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B. B. WARfiElD, THE lOVE 


Of 60D AnD THE CROSS 


THE REV. BENJA~HN BRECKI NRIDCE WAR
FIELD served illustriously as a member of the 

theological faculty at Princeton for many years. Dur
ing his great career he wrote often on the subject of 
the biblical doctrine of the Atonement. In one of these 
articles he says something which the present Reformed 
community cannot afford to ignore. The artiele was 
entitled, "Modern Theories of the Atonement," and 
was re-printed in a volume entitled Studies in Th e
ology (Oxford University Press, 1932, pp. 283-297). 

Erroneous, modern views of the Atonement teach, 
said Warfield, that we arc able to get along without 
"the blood of Christ," even though "the Scriptures 
hang the whole atoning fact" upon His sacrifice. He 
goes on : 

'io such a pass have we been brought by the 
prevailing gospel of the indiscriminate love of Cod. 
For it is here that we place our finger on the root of 
the whole modern assault upon the doctrine of an 
expiatory atonement. In the attempt to give effect to 
the conception of indi scrim inate and und iscrimi nating 
love as the basal fact of religion, the en tire Biblical 
teaching as to atonement has been ruthlessly torn up. 
If Cod is love and nothing but love, what possible 
need can there be of an atonement? Certainly such a 
Cod cannot need propitiating. Is not He the All
Father? Is He not yearning for H is children with 
an uncondi tioned and unconditioning eagerness which 
excludes all thou ght of 'obstacles to forgiveness'? What 
does He want but - just His children? Our modern 
theorizers arc never weary of ringing the changes on 
this single fundamental idea. Cod does not require 
to be moved to forgiveness; or to be enabled to 
pardon ; or even to be enabled to pardon safely. He 
raises no question of whethcr He can pardon, or 
whether it wou ld be safe for Him to pardon. Such is 
not the way of love. Love is bold enough to sweep all 
such chilling questions impatiently out of its path. The 
whole difficulty is to induce men to permit themselves 
to be pardoned. Cod is continually reaching longing 
arms out of heaven toward men : oh, if men would 
only let themselves be gathered unto the Father's 
eager heart! It is absurd, we are told - nay, wicked 
blasphemous with awful blasphemy - to speak of 
propitiating such a Cod as this, of reconcili ng Him, 
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of making satisfaction to Him. Love needs no satis
fying, reconciling, propitiating; nay, will have nothing 
to do with such things. Of its very nature it Bows out 
unbought, unpropitiated, instinctively and uncondi
tionally, to its object. And God is Love! 

"Well, certainly, God is Love. And we praise Him 
that we have better authority for telling our souls this 
glorious truth than the passionate assertion of these 
somewhat crass theorizers. God is Love! But it does 
not in the least follow that He is nothing but love. 
God is Love: but Love is not God and the formula 
'Love' must therefore ever be inadequate to express 
God. It may well be - to us sinners, lost in our sin 
and misery but for it, it must be - the crowning rev
elation of Christianity that God is love. But it is not 
from the Christian revelation that we have learned to 
think of God as nothing but love. That God is the 
Father of all men in a true and important sense, we 
should not doubt. But this term 'All-Father' - it is not 
from the lips of Hebrew prophet or Christian apostle 
that we have caught it. And the indiscriminate benev
olencism which has taken captive so much of the 
religious thinking of our time is a conception not 
native to Christianity, but of distinctly heathen qual: 
ity. As one reads the pages of popular religious liter
ature, teeming as it is with ill-considered assertions of 
the general Fatherhood of Cod, he has an odd feeling 
of transportation back into the atmosphere of, say, 
the decadent heathenism of the fourth and fifth cen
turies, when the gods were dying, and there was left 
to those who would fain cling to the old ways little 
beyond a somewhat saddened sense of the benignitas 
71uminis. The benignitas numinis! How studded the 
pages of those gcn ial old heathen are with the expres
sion; how suffused their repressed life is with the con
viction that the kind Deity that dwells above will 
surely not be hard on men toiling here below! How 
shocked they are at the stern righteousness of the 
Christian's God, who loomed before their startled eyes 
as H e looms before those of the modern poet in no 
other light than as 'the hard God that dwelt in Jeru
salem'! Surely the Creat Divinity is too broadly good 
to mark the peccadillos of poor puny man; surely they 
are the objects of His compassionate amusement 
rather than of His fierce reprobation . Like Omar 
Khayya m's poet, they were convinced, before all things, 
of their Maker that 'He's a good fe llow and 'twill all 
be well: 

"The query cannot help rising to the surface of our 
minds whether our modern indiscriminate benevoJenc
ism goes much deepcr than this. Docs all this one
sided proclamation of the universal Fatherhood of 
Cod import much more than the heathen benignitas 
numinis? When we take those blessed words, 'Cod is 
Love,' upon our lips, are we slICe we mean to express 
much more than that we do not wish to believe that 
Cod will hold man to any real account for his sin? 
Are we, in a word, in these modern days, so much 
soaring upward toward a more adequate apprehen 

sion of the transcendent truth that Cod is love, as pas
sionately protesting against being ourselves branded 
and dealt with as wrath-deserving sinners? Assuredly 
it is impossible to put anything like their real content 
into these great words, 'Cod is Love,' save as they 
are thrown out against the background of those other 
conceptions of equal loftiness, 'God is Light,' 'God is 
Righteousness,' 'Cod is Holiness,' 'Cod is a consuming 
fire.' The love of God cannot be apprehended in its 
length and breadth and height and depth - all of 
which pass knowledge - save as it is apprehended as 
the love of a God who turns from the sight of sin with 
inexpressible abhorrence, and burns against it with un
quenchable indignation. The infinitude of His love 
would be illustrated not by His lavishing of His favor 
on sinners without requiring an expiation of sin, but 
by His-through such holiness and through such right
eousness as cannot but cry out with in finite abhor
rence and indignation - still loving sinners so greatly 
that H e provides a satisfaction for their sin adequate 
to these tremendous demands. It is the d istinguishing 
characteristic of Christianity, after all, not that it 
preaches a God of love, but that it preaches a Cod 
of conscience. 

"A somewhat flippant critic, contemplating the 
religion of Israel, has told us, as expressive of hi s ad
miration for what he found there, that 'an honest Cod 
is the noblest work of man.'o There is a profound 
truth lurking in the remark. Only it appears that the 
work were too noble for man; and p robably man has 
never compassed it. A benevolent God, yes: men have 
framed a benevolent Cod for themselves. But a 
thoroughly honest Cod, perhaps never. That has been 
left for the revelation of Cod H imself to give us . And 
this is the really distinguishing characteristic of the 
Cod of revelation : He is a thoroughly honest, a 
thoroughly conscientious God - a God who deals 
honestly with Himself and us, who deals conscien
tiously with H imself and us. And a thoroughly con
scientious God, we may be sure, is not a Cod who can 
deal with sinners as if they were not sinners. In this 
fact lies, perhaps, the deepest ground of the necessity 
of an expiatory atonement. 

