hail King's tactics, civil disobedien~ · and all, 
as "the way of Christ" is a very questiona13le business. 
Mr. Zylstra, whose specialties are theol9gy and law, 
attempted to defend the University's action on the 
basis the "we must obey Cod rather 'than men," and 
that "the history especially of Calvinism shows that a 
measure of civil disobedience was called for when
ever Caesar became a tyrant." We ought to observe 
that the principle of: 'We must obey God rather than 
men" has nothing whatever to do with that of: "It is 
right to break laws if we think that they are unfair 
and can get publicity for a good cause by doing so!" 
Regardless of what one thinks of King, the awardin g 
of such a degree by the Free University indicates, as 
Mr. Zylstra pointed out, a decided change of course 
by th~:U niversity. Whether that change is still "in 
Kuyper's line," as he maintained, is highly debatable. 

Professor Dooyeweerd'$ farewell Address 
The awarding of a degree to King mi ght not, if it 

were an isolated incident, be very signi6cant. How
ever it does not stand alone. About the same time, so 
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the Vrije Universiteitsblad for October 1965 informed 
us, there were celebrations of the twenty-fifth anni
versary of Professor Berkouwer and the retirement of 
Professor Dooyeweerd. The latter in his farewell ad
dress made it a point that he wanted to call his 
philosophy "not Reformed or Calvinistic but ecumen
ically Christidn" (italics are mine). Anyone who is 
acquainted with his writings will recognize in this a 
refl ection of what he has explained in greater detail 
elsewhere. Whereas he had earlier in his career spoken 
of Calvinistic Ph ilosophy, he later repudiated that 
term in favor of the broader one-"Christian philosophy 
without any further qualification." (A New Critique 
of Theoretical Thought, Vol. I , p . 524, "Why I reject 
the term 'Calvinistic Philosophy.' ") One can under
stand his argument that any truly Christian philosophy 
must base itself on the assumptions on which he has 
attempted to construct his system, and can appreciate 
the ostensib le advantage in the interest of popular 
appeal of using the term "Christian" rather than the 
more parochial sounding "Reformed" or "Calvinistic." 
Whatever his arguments and motives, it appears that 
Dooyewcerd, along with the University in which he 
has had such an influential p lace, has been moving 
away from a specifically Reformed to a broader posi
tion. The generaUy critical attitude he and his fol
lowers adopt toward Reformed theology (on the basis 
of his system which would confine aU theology to a 
rather limited "sphere" of its own ) has undoubtedly 
played a significant part in th is drift from a Reformed 
toward a broadcr pos ition and attitude. 

Change in the University's Basis 
Even more significant in revealing the shifting 

course of the Free Un iversity was an article in the 
same Vrije Universiteitsblad under the title, "Bezin
ning over (formulering van ) grondslag V.V." I t in
formed us of the studies currently being made of a 
possible change of formulation of the basis for the 
University, and cited especially the farewell address 
on this subject by Professor H. SChippers, retiring 
rector of the institution. Professor Schippers stated , 
"We live in a d ifferent world than the people of 1880 
who founded the University and we know it. We also 
live in a different world of thought and in that change 
our University has been an active participant. The 
Free University and that of Nijmegen ( Roman Cath
olic), Professor Rogier said a good year ago, have 
become one way whreh led out of the fortress into the 
open, not contributors to strengthening of isolation, 
but points of departure toward a blessed process of 
national reintegration. As far as our University is COIl 

cerned, it belongs more and marc to the b ridges to
ward a Christian consensus with others fo r whom the 
basis of the University, as it was formulated and 
interpreted in 1880, is hard ly acceptable, but who wish 
with liS to set themselves to the work of science car
Tied out in fa ith in the Lord Jesus Ch rist. And then 
the quest ion unavoidably arises whether in the for
mulation of the basis, as we find it in our Statutes- the 
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Since its founding in 1880 the Free (Reformed) 

Univet'sity of Amsterdam has been widely rec

ognized as a champion for the defense anti 
development of the Reformed faith. Con it still 
be so recognized? In the light of recent ch4nges 
the Rev. Peter De long, pastor of the First Chris

tian Reformed Church of Sarnia, Ontario, sug
gests that it cannot. 

Reformed principles - 'It has happened' has not 
p layed a more important role than 'It is written.''' He 
affirmed that it was this matter which was currently 
undcr study. a process that might demand consider
able time. 

He went on to say that this year another question 
had arisen as to the functioning of the basis in con
nection with appointments to the faculty. "We have a 
scientific responsibility. In appointments the best 
qualified men must be sought. Yet we do not want 
to drift away from what we have always wanted to 
be, a Christian university. But what if a case arises 
in which when a man is needed for a given function , 
no one from our spiritual circles can be found? Must 
we then proceed to appoint someone who is not of our 
spiritual family? 

"Furthermore, we are an open university, in this 
sense, that anyone may be enrollcd as a student, of 
whatever faith he may be. What about the rights of 
those students who cannot accept our basis to be free 
from discrimination for this reason when in the field 
of their training openi ngs appear on the scientific staff? 

"Moreover. although we want to be a community 
of men who also in their scient ific work continuall y 
acknowledge themselves to be bound by God's word , 
could it not be important and even very profitable if 
on the scientific staH there were men who do not see 
the functioning of the basis or even deny its pos
sibility, but who can pose the most pertinent q uestions 
regarding this matter in discussion with those who 
p roceed from the bas is? 

"Those who have the responsibility for our uni
versity as a Christian university see all these questions 
very clearly. It is not as though they have no answer 
to them. One might formulate their answer as follows: 
If because of good reason and real scientific need per
sons mus t be appointed who do not agree with the 
basis, that can be done. But it will be expected and 
demanded of them that they in their bearing in and 
outside of the school show respect fo r, loyalty towards 
and in general a sense of responsibility to our uni
versity, seen in the light of its aim and task. 

if our bas is is really such that we can build upon 
it in faith, the realization that this building is mean
ingful will be transferable to those who do not yet 
or who no longer understand what building on it 
means; and in any event many, as they come to face 
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the most critical que;tions and see what is possible in 
faith in building on this foundation, will feel them
selves safer than in any other building. 'For other 
foundation can no man lay than that which is laid, 
which is Jesus Christ: (1 Cor. 3:11)." 

Does all this not reveal that the University is 
changing course and what direction that change is 
taking? Notice the decided shift, first from a "Re
formed" institution towards one more broadly "Chris
tian" in which errors such as those of Roman Cathol
icism no longer seem to matter. And the trend does 
not stop there. Does it ever? It goes on toward ac
commodating decent unbelievers in case i t seems 
academically expedient to do so, to reckon even with 
their "rights" to teaching positions without being 
faced with "discrimination" on the basis of faith, and 
all this in the ( naive?) hope that teaching in this in
stitution will somehow convert them or cancel the 
effects of their unbelief! Considering that much of the 

leadership of the Gercformeerde Kerken is trained in 
this institution, do we not begin to understand some
what more readily the indications of change in those 
churches? And does not all this change conspicuously 
resemble that with which we are so familiar in the 
history of most of the older colleges and universities 
in the United States and the churches which depended 
on them for the training of their leadership, a change 
resembling in spirit that of King Solomon? 