"And it is in this fact also that there lies the 
deepest ground of the increasing failure of the modern 
world to appreciate the necessity of an expiatory 
atonement. Conscientiousness commends itself only 
to awakened conscience; and in much of recent the
ologizing conscience does not seem especiall y active. 
Nothing, indeed, is more startling in the structure of 
recent theories of atonement, than the apparently 
vanishing sense of sin that underlies them. Surely, it 
is only where the sense of guilt of sin has grown 
grievollsly faint, that men can suppose repentance 
be all that is needed to purge it. Surely it is only 
where the sense of the power of sin has profoundly 
decayed, that men can fancy that they can at will cast 
it off from them in a 'revolutionary repentance.' Surely 

(Continued on page 7) 



• • • 
One of the leading fig ures at the great Synod of 

Dordt ( 1618-19) was Francis Comarus. Many of his 
contributions to the defense of the Reformed faith 
have long since been ignored , largely because his
tOrians have not wearied of insisting that he was "an 
angry and querulous old man." As such he has fre
quently become a stereotype for all who love the faith 
as it was creedally formulated and confessed by that 
assembly. 

In 1914 the University of Groningen celebrated its 
four-hundredth anni versary. One of the professors 
seized that opportunity to restore this Reformed 
churchman to the honorable recogn ition wh ich he de
serves. Prof. Is. Van Dyk, himself hardly in matters 
of doctrine a disciple of GomarLls, observed ",cutely 
and accurately on that occasion that there was much 
cause for Comarus to be angry. De Reformatie of 
November 26, 1966, quotes the explanation given by 
the professor. 

"When anyone asks, in the abstract, how he 
can make another angry, so angry that - as the 
proverb has it - his blood turns to buttermilk 
then three possible procedures can be mcntionecl 
without, of course, commending them. 

"First of all, let the person who defends a 
seriously-held conviction know that the cause 
which he represents really isn't very important. 
In addition, never answer his argumcnts with 
counter-arguments but rather with a honeyed ad
monition to be tolerant. 

"And if by this time he isn't angry enough, 
thcn astound him with the assurance that basi
cally you are agreed with him. The fi rst and the 
third will present the unh appy man with the 
'clever' combination that you arc agreed with 
him in matters which actuall y aren't important 
at all! 

"About all this Comarus could speak from ex
perience." 

Indeed he could . During the long conflict with 
Arminius, who became a fellow-professor at Leiden 
for a season, Comarus suffered from precisely these 

tactics. The doctrinal differences, so the argument ran 
consistently in those days, was a mere bagatelle. In 
fact. Arminius and even many who believed as he d id 
were ready at any time to sign the Forni of Subscrip
tion. Always they posed as the champions of peace 
and brotherliness. Not unh lthe churches woke lip and 
began to see the differences and sided openly with 
Comarus could peace return to the churches. But by 
then Gomarus, aware of and stung for years by these 
tactics, had his bad namc. And he has kept it until 
now, while Arminius - whose cleverness in riding with 
wind and tide within the churches was later openly 
acknowledged with chagrin by his supporters - is still 
hailed as such a fine Christian gentleman. 

In Christ's church such tactics as ou tlined by Prof. 
Van Dyk ought to be regarded as con traband. They 
breathe the spirit from below; not from above where 
is our Lord who is the way and the tndh and the life. 

In The Banner of January 20. 1967, my esteemed 
friend and colleague, the Rev. Henry Verduin, dis
cusses the subject of the delegation of deacons to the 
broader assemblies of the Christian Reformed Church. 

This matter, SO our readers will remember, was 
presented to synod by some of the classes which were 
convinced that the diaconal office was being neglected 
and dcnigrated in the churches despite Our theoretical 
affirmation that Christ has instituted also this ministry 
as permanent for the church of a ll ages. Until now 
only ministers of th e Word and elders are delegated 
to the broader assemblies. Meanwhile, because of the 
growing concern of the church with the ministry of 
mercy on a national and international scale, these as
semblies have been compelled to devote increasi ng 
attention to and take numerous decisions on matters 
directly related to the task which Christ has assigned 
to the deacons. Not too many years ago the synod has 
even set lip an agency, the Christian Heformed World 
Relief Committee, which deals exclusively wi th these 
matters. Although synod envisioned having this Com
mittee work in close cooperation w ith local diaconates 
and with regional diaconal conferences, nonetheless it 
placed said Committee entirely under its own direc
tion and jurisdiction. Thus synod, at which churches 
are represented by ministers of the Word and elders, 
engages in diaeonal work without so mnch as oUicia lly 
reckoning with the deacons. Against this background 
the churches are to assess the report of the St udy 
Committee, to which the !lev. Verduin refers. Said 
Committ ee recommended that 

"1. 	 Synod declare that , in the light of Scripture 
and the Reformed confessions, it judges that 
there arc no lawful objections to the delega
tion of deacons to the major assemblies of 
the church. 

Ll . 	Synod decide to refer the following recom
mendations to the churches fo r their con
sideration prior to any 60al decision . 



A. 	 (on the arrangements for such delegating 
of deacons) 

B. 	 (on the revisions to be incorporated into 
the Church Order, should deacons be 
delegated to c1assis and synod ) 

C. 	 (on the reactivation of the diaconate on 
the level of the local congregation ) '" 

Synod of 1966 decided to do no more than to refer 
the report in its entirety to the churches for careful 
study and comment. ' 

The Banner has rendered a fine service to the 
churches by presenting in recent months some articles 
dea ling with th is matter. Rightly it is being realized 
that, if the recommendations of the Study Committee 
arc adopted, far morc is involved than some sweeping 
changes in the Church Order. The composition of OUf 

broader assemblies will be changed radically. Some
thing that has been allowed only under exceptional 
circumstances in the Reformed churches - official 
delegation of a deacon to a classical assembly - will 
become the rule. Yet for this change the Study Com
mittee is convinced that there is Scriptural warrant. 

Now the Rev. Verduin reacts strongly against this 
position. His article begins with the categorical state
ment, "For more than a century we have been con
tented and happy with the three distinct offices in the 
church ." He urges that we do not follow the Dutch 
churches which have involved themselves in a "mare's 
nest" by opening up this issue several years ago with
out coming to a clear resolution . He pleads that we 
keep OUf "church governmental lines straight." He in
sists that there is a "triple threat" in the proposed pl an. 
If adopted, it will do damage to the ciders' office, do 
damage to the deacons' offi ce, and do damage to the 
major assemblies in the Reformed quality of their 
work! 

How shall we answer the Rev. Verduin ? 
He appeals to what we have today. He has tradi

tion entirely on his side. H e quotes a few of the well
known Biblical passages dealing with office. And , 
believe it or not, the Study Committee is whole
heartedly convinced of the importance of these texts 
(and many others ) for a Biblically-warranted ch urch 
polity. Where, then, lies the source of the sharp 
difference between him and the report? This is to be 
fo und in the underlying presuppositions or founda
tions upon wh ich the Committee's report rests. And, 
regrettably, with these the Rev. Verduin does not 
deal at all . Thus we will get no further by "hurling" 
one text after another at each other. All of us desire 
a pattern of church work which rests squarely UpOll 

the Word of Cod and thus can carry with it the 
approval of the Lord Christ who is the sole sovereign 
of his church. 

Instead of answering his charges as stated in his 
article, we shall attempt an answer in the light of 
the three basic questions which need to be faced. 
On ly thus can the issue whether delegation of deacons 
to major assemblies is Reformed or not be satisfacto
rily resolved. These are: 1 ) what does the New Testa
ment indicate as to the rise and development of the 

three pennanent offices or ministries in the church; 
2) what is the Reformed position on the relation of 
the deacons to the government of the church ; and 3 ) 
what is, properly speaking, the task of the major or 
broader assemblies of the church (c1assis and synod )? 
Space prohibits going into great detail and offering 
Biblical and confessional evidence here. We trust, 
however, that the few references made to this will be 
sufficient to indicate that the Study Committee is con
vinccd of the rightness of its recommendations. Such 
details as to how many deacons shall be delegated to 
classis and synod, being purely administrative and 
regulatory matters, can be omitted from our considera
tion now. 

What the New Testament has to say about the 
proper organization of Christ's church is illuminating. 

Undoubtedly we are all convinced that it does not 
give preCise, detailed regulations but rather the basic 
guide-lines or patterns." Only the Biblicist who be
lieves we can solve every q uestion by simply quoting 
a text will disagree. 

As we now reflect on what took place in the first 
decades after Pentecost, we soon notice a clear line of 
development. It is the development from one basic 
and foundationa l office to the three which we know 
and recognize as valid for today. These three are 
rooted in Christ Jesus, himself the great office-holder 
of God for the salvation of his people. The link which 
binds the church of all ages and all lands to lhe Christ, 
organizationall y as well as doctrinally speaking, is the 
unique office of the apostles. In their life and labors 
they laid on Christ's behalf the foundat ion for the 
church.' Thus under their authoritative direction the 
three ministries or offi ces" recognized as necessary and 
permanent within a well-organized church have come 
to manifestation. 

These three did not appear on the seene simulta
neously. Patterns for church life did not drop down 
full-blown from heaven any more than did doctrinal 
formulations. 

Dr. Klaas Dyk: a recognized authority in the fi eld 
of Church l)olity and Government, maintains that the 
office of eldership appeared as the first abiding office. 
Ollt of this, as a kind of speCialization, arose under 
apostolic guidance the other two offiees: that of the 
ministry of mercy ( deacons)' and that of the ministry 
of teaching. Only comparatively late in the New 
Testament writings ( the Pastoral epistles ) do we find 
the three offices fairly well indicated." Unless this is 
remembered and reckoned with, we shall in our dis
cussion range one text against another in b iblicistie 
fashion, doing injustice to the manner in which 
Christ's Spirit through the apostles revealed the 
permanent patterns for our ecclesiastical life. 

Closely related to this, then , is the difference be
tween the Rev. Verduin and the Committee. Failing 
to reckon with their development out of a common 
source in Christ, the apostles and the initial form of 
the eldership in the first churches, he urges a sharp 



distinction among them. At all costs he would keep 
them in their functions as far apart from each other 
as possible, especially the deacons from the elders and 
the ministers of the Word! 

This he believes is the Reformed pattern. To 
maintain that position he appeals to what we have had 
traditionally and especially to the old edition of the 
Church Order.- It is precisely here, again, that we 
dissent from the Rev. Verduin. By arguing qu ite ex
clusively from the Church Order, he urges a sharp 
distinction (almost a divorce?) among the offi ces. We 
believe that in harmony with the New Testament and 
thus also with the Belgic Confession stress must be 
laid on the unity and cooperation among these offices 
or ministries for the welfare of the church. Such is 
plainly envisioned by the creed wherein we confess, 

"We believe that this true Church must be 
governed by spiritual polity which our Lord has 
taught us in His Word; namely, that there must 
be ministers of pastors to preach the Word of 
Cod and to administer the sacraments; also 
elders and deacons, who, together with the 
pastors, form the council of the Church; ..."'. 

Does the Church Order contradict the Confession 
on the score of whether deacons properly belong to 
the council (consistory ) or governing body of the 
local congregation? This question has agitated Re
fanned churches in the Netherlands and to a lesser 
degree in the United States for more than ha lf a 
century. Some have gone so far as to insist that there 
is a real cleavage in teachin g between the two and 
therefore urged the revision of either one or the 
other." But if this is so (which we are not willing to 
admit as of now ), then certainly the Confession de
serves to receive the primary emphasis. On this score 
the Reformed churches, full y as aware of the problem 
as we are, have never shown any inclination to change 
what the Confession says here. Deacons rightly - and 
not merely as "an arrangement of convenience promot
ing cooperation," as Verduin argues" - belong to the 
governing body of the church. Even the Church Order 
(old edition ) admits as much. " The Reformed fathers, 
while recognizing the propriety and profit of three 
distinct offices (and the Committee, contrary to the 
assertions of the article in The Banner, would zealously 
maintain this), nonetheless always sought to safeguard 
and promote their basic unity. This is not merely a 
unity in occasional functioning together; also in their 
source and basic responsibility which is to be met 
together must this unity be upheld that "by these 
means everything will be carried on in the Church 
with good order and decency."" 

But what, the reader may ask, has all this to do 
with delegating deacons to major assemblies? Much 
in every way. 

All these offi ces or ministries combine to give 
leadership and good example to the members of the 
church who are called by Christ to do the work 
which he assigns to them in this world. Such work 
embraces not only preaching the gospel to all men 

everywhere and keeping the household of the Lord in 
good order; it includes also a great and growing min
istry of mercy in Christ's name. And this task has 
been assigned by Christ through apostolic guidance to 
the deacons! 

Through the years the Refonncd churches, more 
than any other Christian group, have insisted on such 
diaconal ministry as an integral part of the church's 
life and work in the world. This from the days of 
Calvin has been one of its unique contributions. Yet 
with the development of our Church Order (during 
the period from 1568 through 1618-19) insufficient at
tention was paid to carrying out this reformational 
conviction conSistently. Various factors - persecution, 
war, state interference, etc. - help to explain this. But 
the net result has been that, while the churches 
especially during the past fifty years or more have 
expanded the church's ministry of mercy immensely, 
they havc done so without giving the deacons their 
proper p lace. To be sure, they exercise their ministry 
on the local level. Also here they engage in several 
church governmental tusks together with their fellow 
office-bearers. But on the b roader levels their voice 
remains strangely, and we believe wrongly, silent. 

The question to be faced is whether c1assis and 
especially synod are actually the exclusive concern of 
elders and of ministers of the Word, in so far as they 
are supposed to be elders too. H ere mattcrs which 
cou ld not be settled in the minor assembli es and mat
ters of concern to all the churches are dealt with. On 
this baSis, because the local diaconate in most in
stances cannot extend the ministry of mercy much 
beyond its own confines, help of various sorts is ex
tended in the name of a U the churches. Thus ministers 
and elders - who on the basis of the Hev. Verduin's 
arguments have a sharply defined and distinctive task 
- take diaconal decisions! They decide in the name of 
all the churches to take offerings for victims of famine, 
flood and war. They have promoted the establishment 
and perpetuation of Christian institutions of mercy. 
They have involved themselves in aspects of Christian 
benevolence on our far-flung miss ion fields at home 
and abroad. They have even called into being and 
made subservient to their decisions the Christian Re
formed World Relief Committee with its expanding 
work. 