In our concern for this institution as well as for 
our own we do well to recall the words Kuyper wrote 
in 1896 (cited by Rev. H . Van Andel in the Jan. 14, 
1966 Calvinist-Contact): "That University will 8ourish, 
not if. with the abandonment of its principle it doubles 
the number of its professors and students, but if it 
manifests the inner strength, ·be it under the most 
painful circumstances, even with the loss of professors 
and students and money, to preserve its principle 
inviolate." 
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BIRTH CONTROL, THE POPE, AND MISSIONS 

A CHRISTIA N REFOR MED minister is quoted as 
having said from the pulpit: '"If you want to save 

souls, have b ig families." H e might well have added: 
"If you want to evangelize the world, have higger 
families." In proportion to the task, the manpower 
supply available for Christian missions is going to 
become critically small in the next few decades unless 
something happens to change the direction in which 
things are moving. 

Look at these statistics: 
The Growth of the Church averages 

8,100,000 per year 
22,000 per day 
925 per hour 
15 per minute 

THE WORLD'S POPULATION IS 
GROWING TEN TIMES FASTER 

No one needs a computer to figure out what is going 
to happen to the influence of Christianity, and the 
resources in men and money to carryon missions, if 
the Christian Church does not start growing at a 
faster rate. 

When the Pope considers the question of the 
Catholic Church's stand on birth control, he is well 
aware of the statistics and the problems. Maybe some 
Protestants had better give them some serious con
sideration too. From the point of view of missions 
and the position of the Christian religion over against 
the world, the Pope has plenty of reason for hesitancy, 
for there are a great many factors involved. H e is to 
be credited for standing up against the pressures of 
those outside the church who view the problem from 
only a secular point of view and the clamor of those 
within the Catholic Church who want him to make a 
popular decision that will please most people. 

The majority of non-Christian nations and religions 
are not going to practice birth control no matter what 
the Pope says, and they are going to keep right on 
increasing in number year after year. The problem 
does not lie with the Christian nations anyway, and 
Christians are foo ling themselves if they think they 
must limit their families in order to supply food for 
Buddhists, Hindus and Communists. 

The Pope knows fu ll well that his church is in 
trouble. Enlightened Protestants know it too. Billy 
Graham said in his closing message at the World 
Congress on Evangelism: "Pessimism pervades the 
thinking of the leaders of the world today. Our only 
hope is the Second Coming of Christ." It is very easy 
to look at the problem of birth control from the "me 
and my house" point of view. The Pope, at least, is 
giving the matter a closer analysis. He knows that 
he will answer to history for what he decides, and the 
choice, when all the factors are considered, is by no 
means easy. It is time for us Protestants to re-evaluate 
the matter too. Our Drst calling as a Church is to 
evangelize the world. With the growth in world pop
ulation, our task keeps getting larger. Why should 
we limit our future sources of supply? 

ROCER S. GREENWAY 
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PART II 

CHRISTIAn fTHICS 


AnD THE 


CHRISTIAn PSYCHOTHERAPIST 


The Unique Ba.sis of his Psychotherapy (Inc! Ethical 

Counseling 

STUART BERGSMA, M.D. 

Religion's priority in the realm of conscie nce 

The term "conscience" has for ages belonged to 
the realm of religion. For almost two thousand years 
it has had a definition and connotation identifying it 
with a close relationship to a Divine Bcing, to Cod 
( Rom. 2:15), to Christ ( Heb. 9: 14 ), to the Holy Spirit 
( Rom. 9:1), and closely related to a sense of guilt 
( Heb. 10:2 ). a faculty for checking right from wrong 
( Rom. 2: 15 ), a tremendous spiritual, moral, and 
psychological boostcr if we heed the righteous de
mands of Cod (I John 3: 19-21 ), and a condemning 
faculty when we transgress against him. 

The traumatic assaults of the world, the flesh and 
the devil, which are made daily on the psyche of every 
man and woman since the fall in Eden, are taken 
account of ( not disregarded) in the Scriptures. There 
are also the wholesome impacts for good on the con
science, resulting in a "good" conscicnce, a "cleansed" 
conscience, one not unrealistically troubled and 
burdcned with a sense of guilt ( Heb. 10:2). The 
former traumatic assaults produced a consciencc "de
fil ed" by vicious habits, hardcned, "branded with a 
hot iron" ( I Tim. 4:2). The prior right of religion to 
define what conscience is, and what it does, stands as 
firm as the rock of Gibraltar. Sigmund Freud knew 
this, yet set out to overthrow religion by the 
super-ego. 
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A crude comparison of the conscience to a com
puter may help us to understand how Freud manip
ulated the conscience into the super-ego, taking the 
divine heart out of the "conscience-computer," leaving 
only the psychic "material" each person feeds daily 
into his computer. That residue Freud called the 
"super-ego." This daily mass of material, man's psy
chical interactions to the wholesome impacts and the 
damaging assaults of life, as they make impact on the 
developing brain and psyche of each child and adult, 
was considered as the only valid material which 
brought about the origin of a censoring, judgmental 
"'organ." God had no part in it. These traumatic 
events and impacts, which occur in every personality 
that has been born i.nto the world, are often too 
harshly condemnatory, and it is this Freud called the 
super-ego. The result was a moral censor, somehow 
arising out of the "ego," which in tum had originated 
from the slime of the swamp of "id" (which was 
devoid of aU morals). A censoring organ resulted, 
bearing very little relationship to the old fashioned 
"conscience," formerly regarded as relating to Cod. 
In fact, Freud predicted that thc "conscience," in as 
far as it was related to religion, would cease, be 
out-dated, become obsolete with the appearance of 
psychoanalysis and The Future Of An Illusion. It 
has truly become so, in essence, in the major part of 
the psychological and psychiatric world. Yet this 
crucial part of Freud's philosophy was based on un
proven assumptions . 

Abraham Lincoln once put a hypothetical question 
to an opponent, who was making up his own defini
tions of terms, and then proceeding on these assump
tions and presumptions to use those terms as proven 
facts. Lincoln asked : 

"If I call the tail of a horse a leg, how many legs 
does the horse have?" 

"Five," replied his opponent. 
"Wrong." replied Abe. "Calling a tail a leg does 

not make it a leg. The horse still has four legs." 

Now in the case of our disagreement as Christians 
with Freud and his true believers today (those who 
refuse to allow Cod or absolutes to have a place in 
their philosophical scheme and psychotherapy), it is 
the same Lincolnian question, but in reverse, the in
tellectual (or omniscient ) head-end being chosen for 
transposition. 

"Let us suppose that 1 wish-away the guiding, in
telligent head and neck from the horse; what kind of 
a beast would that be?" 