This, we are convinced, is improper and irregular. 
In fact, on the basis of the Rev. Verduin's argumenta
tion, if consistently applied, it is wrong. 1 t is confusing 
the offices which according to him must at all costs be 
kept separatel We would not for a moment deny that 
ministers of the Word and elders must also be con
cerned with and even in a measure involved ill the 
ministry of mercy. But this is on the basis of the 
unity of and cooperation among the three offices. If 
the Reformed churches really believe what they con
fess, that the diaconal ministry has been instituted by 
Christ and is unique in its assigned responsibilities 
and is necessary to carrying on the fu ll task of the 



church in the world, then much more attention must 
be given to the underlying argumentation of the Study 
Committee's recommendations than The Banner article 
evidences. 

Is it any wonder that today in the' Reformed 
churches deacons are usually regarded as of minor 
importance? 

Hcre we see the deepening shadows of a hierarch
ical notion of the three ministries in the church, one 
utterly foreign to the Reformed understanding of 
church and office. It places the ministers of the Word 
on the highest rung; somewhat below them the elders; 
finally on the bottom rung and almost out of sight and 
m ind the deacons. In the minds of many people 
deacons exist chie8y to keep the church financially 
solvent; only subsidiarily to help a few people in the 
congregation who have unusual expenses. Thus this 
office has in practice too often served merely as a 
stepp ing-stone to the "higher" office of the eldership. 
It is against this perverted notion that we would raise 
a vigorous protest. 

If the churches in and through the broader as
semblies desire to carryon mercy in Christ's name on 
a scale too great and involved to be undertaken by a 
local diaconate (and we believe this is right and im
perative), then obedience to the New Testament 
teachings concerning the officiary requires that 
deacons should share in this. 

Theirs is a high and holy calling. This they have 
received from no one less than the merciful Savior 
himself. This they should exercise, indeed, first of all 
on the local level and that to the best of their abilities 
and in full cooperation w ith the two other ministries 
in the church. But provision should and can be made 
for their sharing in, .even giving leadership with 
respect to, their glorious calling when all the churches 
through their delegates meet together in official ses
sion to do the Lord's work which needs much doing 
in these days. 

This is the issue at stake. And to this issue all the 
churches should direct their attention now. 

1. 	 Agenda., 1966, p. 23-25. 
2. 	 Acts of Synod, 1966, p. 22, 23. 
3. 	 L. Berkhof: Reformed Dogmatics (194 1), p. 581. 

d. also Sillevis Smitt: De organisatie va'i de christeliike 
kerk in den ap08~olischen hid ( 1910), p. 20; esp. p. 197, 
J98; Jon. Jansen : JJ(lndleiding Cereformeerd Kerkrecht, 
p. 6, 7; A. D. R. Polman: Oll~e Nederlmulsche Gcloofs
belijdenis, vol. IV, p. 30-35. 

4. 	 Ephesians 2:20; II Pete r 1:19-21; I Jonn 1: 1-4 ; etc. 
5. 	 We use the terms oUices and ministries interchangeably, 

and that for a definite reason. Much of the difficulty with 
the Study CommiUee's recommendations, we believe, roots 
in n one-sided conception of "office." It emphasizes strong_ 
ly the idea of ruling, regulating, exp.rcising authority, which 
is indced part of the Biblical teaching. Yet this emphasis 
too much ignores anolher and equally important Biblical 
facet of "office," namely, tha t it is "ministry" (diakonia) 
or humble service performed in love to reRect Christ's care 
for his people. If this were stressed as it should be, then 
ministers of thc Word and ciders need not fea r that thc 
exercise of their responsibilities would be in anx way im
paired by allowing deacons to function in their 'office" on 
a broader level than that of consistory and local congrega
t ion. In all I..'cclesiastical work authOrity and service go 
hand in hand! Thus we prefer the term "ministries" to 
"offices" as a designation for the first section of the Church 

Order. This would be in full harmony also with the Dutch 
editions of the Church Order which have conSistently 
since 1581 (Synod of Middelburg) spoken of "de dien
sten" at this point rather than of "de ambten." Cf. Bics
terveld en Kuyper : Kerkeliik Handboek;e, p. 142, p. 191, 
p.225. 

6. 	 K. Dyk: De eenheid der ambren (1949); De dienst der 
kerk (1952), esp. p. 225-261. 

7. 	 Whether the office of the "Seven" (Acts 6:1-6) was dif
ferent than, a forerunner of, or identical in large measure 
with the present office or ministry of deacons in the 
churches has been heatedly debated. Dyk takes the posi
tion that this was a unique and temporary office, instituted 
solely to meet a special need which had arisen in the 
Jerusalem congregation. He further argues, contrary to 
the position of Greydanus and many others, that the 
"deacons" of I T imothy 3 are not identical with what the 
churches recognize today. Yet throughout he insists that 
all the necessary foundations for the d iaconal office are 
clearly ind icated in the New Testament. It seems to us 
that in the interest of defending the unity of the offices he 
has at certain points "overstated" the case. 

8. 	 I Timothy 3: 1-7 (elders of "bishops"); I Timothy 3:8-13 
(deacons); I Timothy 5:17 ("those who labor in the word 
and teaching" or ministers of the Word ). 

9. 	 The Church Order (old edition) regards the conSistory 
as consisting only of ministers of the Word and elders (ci. 
art. 37). The revised Church Order in harmony with the 
Belgic Confession. declares: " In every cllurch there shall 
be a consistory composed of the office-bearers. The con
sistory is responsible for the general government of the 
church." Today, therefore, deacons are p lainly assigned 
governmental functions by the Church Order without 
neglecting or confusing special areas of responsibility for 
each of the three offices (art. 35a). 

10. 	 Belgic Confession, art. xxx. This is entirely in harmony 
with the position taken by the GoUicon (French) Confes
sion (1559) whieh was reviewed and approved by Calvin 
(art. 29). 

11 . Dr. P. Deddens of the Reformed Churches (art. 31) has 
in his De posiUe von de diakenen ten IUJnzUm van den 
kerkeraad (1947) urged a revision of the ConfessiOn in 
hannony with the Church Order. Dr. Dyk has urged the 
reverse, revision of the Church Order to agree with the 
Confession. For a thorough and well-balanced presenta
tion of this supposoo contradiction, d. A. O. R. Polman, 
op. cit., vol. IV, p. 22-29. 

12. 	 This seems to be the position taken also by Monsma and 
Van Dellen: Church Order Commentary (1941 ) p. 165 f. , 
which has undoubtedly influenced many in the churches 
to react adversely, at lelst initially, to the Study Commit
tee's recommendations. However, their statements are 
much milder and more cautious than those of the Rev. 
Verduin, even to the rooint of insist in.!!, "From the fore
going it will be clear that when the Deacons are Dart of 
the Consistory they should be considered to be full-fledged 
Consistory members. ." p . 166. 