"It would be a headless horse, devoid of super
vision and direction from the highest nerve centers." 

"Wrongl It would still be a horse with a head, 
because you may desire to wish-away any essential 
aspect of a thing, but wishing it away or WTiting it 
away, or preaching it away does not alter the reality. 
It is you, yourself, who get out of contact with reality . 
Even if you wish to substitute a torso with human 
head and human brains on that supposedly headless 
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horse. the answer is still "four legs, horse's head - it's 
a horse," by the will of God. You haven't even been 
able, by your assumptions, and supposings, and wish
ful thinking, to create that mythological creature 
called a "centaur." He never existed, and never will. 
He was a figment of the human mind, yet a host of 
fo lks believed he existed. You have made a new myth. 
God is still alive." 

Freud considered religion to be the result of a 
compulsion neurosis in man. Man, being so dependent 
on his father, created by wishful thinking a father in 
heaven, omnipotent, who would never fail him in his 
nceds. Man thus continued the cycle of neurosis be
cause of his need to have a God, made in his own 
image. Heligion was thus an illusion, would pass away. 

However, on the same psychological basis of rea
soning, Freud's compulsion to have "no-God," "no
religion," was also a neurotic manifestation, a neurosis, 
wishful thinking, an illusion, and one might write also 
of "The (Dim ) Future Of Thc Psycho-analytic Il
lusion." 

Actua lly man's conscience (and man's will, and 
Freud's super-ego, for that matter ), do not exist as 
a separate entity or tidy nest of cells in the brain . 
These concepts include a concept of bill ions of neu
rones, nerve cells and nerve fibers in interaction. 
Freud did not discover a certain discrete anatomical 
island in the brain. It is a way of explaining things, his 
philosophical printed works doing in the realm of the 
mind and psyche what Charles Darwin's Origin of 
Species and his Descent of Man did in the realm of 
the origin of man's physical side, and of all living 
things. Freud modified an old concept, deliberately 
leaving God out. 

The super-ego concept, minus God, is vital to psy
choanalys is, and is incorporated -whole and unques
tioned into the minds of the vast majority of Freudian
oriented psychologists today, and often by others who 
fai l to realize its ethical implications. It is not a mere 
question of semantics. The term "super-ego" should 
not be used when we really mean "conscience" as 
Christian ethica l psycho-therapists. God is still centra l 
in our psycholherapy. 

There was no vacuum requiring the term "super
ego" when Freud coi ned the term. The age-long, old
fashioned "conscience" included what Freud appropri
ated in his "super-ego," for "conscience" took into 
account man's developing psychical reactions as that 
infantile conscience continued to grow and develop 
through the years, with God there behind the scenes, 
the Master Architect who created that stuff from 
which the amazing computer-like faculty called "the 
conscience" was to continue its development. But 
exactly there was the rub! That God in the back
ground! Freud even asks of his friend, Dr. Pfister: " 
(page 63) "Incidentally, why was it, none of all 
the pious ever discovered psycho-analysis? Why did 
it have to wai t for a completely godless Jew?" Exactly! 
The answer is clear. The pious were piOUS. 

Now this is no mere matter of semantics. This is a 
matter of absolutes. This is a matter of ethics and 
guilt. When we are guilt laden, to whom do we give 
account? To ourselves and man? Or, back of it all, 
to God? 

Guilt has usually been related to conscience in a 
manner that makes conscience a dreadful thing, a 
handicap to man rather than in any way a blesSing. 
Guilt, and its aDect ( feelJngs associated with guilt ), 
the sense of guilt, are usually regarded collectively as 
a minus, a debit, a negative quantity, something "to 
be gotten rid of" in the opinions of secular psychi
atrists. But spiritually regarded, unless the guilt is 
completely unrealistic or founded on no past mis
deeds, the normal sense of guilt is an asset; uncomfort
able, but a character builder, impellJng one on to 
confession of sin, repentance, forgiveness, pardon. The 
writer of the hymn, "Amazing Grace, How Sweet The 
Sound ," writes: " 'Twas grace that taught my heart to 
fear, and grace my fears relieved." The conscience 
thus serves a healthful psychological and spiritual 
function. 

Elton Trueblood even writes of "The Ctlit1vatiol1 
of the Uneasy Conscience,"'~ using the sixth command
ment 'as presenting the guilt-producil?g negative prin
ciple in the condemnation of murder (and including 
war, the use of the atomic bomb at Hiroshima, etc.). 
It leaves us all with a lmost unrelievable guilt feelings, 
since 've all share in awful, vast evil deeds committed 
beyond Our wills and controls. Yet these deeds (atom 
bomb, defensive wars, war on disease, animal ex
perimentation to combat human disease, etc.) also 
bring us blessings. But in order to get vaccines, we 
must never give even animals polio wantonly or gladly 
or without twinges of guilt feelings and uneasiness. 
We must cultivate, and learn to live with, an uneasy 
conscience. We cultivate a kind of sensitivity which 
kceps uS reacting wi th sorrow and regret that wars 
arc beyond Our control, yet in the guilt of these wars 
we share as members of the human race. 

Such guilt and sense of guilt is reconstructive, im
pels to avoidance of repeating the offense. We become 
tender and sensitive. The suppressing (a conscious 
act ) or the repressing ( unconscious) of the guilt feel
ings (covering them, as it were, with tons of earth 
that they emerge no more to trouble us) , defeats the 
very purpose of the guilt feelings and the conscience. 
It produces a condition at>proaching, or akin to, that 
of the conscienceless psychopath. 

Trueblood says: ''The cultivation of the uneasy 
conscience is a major plank in the platform of recon
struction .... The good conscience i.s an invention of 
tile Devil."" ( Italics are Trueblood's). "Cood" here 
rcrers to the smug, easily sti lled conscience which, like 
the "good" child, gives the parent little trouble. I t 
leaves one in false peace, comfortable. We were not 
placed ill this world to be, first of all, "comfortable." 
We are here to develop Christian character and to 
deal ethically. 
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Psychotherapy and the Psychotherapist's conscience 

Now what relationship does this have to our psy
chotherapy and the impact we make on the decisions 
our patient will make through observing our attitudes, 
our words, our silences, our direct or indirect counsel
ing with him? Even the most indirect Rogerian psy
chothcrapist, who maintains he is giving no direct 
advice whatsoever, is none the less giving advice and 
is producing thought and conduct changes, for the 
better or the worse, in his patients. Ethics has to do 
with our hourly and daily decis ion making, for right 
or wrong. We are responsible for the decisions we 
make and which we help our patients to make. This 
is true not only in our special field of psychiatry 
during psychotherapy sessions, but also as M.D .'s, as 
doctors of medicine in general. There is scarcely a 
decision which is required of the usual M.D., be he 
a surgeon, obstetrician, internist, pediatrician, ger
ontologist, gynecologist, that is not also required of 
us. Daily we stand in the sight of Cod as we make 
our decisions and help others make theirs. 

Some psychiatrists may say: "You relate conscience 
directly with responsibility to God. I do not believe in 
God. I do not believe in a God-related conscience. I 
relate all to the super-ego of man." I would answer: 
"You are none the less relating to a god, for you be
come your own god, your own supreme being with 
whom you consult. You still have at least your 'ego
ideal' to match up to as a standard. You must stili 
make decisions as every person truly human must do." 

Now what are some of the items that call for 
decision? Joseph Fletcher in his book Morals and 
Medicille' lists somc of these controversial items LInder 
the heading of what he believes are our rights, and 
takes the positive side in these rights he lists, among 
which human rights are, he says, our right to know 
our status as to our life, our health, and approach ing 
death; to know the truth; to control our parenthood ; 
to overcome childlessness by various means which in
volve certain ethical processes; to foreclose parent
hood if we wish; and also euthanasia, our right to die 
if we so choose or to help others to die more quickl y. 

If our ethics is thea-centrically oriented, with 
awareness of our responsibility to God, our decisions 
on these issues. and others relating to the physical and 
mental and spiritual welfare of our patients will have 
a stable, lofty basis of reference, being based on God. 
It does not mean that all "God fearing" therapists·will 
come to exactly the same ethical decisions. Many 
thea-centric therapists, including Jews, Roman Cath
olics, and Protestant Christians, will differ as to cer tain 
aspects of their decisions, but a1\ should have a 
world-and-life view that makes them ask: "What 
woule! Cod have me doT' Their patient is one to 
whom Cod has given his life; he is one who is made 
in the image of God; his patient is one who is re
sponsible to Cod even as the therapist h imself is, and 
the therapist may not lead him astray. The Christian 
therapist has laid down for him a code of ethics in 
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Because of the religious and moral issues in
volved in dealinr; with those who need psych;. 

atric help, the Christian facing such a situation 

can be adequately served O1lly by a committed 
Christian psychotherapist. This position is devel
oped and defended in this second article by Dr. 

Stuart Bergsma, Superintendent and Clinical 

Director of Pine Rest Christian Hospital. The 
first article appeared in the lantta.nJ issue of 

this ma.gazine. 

the Holy Scriptures. He has the law of God written 
in his heart, he has a conscience which is sensitive to 
Cod's will. 

Illustrations of ethical issues which may confront the 
Christian Psychiatrist 

In my treatment of the ethical issues that may 
confront a psychotherapist I shall try to refrain from 
forcing any ethical posit ion of my own upon the 
reader. The subject is so vast and broad that scarcely 
more than an enumeration of the many ethica l issues 
will be possible. I can take no better starting point 
than to begin with the various rights of man which 
Joseph Fletcher, professor of Pastoral Theology and 
Christian Ethics at the Episcopal Theological School 
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, defends in his book 
Morals and Medicine. The first is man's right to know 
the truth about himself, about his illness, its diagnosis, 
and hi~ prognosis. Should the psychiatrist tell his 
patient all the truth? Should he tell him, for example, 
that the diagnosis is schizophrenia; and if, in the 
physical examination which is done in every psychi 
atric hospital, an inoperable cancer has been found , 
should he tell him this fact or hide it from him? Can 
the patient tolerate the truth? Would the truth be 
the last straw which breaks him and which may lead 
to a su icidal attempt? I am not giving the answers 
here. You supply the answers. I'll raise the questions. 

The patient in his interviews wi th the psychiatrist 
has perhaps mentioned various matters which are a 
"privileged communication" between the psycho
therapist and the patient. Let us suppose that among 
these communications the therapist has become aware 
of the fact that this patient intends soon to marry a 
girl who to this time is entirely unaware of the serious 
mental illness of this patient, and he has refused to 
tell her. Dare the psychotherapist in any way divulge 
this to the party to whom it has such tremendous 
concern? Supposing the physical examination has also 
revealed a venereal disease. Must the therapist permit 
this young girl to go into this marriage unaware of 
the perils that face her? H ere is a conflict of tremen
dously great conflicting loyalties. 

The psychiatrist has become aware of a woman 
patient's dread of further pregnancies and a need for 
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birth control to be practiced between these two 
people, husband and wife, How shall he treat the 
matter of control of conception or prevention of con
ception? Contraceptives? Rhythm method? Or per
haps she is at thc time in early pregnancy and the 
continuance of this pregnancy, in the psychiatrist's 
opinion, is very likely to result in his patient going 
into a retrogression which will be the beginning of a 
long mental hospitalization. Should he recommend 
therapeutic abortion? Should he recommend steriliza
tion, if the pregnancy must go to term, but then advise 
sterilization in order that there be no fu rther preg
nancy? Should he simply advise continence and ab
stinence of sexual relations, even though he knows that 
it will contribute to emotional imbalance and constant 
marital frustration between the two parties concerned? 

Has the medical man the right to simply foreclose 
parenthood by means of sterili zation of either the 
woman or the man? Should the law pennit unfit 
parents to conceive and to populate the earth? Has 
one ever the right to advise the destruction of the 
fetus to save the mother's life? 

Mental illness at times can be the most excrutiating 
suffering that the human body and mind can be 
subject to. Does man have the right to choose not 
only to live, if he desires, but also to choose to die 
if he wishes? H as euthanasia any place in the practice 
of medici ne? Did not Job request that his life might 
end and the day perish wherein he was born? Is one 
required endlessly to prolong a life which has lost its 
mental faculties? Is one required endlessly to give in
travenous fluids, blood transfusions, anti-biotics, until 
finally the financial resources of the comatose patient 
are exhausted and nothing is left for the surviving 
widow and her children? 

In the year 1961 a colloquium on med ical ethics 
was held in St. Louis, Missouri, by the Lutheran 
Academy For Scholarship. This colloquium raised 
such ethical questions as the following: Is abortion ever 
permissible? When does the soul enter the body of 
the developing fetus? What should be the answer of 
the Christian therapist in the case of the childless 
couple who desire a child by the method of artificial 
insemination? Does such practice constitute adultery? 
Is such practice always wrong? 

Even in such generally accepted practices as 
autopsy certain groups of Christians raise forceful ob
jection. Should not the psychiatrist urge that this 
practice be accepted in the hope that study of that 
nervous system may bring forth some knowledge that 
will help others who become mentally ill in the 
future? 

Among the symptoms presented by one patient was 
a sense of hostility on the part of his relatives, with 
subsequent frustration and guilt, because the patient 
had willed his eyes to the eye bank in order to rcstore 
the sight of some other person; other family members 
of his were contesting this and saying they would seek 
to prevent such mutilation after the patient's death. 

,',y, c " 

Which of the two parties should the psychiatrist up
hold? 

A Christian family is deeply grieved because it has 
in its midst one of its members who is a homosexual. 
Should the therapist explain this as being the result 
of sickness or of sin? How can he help this family 
and still remain ethically sound? Another family has 
in its midst the memory of a relative who had taken 
his own life. Should the therapist soften the blow by 
ascribing all suicidal action to sickness and irresponsi
bility before God? We must tell the truth, but "tell 
the truth in love," as Scripture enjOins us, May his 
love for these grieving brothers and sisters permit him 
to tell a "white lie?" 