13. 	 The Church Order (old edition) assigned some of the 
most important governmcntal tasks in ecclesiastical life 
on the local level to the deacons in coopcTation with min
isters of the Word and elders (d. art. 4. 5, 10, 22, 8 1 ). 
This doesn't look mueh like a "concession!" 

14. 	 Belgic Confession, aTt. XX)(. 

B. B. WARFiElD, THE lOVE OF GOD AND THE CROSS 
(Continued from page 3) 

it is only where the scnse of the heinousness of sin has 
practically passed away, that man can imagine that 
the holy and just God can deal with it lightly. If we 
have not much to be saved from, why, certainly, a 
very little atonement will suffice for our needs. It is, 
aft er all, only the sinner that requires a Saviour. But 
if we are sinners, and in proportion as we know our
selves to be si nners, and appreciate what it means to 
be sinners, we will cry out for that Saviour who only 
after H e was perfected by suffering could become the 
Author of eternal salvation ." 

"cr. l\-\r. Edward DilY's "The Social Life of the Hebrews." 
1901. p. 207. He is quot ing, apparently, the late Mr. Ingersoll. 



CULTURAL OPTIMISM 


AND THE 


UNNECESSARY CROSS 


MERLE MEETER 

THE CROSS OF CHRIST is an offense because it 
exposes both man's depravity and his helplessness 

to save himself. If man can make the cross appear less 
offensive, less condemnatory, less humiliating, less 
absolute in its an tithesis-establishin g significance, he 
will obscure the sharpness of its message: "Choose 
today whom you will serve; you cannot serve two 
masters. Think not that 1 am come to send peace, but 
a sword," 

Evident in many of the cultural products of man 
laws, books, sermons, treaties, constitutions, creeds 
one may see the heart-commitment of the human wor
shipper and worker. For he worships and serves the 
Lord Jehovah in Christ the King or one of a thousand 
idols, all of which may be summed up in Self - Hu~ 

manism. The Christian's duty is to discern the spirits: 
do they belong to the Light or the darkness, to the 
Truth or the lie, to Christ or the antichrist? Culture 
- the home, the farm, industry, statecraft, the min
istry, medicine, ed ucation, literature, art, physical rec
reation - all must be restored to Christ the Victor by 
his subjects in obedience and homage. For by his 
death and resurrection he has established His King
dom and crushed the power of the deathly Prince of 
this World. 

In "Christ of the Present Time 11" (December 1966 
Reformed Journal), Dr. Lewis Smedes of Calvi n Col
lege speaks of the role of Christ in human history as 
reconciliation: "In a real sense, He wills to be sub
servient to men. His job as Lord is to carryon and 
complete the work that God sent Him to do, the rec
onciliation of men through the way of the cross" (p. 
6). But what Dr. Smedes means by reconciliation and 
the cross confuses and enfeebles the Gospel of Christ 
as Savior, the Redeemer of repentant sinners. 

Notice how he carefully limits the Biblical mean
ing of reconciliation: "As Jesus laid the groundwork 
for reconciliation by breaking down the wall of hostil

ity between men at the cross, the Spirit carries on the 
scrvice of reconciliation by leading men across the 
strewn bricks. .. The wall between men has been 
broken, and people led by the Spirit have already 
crossed over to each other" (p. 7). 

The essence of Biblical reconciliation, however, is 
not the affilia tion of man with man, but rather the 
reconciliation of sin-sorry man to his sovereign God 
through Christ, the crucified and risen Savior. Once, 
it seemed, we were not ashamed or afraid to declare 
the good news that Christ has come to this world to 
die and rise triumphant so that sinners who repent 
may have eternal life. 

But now hear Dr. Smedes' version of the Gospel: 
'lhe good news is that Christ has entered human 
history to stay, that a new order M life and hope has 
been created, and that He is on the move." Fine 
phrases, perhaps, but where is salvation from sin? 

No, Christ is not primarily Savior and Redeemer 
fro m sin for Smedes, but, rather, the Reconciler - and 
only a social reconciler at that. Only twice in his 
article does he mention sin, and then, both times, it 
is the sin of the church: "a group of sinful men" (p. 7) 
and "The church commits the terrible sin of preten
sion" (p. 8) - and this "pretension" is our adherence 
to such Scriptural truths as hell and the crucial doc
trine of repentance (gift of the Holy Spirit), instead 
of Smedes' superficial social-reconciliation program. 

Another essay, "Behold the Man" (also December 
1966 Reformed Journal), by Prof. John Beversluis of 
Grand Valley College, is a defense of the same prom
inent anthropocentric position from an apparently in
vulnerable turret, a confession of Christ's deity: "Ac
customed as we are to thinking of Him as the Savior 
and Mediator ..."; but soon he begins his attack, 
which explodes in a culminating salvo of Barthian 
vagueness and universalism. 

Observe his strategy: "We may of course admit as 
a matter of 'theology' that in Jesus Christ we are 
delivered from sin. The troublesome fact is, however, 
that the personality of the deliverer, as commonly rep
resented, is just not the sort to which we are ordinarily 
drawn [of course not, for "there is no beauty that we 
shou ld desire him." M.M.]. H is attractiveness seems 
often to be due not to His goodness, but to His sheer 
redemptive power.- The paradoxicaJ situation then 
arises in which wc are obliged to seek out a person 
whose only attractiveness lies not in what He is, but 
in what He can do for us, namely, give us salvation" 
( pp.3-4). 

Are we called to personify and psychoanalyze 
Christ our Lord? He is, wonderfully, first of all, my 
Savior.and King, and 1 love him both for and as that, 
not for his physical features, not for his table manners 
or pulpit mannerisms, not for his moods (none of 
which had the least taint of sin ), but because he is, 
indeed, my Deliverer, my Redeemer from the guil t 
and corruption of sin. 

The reader's 6rst clear warning that he is entering 



the muddle of Barthianism comes th rough the follow
ing passage, which obscures that fundamental Biblical 
distinction bctween the creature, man, and the Cre
ator, Cod: "Manhood is taken up into Godhead. Man 
is in Jesus Christ given back to God by an act of self
surrender just as within the eternal world of the God
head begotten deity is continually given back to be
gctting deity." And then, as a b it of topping, Mr. 
Beversluis adds the familiar Barthian formula: "Jesus 
Christ is God loving men and man loving Cod." 

Finally, as the reader is half-dopey with the nar
cotic of nea-orthodoxy, the writer puts the sweet 
poison of universalism on the tongue of our Savior 
himself: "'It is finished,' He said. 'Into Thy hands i 
com mend my Spirit.' That is to say [and here Bcver
sluis gets in his no-justice, aU-mercy teachin g about 
the nature of Cod - M .M.]' 'Into Thy hands I place 
a restored and redeemed human nature. What the 
first Adam could not do 1 have done. Henceforth for 
my sake look upon the sons of Adam not in judgment 
but in mercy, for they know not what they do' " (p . 5). 

Nowadays - if we speak of God as alive at all 
we speak only of his tenderness, pity, and love. No 
one would be so crass and cruel as to accuse him of 
righteousness, holiness, justice, and certainl y not wrath 
- even though Psalm 5 :5 says, "Thou hatest all 
workers of iniquity." From letters that I have received 
recently, I must conclude, sadly, that Dr. Smedes has 
tossed an attracti vc tidbit to certain "speculators" in 
the Christian Reformed ministry by reducing hell to a 
mere "possibility." In fac t, somc are already defcnding 
that heresy to their church members. One corres
pondent expresses our fea rs for God's people with 
tragic simplicity: "The poor sheep." 

D r. Leonard Greenway, speaking for those who 
still accept the Bible for what it plainly teaches, asks 
in his "Letter" ( December 1966 Refurm ed Journal), 
"In what sense are we permitted to speak of 'a hum,\n 
hope' for an 'empty he!l,' when the Bible te,\ches that 
such a p lace of retribution is not only a 'possibility' 
but an actuality?" ( p . 23) 

Flitting glibly and illogically from one specio!ls ex
cuse to another, Dr. Smeucs answers that hell is not 
a Scriptural doctrine: "Man is not asked to believe in 
hell "; hell "is not related as a matter-of-fact actuality"; 
and "There is no man I can think of whom I know 
with absolute certainty to be in hell" ( p. 23). 

Amazing! Why we hardly need the Bible any 
more for our theology. And we can now ignore the 
testimony of Christ himself concerning j ud as iscm'iot: 
"Those that thou gavest me I have kept, and none of 
them is lost, but the son of perdition; that the Scrip
ture might be fu lfilled" (John 17: 12). 

The Church of Christ needs responsible, Bihlical 
pastoral guidancc. Many laymen and ministers in the 
Christian Reformed Church are praying for a return 
to a clear, faithful, and fearless presentation of Cod's 
Word in all our churches. But we also need the un
sophisticated, uncomprom ising written witness of god-

Jy men, soldiers of Christ, aroused to test and oppose 
the spirits of our time, for "Every spirit that confesseth 
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: and 
every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is 
come in the fl esh is not of God: and this is that spirit 
of antichrist" (I John 4: 2-3). 

The genius of the antichrist today seems to ferment 
in a refined, intellectual atmosphere. Prof. H. Pieters
rna of Toronto introduces the subject "Predestination" 
in the Dccember 1966 Reformed Journal, and we hope 
that his fear of a fatalistic interpretation will not urge 
him to deviant, unreformed, and unbiblical extremes; 
but this sentence in his justification for chOOSing the 
topic is not reassuring: "There is ample reason for a 
new fo rmulation of the doctrine of predestination in 
the light of recent theological advances in this matter." 

That sentence made me think of the refined, in 
tellectual pose: new "light"? "recent theological ad
vances"? Harry Blamircs comments on these matters 
in his book 'fh e Christian Mind: 

We look for the Christian mind in those places 
where it ought to be forcefully, even harshly ev
ident, and we finel not a rock bu t a bog. From 
the cosy clerical studies ... the secularist voices, 
thinly disguised, drone on. "A nl1mber of modern 
theologians are of the opinion thM ... More and 
more thinkers in the Churches are coming round 
to the view that.. Up-to-date scholarship is 
beginning to hold that. ." Who would think 
that Christian theology is a solid, objective body 
of knowledge, in its esscntials fi xed and un
changeahle? It is made to appear like a collec
tion of cap ricious conjectures or majori ty opin· 
ions which change with the ll11ctuations of 
intellectual fashion . . These del usions spring 
from the crosion of objectivity. All in different 
ways testify to human abdication at the rational 
level. They are in tune with the growing as
sumption that all qllestiolls of belief, morality, 
and valuc, are matters of opinion as capricious 
and individual as one's personal taste in socks or 
radio comedians. 

r-,llay we sinning Christians confess our sin to our 
Savior; may we pray e,lgerly for the coming of Ch rist 
as our Lord and King; may we hold resolutely to the 
truths of his inspired, infallible, inerrant Word; and 
may we work and pray with love and faith for the 
salvation of oth ers, so that a\1 God's chosen may be 
gathered to him, his kin gdom may come, and his will 
be done to the glory of his name in earth and heaven. 

And "If any man speak, let him speak as the 
oracles of God that God in all things may be 
glorified through j esus Christ, to whom be prabe and 
dom inion for ever and ever" (1 Peter 4:11 ), "For the 
preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolish
ness: hut unto us which are saved it is the power of 
Cod. For it is writt en, 1 will destroy the wisdom of 
the wise, and will bring to nothing the understand ing 
of the pwdent. But we preach Christ crucified , 
unto the Jews a stumblin gblock, and unto the Greeks 
foolishness; but unto them which are called , both j ews 
and Creeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom 
of God" ( I Cor. 1:18-19; 23-24). 



MAY A REFORMED CHURCH 

JOIN THE W. C. C. ? 


RONALD BROWN 

ONE OF THE PROJECTS of the World Council 
of Churches during the last few years has been 

an elaborate and detailed study of what it calls the 
"Missionary Structure of the Local Congregation." 
Some of the results of that study arc very revealing. 
According to the wee, "The Church is nothing other 
than a segment of the world which confesses the uni
versal Lordship of Christ. Thus, it is the place where 
the world becomes aware of its true destination, its 
true face. The Church is the sign Or the instrument 
by which God reveals himself to the world which is 
still unaware of his reconciliation. it does not exist 
for itself, but for those who arc not of it. It is Mis
sion ," Obviously, this quotation presumes ( in opposi
tion to Scripture) a universal salvation already wrought 
by Jesus Christ. All men are already reconciled 
to God; the responsibility of the Church is, then, by 
precept an example ( principally example made effec
tive by pressure upon, and the power of, government ) 
to bring men to live as though they were, indeed, a 
part of the already redeemed world , simply because, 
says the WCC, they, in fact, are. 

The deep significance of this concept of thc Church 
becomes apparent when its consequences are set out 
clearly. To say that the Church exists for the world 
and to be a sign to the world of God's destiny for the 
world necessarily implies that the Church must not 
be a separated religious organism distinct from the 
affairs of secular liIe. The Church, instead , must be 
a sign to the world of "true secular existence," i.e., an 
ill ustration of what life in the world under God is to 
be like. The WCC scorns as a "reli gious club" that 
ehurch which refuses to assume as its missiOrl involve
ment in the world's social, political and economic 
struggles. Such a Church, says the WCC repeatedly, 
is a laue church. Note that carefully. A church whieh 
believes on the basis of Scripture that it is commis
sioned to the preaching of the Gospel of salvation and 
refuses to become side-tracked from that purpose in 
attempts to foment social, political and economic 
revolution is, according to the WCC, a false church. 
Ecumenical theology identifies that revolution and its 
results as "Christ's purpose in the world." It claims 
that the "true church" is called to be an active partic
ipant in the midst of real human struggles as those 
struggles unfold. 

Consequently, we are told in the same study, -rhe 
Church must be discovering the ways by which she 
can develop forms of solidarity with men in the midst 
of their struggles so that she can witness to the 
servant presence of Christ in history." The Church 
must remember that her task is not to bring Christ to 
the world, but to help the world see the presence of 
Christ in the world and to acknowledge hi m because, 
of course, the world is already redeemed. It must 
simply come to live that way. The Church's task, then, 
is to join Christ in the world, seeking by word and 
deed to witness to his "servant presence." Nothing 
could be more obvious than that the WCC is un
reservedly committed to social, politica l and economic 
revolution and the changing of the structures of so
ciety. 