Or, take as example the blasted marriage hopes 
and life of one spouse married to a spouse who has 
been spending the last fi ve or six or more years in 
Pine Rest or in a State Hospital as a mentally ill 
patient, whose condition seems hopeless for cure. Dare 
we advise the spouse to seek a divorce and marry 
again, as laws of many states allow? 

These are but a few of the many examples of 
ethical issues which present themselves to the Chris
tian psychiatrist for his evaluation and decision. The 
writer can state that in his own years of medical and 
psychiatric practice many of these issues have either 
directly or indirectl y come into the picture. The an
swer given will depend on the life and world vi ew of 
the therapist and on his conscience. 

Far more common, however, than these issues men
tioned above is the almost daily confrontation of the 
psychotherapist with the patient struggling with guilt 
and remorse from past actions either real or fancied. 
In his sick state, men tally ill as the patient is, guilt is 
often magnified to an extreme degree, so that the 
slightest indiscretions of his teenage or early manhood 
or early marriage are magnified entirely out of propor
tion to their true importance, In this critical area of 
psychotherapy with a Christian, the foundations of the 
psychiatrist's own ethics and morality are of great 
significance. If his own view of his own conscience is 
such that he has almost disconnected his conscience 
from any relationship to God, his answer to his patient 
will be very different than that of another therapist 
who upholds that only by confession, penitence, for
giveness by God, restitution for wrong done ( if pos
sible), can the guilt be eradicated and the mind and 
the soul of the patient put at rest. At Pine Rest Chris
tian H ospital our psychotherapists do take God into 
their therapy. They do ask: 'What wilt Thou have me 
do and say?" For we often deal with guilt-laden, rest
less, troubled people, wrestling with their conscience. 
In this great field of the conscience and of guilt, the 
words of St. Augustine are especially pertinent: "Man 
is restless, and he can find no rest, until he rests in 
Thee," 
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STUDIES IN THE CANONS OF DORT 

JOHANNA TIMMER 

PART TWO 


THE DEATH OF CHRIST AND THE REDEMPTION OF MEN THEREBY 

OUTLINE OF PART TWO 


Art. J. 	 Divine justice requires either : 
a. 	 Punishment of sin, or 
b. Satisfaction for sin 

Art. 2. In6nite mercy provides the d ivine way of satis
fying divine justice. 

Art. 3. Death of the divine Son is the perfect sacri6ce 
and satisfaction for sin. 

Art. 4. Death of the divine Son is in6nite in value and 
dignity. 

Art. 	5. Eternal life is the fruit of faith in the vicarious 
death of the divine Son. 

Art. 6. 	 Cause of unbelief lies in the sub ject, not in the 
objective sacrifice of Christ. 

Art. 7. Cause of belief is in the objective grace of 
God, not in the subjcctive merit of man. 

Art. 8. 	 Divine will limits the atonement to the elect. 
Art. 9. The purpose of election is progressively ac· 

complished. 

Note. 	 These articI e~ are followed by a statement of 
seven errors, each of which is refuted by the 
Synod of Dordt. 

LESSON FIFTEEN 

ART. 1. DIVINE JUSTICE REQUIRES EITHER: 

a . Punishm e nt of sin, or 
b, Satisfaction for sin. 

God is in6nitely all that he is. His love, mercy, 
goodness, justice, truth, knowledge, wisdom, etc., are 
all infinitc. "Cod i~ not on ly supremely merciful, but 
also supremely just." Since God is superlatively just 
as well as merciful, his mercy can never break through 
to save man unless his justice has been satis6ed. J. G. 
Feenstra rightly remarks that we may differentiate be
tween mercy and justice. but we never may separate 
them ( Ibid. p. 83). God docs not violate anyone of 
his divine attributes to satisfy another divine attribute. 

God warned Adam in Paradise that punishment 
would fo llow sin. "The wages of sin is death." Adam 
knew this because God told him. And yet, knowing 
this, Adam conSCiously committed sin in disobeying 
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God. Adam consciously took issue with his Maker, 
chOOSing to d isobey rather than obey. God's supreme 
justice requ ires that such sinning against the "infinite 
Majesty, should be punished, not only with temporal 
but also with eternal punishment, both in body and 
soul." The wages of sin against the eternal God is 
death. These wages must be pa id because God cannot 
deny himself and therefore cannot deny his own de· 
munds. 

Is there no escaping such punishment? No, unless 
God's justice can be satisfied. 

ART. 2. INFINITE MERCY PROVIDES THE DIVINE 

WAY OF SATISFYING DIVINE JUSTICE. 


Is there no way out? Is there no escape? How 
meaningful the conjunction "but" can be. Listenl "The 
wages of sin is death." Let this sink in. If no more 
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may be said, we are all lost, eternally lost. "All have 
sinned and come short of the glory of God." There
fore the curse of God, the wrath of God abides on us. 
Listen again! "The wages of sin is death, but the free 
gift of Cod is eternal life through Jesus Christ our 
Lord." Punishment or satisfaction. "Satisfaction" means 
"to do enough." Is there someone who can do enough 
for us to remove the awful curse, the divine wrath 
resting upon us sinners? Is there someone who can 
and will become sin for us that we may become the 
righteousness of God through him? Is there someone 
who can and will meet all the demands of the cov
enant of works so that we can share in the covenant 
of grace? Is there someone who can fully obey the 
law for us as if we ourselves had obeyed it? 

Praise God there is someone who already did 
enough tl>'remove the punishment for sin. Cod him
self, whose curse rested upon us, provided the Saviour 
upon Whom he laid our curse so that he cou ld bear 
it away (Cal. 3:13). "Him who knew no sin He made to 
be sin for liS; that we might become the righteousness 
of Cod in Him" ( II Cor. 5:21). No wonder Paul ex
claimed, "0 the depth of the riches both of the wis
dom and the knowledge of Cod; how unsearchable 
are his judgments, and his ways past finding outl" 

Think of it! On the behalf of his elect, Cod heaped 
a ll the demands of his justice upon his own dear Son 
that the Father might heap his mercy upon his 
children. 

The supremely just God heaped his just wrath up
on the supremely righteous Saviour, in order that 
Cod's supreme love for his own might be revealed in 
his supremely glorious redeeming grace. Did e'er 
such love and justice meet? Unless we see all this in 
the curse of Jesus Christ, we haven't begun to ap
preciate the meaning of the Cross. 

For Di$cussion 

L Why can't God overlook sin? 
2. 	 How does the cross of Christ reveal the wrath of 

God? (Gal. 3,13) 
3. 	 How does the cross of Christ revea l the love of 

God? ( I John 4,10 ) 
4. 	 What does it mean that Jesus Christ became sin 

for us? ( II Cor. 5:21) 
5. 	 What is wrong with a program of evangelism 

which stresses the love of God without explaining 
what it means that Cod was in Christ reconciling 
the world unto himself? See II Cor. 5: 19 and Rom. 
5, 10. 