Three things are implicit in this commitment. 1. ) 
The WCC position on thc mission of the Church im
plies a rejection of the Biblical truth that the Church 
is called to the transfonnation of the hearts of men 
by the Gospel and the gathering of the elect in the 
expectation of Christ's return . That say the leaders of 
the wce is a perversion of the Gospe l. 2. ) The 
WCe's d iscovery of the purpose of Christ in the 
struggles of society implies a rejection of Scripture as 
the sale nonnative revelation of Christ and his pur
pose. 3.) The wec lacks the standard as well as the 
desire to judge the struggles of men morally. It urges 
simply that the Church identify with men in their 
struggles. That is thc "purpose of Christ" - even when 
those struggles are of Marxist creation. 

Back in 1961 the Third Assembly of the WCC at 
New Delhi issued a message that said, in part: lhere 
is no more urgent task for Christians than to work 
together for community within nations and for peace 
with justice and freedom among them so that the 
causes of much contemporary misery may be rooted 
out. We have to take our stand against injustice 
caused to any race or to any man on account of his 
racc. We have to learn to make a Christian contribu
tion to the service of men through secular agencies." 
This, please notice, is the most urgent task for Chris
tians today : "to make a contribution to the service 
of men through secular agencies." Besides the fact 
that it is, then, apparently not the most urgent work 
of Christians to be the servants of God and to reach 



men with the power of regeneration by the Holy 
Spirit through the Written Word, the WCC's message 
embraces the false thesis of Marxism, Scripture makes 
plain that the miseries of men are not caused by 
economic, political, social and racial injustices, To say 
that they arc is materialism, not Biblical Christianity, 
Christians believe the cause of these miseries is sin, 
We believe that the answer is the Gospel and the 
cleansing blood of Jesus Christ. There is one root and 
cause of men's misery, There is one Gospel of sa lva
tion, The program of the WCC for involvement in the 
name of Christ in world revolution has far more in 
common with the false gospel of communism than it 
does with the "good news" of the Christian Gospel , 
This is borne out by the observable fact that the WCC 
is seldom far behind The Worker in its endorsement 
of radically liberal programs and causes, 

At its New Delhi meeting in 1961, the WCC also 
issued an appeal to all governments and peoples call
ing upon governments to implement what it had just 
called the most urgent task for Christians, Notice that 
the wec, having rejected the Gospel, rejects the God 
of the Gospel as well, Committed to revolution in 
the world, the WCC makes its appeal, not to God and 
his power, but to governments wh ich have the tem
poral power and resources necessary to implement its 
dreams, This is, by definition, to advocate for world 
socialism: a powerfu l government to solve the prob
lems of men in every realm, The wce appealed to 
governments to halt the anns race, This, it said, is 
imperative, Complete and general disarmament is the 
accepted goal said WCC, echoing the Marxist propa
ganda line, and concrete steps must be taken to reach 
it But for what purpose do communists purpose dis
armamen t? Communists, caring nothing for peace, 
want on ly to disarm the arsenal which guards the 
free world and whic::h , in turn , guards, under God, the 
freedom and the opportunity of the Christian Church 
for the proclamation of the Gospel. Complete and' 
general d isarmament would be nothing other than an 
open door for the fastening of the clammy hands of 
communist totalitarianism upon all of the earth ; to 
silence, if it were possible, the Gospel of salvation. It 
is difficult to escape the conclusion that the policy 
makers of the wcc, having adopted the Marxist anal
ysis of the human problem and the Marxist solution 
for it, are enemies of the Gospel in precisely the same 
sense that Marxists are. 

The above analysis was elegan tly ill ustrated by the 
"Conference on the Church and Society" convened by 
the wce la<;t summer in Geneva, Switzerland, Again 
the Churches were called to everythin g from planned 
paren thood to international organ ization and to thc 
changing of the structures of society by revolution, 
Repeatedly, the conferenee put its stamp of approval 
upon the totalitarian societies of the communist na
tions, making no moral distinction whatsoever between 
communism and the free nations of the world, Re
peatedly. the goal of the Church was de6ned as the 
"'humanizing of man," Not a single good word was 

put in at any point for salvation or eternal life or the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. How will the goal be reached? 
Why, of course, through super-national organizations, 
Red China must become a part of the United Nations 
in order that that organization may be made stronger 
in the cause of revolution, It was stated repeatedly 
that the nation-state is too small to achieve the uni
versal humanizing of man, Therefore, the nations 
must be willing to give up some of their sovereignty 
to an international organization, Repeatedly, world 
socialism was advocated, One speaker urged that 
every nation give 1% to 2% of its gross national prod
uct every ye."lr to the underdeveloped nations through 
international organization, There were appeals for 
a transfer of capital and a redistTibution of land, The 
reason, of course, that the w ee at the same meeting 
deplored the role of the United States in Vietnam 
and insisted that we get out, is simply that none of 
the goals that the conference espoused would be 
served by a victory for freedom over communism in 
the present war, 

It is interesting to note that the conference was not 
composed of delegates sent by the member churches 
of the wee. Rather it was composed of those whom 
the wCC called to participate in it Among those who 
were present were Barbara Ward of England with her 
theme that the rich nations must share and share alike 
with the poor nalions, Present was Professor Richard 
Shaull of Princeton who has been repeatedly guilty 
of calling for violent revolution and who in Brazil , 
not long ago, openly advocated a blood revolu
tion, Present was Bola 1ge of Nigeria who preached 
the gospel of Comunist China as the new saviour of 
the poor nations, Present was Professor Helmut Goll
witzer of Cennany calling on the churchmen to pro
test the United States Government's "inhumanities" 
against North Vietnam, Of course, there was not a 
word spoken about the inhumanities of the Viet Cong, 
Present was D r, Conzalo Costilla-Cardenas of Colum
bia who said that the church in Cuba "is now passing 
through a very promising process of renewal which 
had not been possible before the revolution," Present 
was Professor Hiber Conteris of Uraguay who called 
on Christians to recognize the insights of Marxism 

WhethN a confessional Reformed church 
ought to ;oin till' World Council of Churches is 

mIlCh c&cussed in church periodicals and a&Wm

hUes ill our day. In this arlicle the Rev, Ronald 
Brou;n, pastor of the Caloory Reformed Church 
of Sotdh Holland. Ill.• Ofltlines the issues which 
are involved, This moterial was originoUy pre· 
8efIted in the /Oml of an addre" at the Annual 
Meeting of Refonnecl Fellowship Inc., held in 
October 19/16. 



when seeking social justice, which he defined as "lev
eling out of the social classes based on the fair 
redistribu tion of wealth, equal opportunities, equal 
rights and equal privileges for all." Dr. G. A. Taylor 
in an editorial in the PresbyteTillrl Journal which in
cludes the above information said: "The whole con
ference told the U.S. almost unanimously to get out 
of Vietnam .. . the Politboro could not have improved 
on the parade of speakers" ( August 10, 1966, p. 12 ). 
Why these speakers? Simply because this is where the 
entrenched leadership of the wee stands . And thi s 
is what the wee wanted this conference to conclude. 
It wanted the confe rence to ca ll the churches to par
ticipate in world revolution for "the service of man," 
and to the employment of secular agencies in order 
to bring the whole world under the "Lordship of 
Christ.~ By "The Lordship of Christ ," of course, the 
WCC patently means world government and world 
socialism. 