LESSON SIXTEEN 


ART. 3 . THE DEATH OF THE DIVINE SON IS THE 

PERFECT SACRIFICE AND SATISFACTION FOR SIN. 


The Only Sacrifice 

"Only Jesus Saves!" "There is none other name 

under heaven, that is given among men, wherein we 
must be saved." Salvation is in none other. The only 
Savior gave his life a ransom for many (Matt. 20:28) . 
Only the sacrifice of Jesus suffices. He is "the Way." 
There is none other. "No man cometh to the Father 
but by me." This is the Savior's exclusive claim (John 
14,6 ). 

The Pe rfect Sacrifice 
Jesus was the Lamb without blemish. Without 

blemish, yes, without blemish - such all the O:f. 
animal sacrifices had to be, properly to typify the one 
perfect sacrifice to come, even the Lamb of Cod. One 
flaw, one blemish would have disqualified the Lamb 
of God. He knew no sin; he was blameless. "Him 
who knew no sin, he made to be sin on our behalf; 
that we might become the righteousness of God in 
him" ( II Cor. 5:21 ). Only a perfect man could have 
made possible our becoming the righteousness of God 
in him. 

The Perfect Satisfaction for Sin 
Jesus d id enough to make complete payment. Yes, 

«Jesus paid it all, 
All to him l owe. 
Sin hath left a cnmson stain, 
He washed it white as snow." 

The modernist looks to himself to make satisfac

tion. Denying vicarious atonement, he thinks in terms 
of satisfying God by pulling himself up by his own 
boot-straps. The modernist does not see Jesus hanging 
on the Cross as his substitute. "Upon the Christian 
doctrine of the Cross, modern liberals are never weary 
of pouring out the vials of their hatred and their 
scorn.... They speak with disgust of those who 
believe 'that the blood of our Lord, shed in a sub
stitutionary death, placates an alienated Deity and 
makes possible welcome for the returning sinner'" 
(Christwnity and Liberalism, J. G. Machen, pp. 119
120). 

The Roman Catholic also denies the sufficiency of 
the sacri fice of Christ. Listen to this: "Eternal Father, 
we offer Thee the blood, the passion, and the death 
of Jesus Christ, the sorrows of Mary most holy and 
of Sf. Joseph, in satisfaction for our sins, in aid of the 
holy souls in purgatory, for the needs of the holy 
Mot her Church, and for the conversion of sinners" 
(Quoted from the Calvary Guild, Chicago, IlL ). 

Such views are contrary to the Scriptures which 
plainly teach that Jesus saves to the uttermost, having 
offered up a sacrifice once for all, when he offered up 
himself ( Heb. 7:27 ). 

No Limit 
There is no limit to the worth and value of Cluist's 

dcath. It is "abu ndantly suffici ent to expiate the sin 
of the whole world ." Concerning this J. G. Feenstra 
writes: l he wrath of Cod against the sin of the whole 
human race is an organic whole. To redeem olle sin-
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ncr, Christ had to bear the entirc wrath. To redeem 
all sinners, Christ would have had to bear the entire 
wrath against the sin of the whole human race. To 
redeem only the elect Christ had to bear the entire 
wrath . .. To redeem one sinner Christ would not 
have had to suffer less, and to redeem all sinners, He 
would not have had to suffer marc" (Ibid p. 90 ). 
Sufficien t for all; efficacious for those whom God in 
His inscrutible wisdom and sovcrcign grace chose to 
redeem. "He hath mercy on whom He will" (Rom. 
9:18a), and "what if Cod, willing to show His wrath, 
and to make His power known, endureth with much 
longsuffering vessels of wrath 6tted unto destruction 
...? ( Rom. 9:22 ). 

An Illustration 
"if ... a group of ten slaves are for sale on the 

slave market, and the price is one thousand dollars 
fo r thc group or for anyone of the group, and some
one interested in slaves decides to buy five of them 
and to pass the others by, would you say that, because 
he had paid the fun price, he had bought them all? 
The price may be sufficient, but the intent is to buy 
6ve of them, to be served by them, and to pass by 
the others." So wrote Isaac De Mey in TOTCh and 
'frtunpet ( Nov., 1963 ). 

Discussion 
L How did Jesus make satisfaction for sin? 
2. 	 Why did the sacrifice have to be perfect? What 

else did it have to be? 

3. 	 Does the fact that the death of Jesus has infinite 
worth and value, imply universal redemption? 

4. 	 Prove from the Bible that the death of Christ, 
though sufficient to expiate the sins of the whole 
world, applies only to the sins of the elect. 

5. 	 Why would a church that denies the vicarious 
atonement of Christ be a false church?j Show that 
such a church denies the Christ of the Scriptures. 
W ill such a church hear, "Come, ye blessed of 
my Father" or will they hear, "I know you not ?" 

6. 	 What would your church do to the true Christ if 
it joined the World Council of Churches, which 
admits such as deny the vicarious atonement as 
weU as those who deny the infallibility of the Bible, 
the Virgin Birth, the miracles, and the bodily resur
rection of Christ? 

7. 	 What is the difference among the doctrinal state
ments of the World Council of Churches, of the 
National Association of Evangelicals, and of the 
National Councill of Christian Churches? To how 
many of these could your church belong without 
violating its loyalty to the true Christ? 

8. 	 Is there such a thing as redemptive love as well as 
redeeming love? Can love be called redemptive, 
if it doesn't actualIy redeem? 

9. 	 If Jesus died for his people, why must his people 
still die? Contemplate this interesting explanation 
made in a sermon by the Hev. C. Steenstra, "Death 
is the culmination of the chastisements Cod has 
ordained for our sanctification." 

LESSON SEVENTEEN 


ART. 4 . THE DEATH OF THE DIVINE SON IS INFINITE 
ON VALUE AND DIGNITY. 

The death of the Lord Jesus Christ was of infinite 
"value and dignity" because the divine Person, the Son 
of Cod, was of infinite "value and dignity." Boettner 
writes, " . . . Christ, who was Cod incarnate, was not 
only of greater value than a man but was of greater 
value than the sum tota l of all men, and sufficient to 
redeem as many of the human race as God sees fit 
to call to Himself' ( The Atonement, p. 15, Eerdmans). 
Weigh another striking statement by Boettner : "]n 
view of the fact that Christ is Cod, and therefore a 
Person of infinite value and dignity, we have no hesita
tion in saying that the crucifixion ' of Christ was not 
only the world's worst crime, but that it was a worse 
than that which would have been committed if the 
entire human race had been crUCified" ( Ibid, p. 14 ). 
This may help us to get a richer concept of the 
staggcring truth that the death of Jesus is indeed in
finite in "value and dignity." 

It is this because the Jesus who is really man, com
pletely holy man, is also "the only begotten Son of 
God, of the same eternal and infinite essence with the 
Father and the Holy Spirit." AU this was necessary 
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for Jesus Christ to qualify as our Savior. This, to be 
sure, shows what Cod was willing to do to save us, 
but it seems to me, it highlights even more what it 
took to satisfy our holy, infinite, sovereign, and just 
Cod. It also highlights, doesn't it?, what it took to 
enable Cod to shed abroad His redeeming love. 

The Worst Crime - The Best Offering 

The crucifixion of Christ was man's worst crimc; 
it was Cod's greatest possible sacrifice. No sacrifice 
could be greater than that of God's only begotten Son. 
who is of "the same eternal and infinite essence with 
the Father and the Holy Spirit." What a difference 
there was between Cod's act and man's actl 

ART. S , ETERNAlUFE IS THE FRUIT OF FAITH IN THE 
VICARIOUS DEATH OF THE DIVINE SON , 

Eternal life is promised to those who believe in 
Christ crucified. Cod promised that whosoever be
lieveth in his only begotten Son should not perish but 
have everlasting life (John 3: 16 ). God promised that 
there is no condemnation to them that are in Christ 
Jesus ( Rom. 8: 1 ). 
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God's Promise Obligates Him 
Can we trust God to fulfill his promise? Promises 

are as meaningful as the reliability and integrity of the 
person who makes them. "Cod is not a man, that he 
should lie, Neither the son of man, that he should 
repent : Hath he said, and will he not do it? Or hath 
he spoken, and will he not make it good? ( Num. 
23: 19 ). The promises are covenantal commitments to 
us whereby Cod, out of grace, obligates himself to us 
to ful.6l1 them. 

God's Promise Obligates Us 
There is a holy "ought" about publishing to all 

nations the promise of salvation as well as to com
mand men everywhere "to repent and believe." This 
is to be done without discrimination. The Cospel must 
be declared to rich and poor, to weak and strong, to 
young and old, to black and brown and red and 
yellow and wh ite, to continentals and islanders. to 
professionals and nOll-professionals, to the learned and 

the ignorant. Cod is no respecter of persons. It must 
go to all to whom God sends when and where he 
sends. 

Discussion 
1. 	 How could the death of Christ be of infinite value 

and dignity? 
2. 	 What qualifications did Jesus Christ need to be our 

Savior? 
3. 	 What is the promise of the Gospel? 
4. 	 What is the command of the Cospel? 
5. 	 Whose responsibility is it to go and tell? 
6. 	 Show how the Arminian approach to the sinner 

assumes universal atonement. 
7. 	 Have I the right to say to an unbeliever, "Jesus 

died for your Does anyone of the apostles ap
proach the unbelievers of his day that way? 

8. 	 What did the apostles say to the unbelievers? 
9. 	 Evaluate this statement of Boettner: "U Jesus died 

for all, then all must be saved." 

A LOOK AT BOOKS 


THE BOOK OF ISAIAH, the English text, with 
Introduction, Exposition, and Notes: Volu me I , Chap
ters 1-18, by Edward J. Young. Crand Rapids, Eerd
mans, 1965. Pp. xij + 534. $7.95. 

Previous publications have shown Dr. Young's ab
sorbi ng interest in the book of Isaiah. This com
mentary, the first to appear in the series The New 
lntertl(ltional Commentary on the Old Testament , is 
additional evidence of the love which the writer, who 
is Professor of Old Testament at Westminster Sem
inary, has for the prophecies of Isaiah. Onl y one who 
has been gripped by Isaiah cou ld have the patience 
to read the voluminous material that has been written 
on this prophet and to write a commentary of over 500 
pages on only the first 18 chapters. Dr. Young is also 
a very sympathetic listener to the messages of Isaiah; 
he has tried to understand what Isaiah, sent directly 
by God, had to say and sought to make these messages 
plain to those who read Isaiah today. I t is especia lly 
Young's sympathetic understanding of Isaiah which 
makes this commentary a very valuable one. 

In earlier publications Dr. Young has consistently 
defended -this reviewer believes ri ghtly so - the unity 
of authorship of Isaiah. Except for repeating this same 
position, in this volume this subject is not discussed 
at length; that will be done in the projected third and 
final volume. It should be interesting to read Dr. 
Young's reaction to the views on this matter - not 
brand new! - that were expressed in the article "Sec
ond Isaiah and the Copyright Law" in a recent issue 
of the Refomled Journal. 

In this book the author gives his own translation 
of Isaiah, a translation a lmost wholly based on the 
Masoretic text which he holds in high esteem. Young's 
great confidence in the Masoretic text is partially 
based on the usefulness of the so-called "Chart of 
Short Vowels" which is explained and elucidated in 
Appendix I, "The Text of Isaiah." In the translation 
the older English of the King James is used. This 
reviewer who, it must be said, did not grow up with 
the King J ames, prefers a translation in contemporary 
English. Young is careful to note weaknesses in the 
Authorized Version but he has paid no attention to 
the RS.V. in this commentary. I question the cor
rectness of the translation "because ye are Dot estab
lished" in 7:9. 

Unhappily this commentary is marred by numerous 
typographica l inconsistencie.<;. These inconsistencies 
are found especially between the translation of the 
tex t of Isaiah as given at ("he beginning of each new 
division in the commentary and the text, or part of it, 
as repe·Hed in the commentary proper. Here follows 
a random sampling: Isa. 1:2, 4, 9, 10, 16, 18, 20 ... 
Isa. 4:2(!), 3, 4. The rendering "the Sovereign One" 
for the Hebrew Adonai is not consistently carried 
through, d. Isa. 3: 1, 17 with 6:1, 8,11; 7: 14 and other 
passages. In Isa. 4:4 the rendering ""the LORD" is 
g iven whereas the Hebrew has Adonai. 

In writing this commentary Dr. Young has tried to 
keep in mind the needs of the minister and Sunday
school teacher (p. vii ). Although not all ( transliter
ated) Hebrew is absent from the main text and not 
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every page excels in clarity - for instance, p . 46 - the 
author has been tolerably successful in communicating 
also to Sunday-school teachers and others not ac
quainted with the intricacies of Hebrew grammar. 
This is certainly not a commentary to be shunned by 
the Hebraically ,uninitiated. The explanations of the 
text arc often enlivened with pointed observations. 
Here is an example taken from the comments on 
Isaiah 2:10, 

"In preaching as he does here. Isaiah is going 
contrary to modem psychological theories which 
assert that it is unwise and even wrong to use 
fear as a motif in preaching and teaching. How 
different God's appraisal of preaching . ... The 
only way to run from God is to run to Him," 

Also the following lines are very pertinent: 
"The greatest problem which any nation has 

to face is that of righteousness in its officials. 
Christians should not only prny for their rulers, 
they should also pray that Cod will give them 
righteous magistrates. They should also remem
ber that they themselves are the salt of the c.'l.rth, 
and that the best thing they can do with respect 
to social conditions is to live as Christians and 
seck to apply the principles of Christianity to 
every aspect of life" ( p . 74 ). 

For the translation of almah in Isa. 1 :14 Dr. Young 
unwaveringly chooses the word virgin. He also argues 
strongly for the directly messianic interpretation of 
this passage. This reviewer is more and more inclined 
to accept this view. The objection that this inter
pretation would make the prophecy almost meaning
less to king Ahaz is not as formidable as it appears at 
first sight. 

In this commentary the biblical teachings of the 
sovereignty of Cod and of salvation by grace alone are 
ably defended. D r. Young has, however, not been 
able to escape the tendency to overstress these doc
trines in his (:omments on a number of relevant pas
sages. Was it really necessary in connection with the 
"wash ye, make you clean" of Isa. 1:16 to d iscllss the 
question how the command in this text fits the teach
ing of Scripture that it is only through Ch rist that we 
can be washed from our sins? It seems that YOllng 
finds more in these words of Isaiah than is actu ally 
there. 

In the comments on Isa. 6 :9-10 greater emph'lsis 
might have been placed on the fact that the Cod
intended negative result of Isaiah's preaching was 
Cod's punishment upon the sins of the people. T think 
that T know what 'Dr. Young t ries to say; nevertheless 
I hesitate to go along with him when he writes : "The 
proximate cause of the nation's ca llousness was to be 
found in its sinful heart. The ultimate cause, however, 
was the reprobating decree of God" (pp. 260, 261 ). 
In the matter of election and reprobation as well as 
that of the relationship he tween Cod's sovereignty and 
human responsibility we face an inscrutable mystery 
which is ultimately the mystery of the very being and 
nature of Cod himself. Would we not do better to 
leave the inherent tension between the different em-
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phases in Scripture unresolved, humbly admitting that 
we cannot capture Cod in a theological system? 

This inability to comprehend Cod is not to be 
construed , however, as meaning that at the crucial 
point of our salvation he is in the Snal analysis a 
stranger to us. It is rather so that at this crucial point 
God is marvelously open to liS. In Jesus Christ , his 
own Son, he stands before us as the One who died 
for our sins, and not for ours only but also for the 
sins of the whole world (John 14 :9; I John 2:2). Com
menting on Isaiah 13:9 Young writes very appropri
ately: 

"Day of wrath and anguish! In that day who 
can stand? Are not we also, like the Babylonians. 
sinners who have turned against the holy Yahweh 
of hosts? We are such sinners indeed, but we 
have a refuge which Cod Himself has provided , 
even Jesus. How great is our deliverance, and 
how great the price paid for that deliverance! 
Ought not our blessed Redeemer ever to be the 
theme of Ollr praise and song?" 

SlERD W OUDS'mA 

STEPS IN FAITH. Dennis Hoekstra. The Com
mittee on Educat ion of the Christian Reformed 
Church. Rev. Wm. Vander Haak, editor. Crand 
Rapids: 1966. 

The Committee on Education of the Chl'istian Re
formed Church has put out a number of catechism 
books over the past several yea rs. Many of these books 
are to be commended for their relevance and doc
trinal clarity. Unfortunately not all of the hooks can 
share in such a com mendation. The one under review 
is such a book. 

One of the criticisms which can be leveled at the 
committee as a whole is the fact that the catechism 
materials are pushing back the study of the Heidel
berg Catechism with every new publication. There 
was a time when the first classes in catechism, grades 
3 or 4 perhaps, studied Bible history. rather than the 
Catechism. But then the next grades, grade 5 at least , 
bega n to shldy a simplified form of the Catechism. 
But lately, this procedure is being discouraged . With 
the publication of this particular book, the 6th graders 
arc taught the general doctrinal and historical material 
that was once limited to the earlier grades. The 
Heidelberg Catechism is again put all to another year. 
This kind of trend is not a good Olle, in my opinion . 
Young people are becoming less doctrinally conscious 
as it is, without adding to the problem by deliberately 
waiti ng until the Junior High years before introducing 
the Catechism to them. 

In terms of the particular book under review, olle 
of the rather dislurbing features of the book is the 
format that it follows. The author does not attempt 
to tench by way of doctrinal propositions; rather he 
invi tes the pupil to learn by discussion. He presents 
several views of a given subject, and then asks the 
student, "What Do You Think?" Therefore instead of 
teaching that the Bible is Cod's infallible Word re
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book cannot be commended to the constituency of the 
Christian Refo rmed Church without serious reserva· 
tions. However, this is not to say that the Committee 
on Education has not made a fine.- beginning in many 
of the books that it has published. Such contributions 
as With All My Heart by Mrs. Thea B. Van Halsema 
and Light Upon My Path by Miss Fredrica De Jong 
are worthy of our support. Let us have more catechism 
materials of this caliber, books that are Scripturally 
sound, and educationally relevant. If the Committee 
serves the Church in this way, it will be performing 
a valuable service indeed. 
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vealed to man, the author suggests several opmions as 
to the nature of Scripture. The student has not been 
given a foundation upon which he can base the 
opinion that is requested. It is evident in the book 
Steps in Faith that the author is interested in good 
educational methods. The methods followed in this 
book would be excellent in teaching some general 
material in school. But to follow this method in at· 
tempting to prepare young people for making a 
public confession of a fa ith which is solidly based on 
knowledge of God's Word as interpreted in the Re· 
formed Faith, is in my opinion a very de6cient means 
of instruction. 

The inadequacy of the method employed by Dr. 
Hoekstra can be seen especially in his lessons dealing 
with the birth, suffering, and death of Christ. There 
is no positive statement rega rding the Virgin Birth 
of Christ. The suffering of Christ is made to appear 
as if it were the result of the misunderstanding of the 
people to whom he was sent, rather than the curse of 
God against sin. The treatment of this suHering and 
death of Christ is very weak The author, in relating 
the death of Christ, fo llows an interesting, but very 
unsatisfactory motif, presenting it to the children as 
an imaginary newspaper's treatment of the death of 
Christ. Thus it is totally Jacking in the beautiful and 
reverent account of the Scriptural emphasis on the 
atonement. 

When we tum to the manual that accompanies the 
hard cover book Steps in Faith, we are also disap· 
pointed to find very little emphasis upon the real 
nature of the suffering of Christ as taught in the 
Word of God. The emphasis that is found in the 
manual is upon the fact that Christ suffered because 
he had a human nature. No mention is made at all 
of Scripture's doct'n. ~ of the wrath of God against the 
sin of man as the reason for the terrible suffering of 
Christ. There is no teaching in this manual about the 
nature of the curse that rested upon Christ because of 
ou r sin. Instead the emphasis is upon man's failure 
to understand Christ when he taught, when he cast 
out demons, and when he told his disciples that he 
had to suHer and die. These are the causes for his 
suffering according to the book and the manual. Now 
admitted ly these contributed to our Savior's suffering, 
but wcre they not only part of the much more im
portant fact of the curse of God that rested upon him 
as our sin bearer? 

I have attempted in this review to show that this 
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