It is quite accurate to say that these ecumenical 
"conferences" work just like a sausage machine. You 
have a machine that makes sausage. You put sausage 
meat into the hopper and turn the crank Do not be 
surprised when sausage comes out the other end . That 
is what you put in. The WCC will protest, of course, 
that its conferences speak only that which is thc mind 
of the member churches. Nothing (:ould be further 
from the truth. It is a plain and a obvious lie. The 
WCC, whatever denials it may make, does in practice 
have a position and a theology. When it speaks, that 
posit ion comes out. Repeatedly the member churches 
have simply gone along and been content to be the 
power base from which the WCC ennunciates its 
radical positions. Anyone who thinks for a moment 
that a conservative or Reformed Church could be a 
part of the WCC llnd in fluence its pronouncemen ts in 
the d irection of the truth of the Word of God and .he 
Gospel of salvation, much less the Reformed Faith is 
deceiving himself and foo lishly closing his eyes to the 
entire h istory of the ecumenical movement. Unless 
those who urge the entry of the Christian Reformed 
Chureh into the wce are self-deceived and therefore 
as leaders undependable on this issue, they must be 
aware that they are urging a radically different 
gospel which is no Gospel at all and a radically dif
ferent church , which accordi ng to the Reformed 
Standards is no Church at all . 

There have been those who have said that the 
WCC is a communist organ ization. That has been mis
understood as though it were alleged that it is simply 
a comm unist politica l organization. This, of course, is 
not true. But thc fact is that the WCC promotes an 
analysis of the predicament of men, an answer to that 
pred icament and a goal for society identical to that 
of communism. It is not too much to say that both 
are engaged in building a socialist world. The best 
that can be said for the WCC is that many in the 
ranks of its membership are pathetically deceived by 
the retention of Christian terms by a leadership which 
denies the substance of the Christian fa ith. 

What is behind all of this? Si mply the program of 
Satan for the dethronement of Jesus Christ as he is 
set forth in the Word of God. It is an attempt to bring 
men to worship the beast of Revelation 13. In that 
chapter we read of two beasts united in the service of 
Satan: the beast out of the sea (the an tichristian world 
power - today represen ted by world communism ) and 
the beast out of the earth (the anti-Christian religiolls 
power ). We are plainly told that the second beast 
will direct all men, in the name of religion, to worsh ip 
the first beast and to look to him for the supply of 
every need. This is precisely the false gospel offered 
men today by the WCC: a socialist world. Of course, 
that "gospel" is a fraud. The first beast cannot deliver 
on his promises - a socialist world c.'tn only enslave. 
But if the second beast can convince the world to seek 
all good from the first beast, the real purpose is 
served: a world on its knees before Satan. That, I 
believe, is the spiritual reason behind the WCe's drive 
for a socialist world. 

Someone asks, "Cannot a concern fo.. social im
provement among men be a ground-work for the 
preaching of the Gospel?" To that question I answer, 
no. The Gospel is not a social concern for men. The 
Gospel is salvation by the Cross and the shed blood of 
Jesus Christ. Whatever may be alleged in the same 
ci rcles that advocate entry into the WCC, the Gospel 
is not "God loves all men." The Gospel is "Christ died 
for sinners" (d. I Cor. 15:3, 4). To say to an Ull

repentant sinner: "God loves you," is to give him a 
ca rnal confidence, not salvation in Jeslls Christ. A 
"God loves you" gospel does not save men: it hardens 
in impenitence and ultimately condemns. Can any 
better result be expected if the Church were to give 
itself to "il1ustrating the love of God for all men" by 
a struggle for the humanizing of men? The best that 
can be illustra ted hy a church committed to social 
action is God's "eternal power and Godhead" ( Romans 
1:20). And that cannot save: it can only damn men 
by leaving them without excuse. Preached or illus
trated there is no salvat ion in universal love; only 
damnation. For Reformed Christians that in itself 
ought to explode the myth of serving Christ in the 
wee. 

Let Reformed Churches be true to their heritagc. 
Reject the snares of Satan. Stand and preach partic
ular redemption, an effectua l atonement and sovereign 
grace in which alone is salvat ion. What we need today 
are churches who are willing to remain apart from 
the World CounCil of Churches and its cal! for a 
,"ocialist society. Churches who still can, in integrity, 
declare the Gospel - Christ died for our sins - in the 
confidence that Jesus Christ will apply that truth by 
the power of the Holy Spirit to the opened and 
quickened hearts of the elect, bringing men to salva
tion in himself. There is no compatibility between the 
WCC with its gospel of social revolution and the 
Church of Jesus Christ and his Gospel of salvation by 
the shed blood. There is no concord between Christ 
and Belial. 
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AFINE VOICE FRO~I 


THE FREE UNIVERSITY 


THE FREE UN IVERSITY in Amsterdam is held in 
high esteem by many in the Christian Heformecl 

Church. Several of our ministers have received their 
entire theological training there and many others have 
attended that instit\ltion for the pursuance of doctoral 
studies. Through these men who have studied there 
and also through the many scholarly publications of 
its professors, the Free University has exerted a mold
ing influence on the thinking of thousands in the 
denomination. 

This influence which that School has had is deeply 
appreciated by many in our churches. This grateful
ness stems from what it has always stood for. The 
name Free University has become almost synonymous 
with distinctive Heformed scholarship. Through the 
years we have looked to that institution as a school 
firmly committed to the inerrant Word of God and as 
a source of learning based upon and permeated by 
that Word. 

In vim ... of this appreciation it was painful to read 
in an issue of Centraal Weekbuul (Oct. 22, 1966) that 
one of the members of its theological faculty, Dr. H . 
M. Kuitert, openly espouses a view of the first chapters 
of Genesis which leaves no room for accepting the 
historicity of Adam and Eve, their fa ll into sin, and 
their expulsion from the garden of Eden. Kuitert is 
of the op inion thai what is related there in Genesis 
should not be interpreted as an objective description 
of genuine facts. The consequences of this view are 
that the series "creation-fall into sin-redemption" is 
not to be looked ~Lpon as a chronological order. 

This exegesis - if it deserves that name - should 
not be regrtrded as an innocent exegetical preference 
of a theologian. Jf accepted - as Dr. Kuitert realizes 
- it demands a radical alterin g of some of th e basic 
components of om doctrinal beliefs. Behind this view 
- and its author seems to be aware of that too - lies 
a view of Scripture that no longer accepts the Bible 
as the inerrant Word of God in thc traditional sense 
of that term. 

In the December 1966 issue of Medede fingen mill 

de Vereniging ooor Calvinistische Wiisbegeerte Dr. 
H. Van Riessen, Professor of Philosophy at the Free 
University, expresses his dissatisfaction with the views 
expressed by Kuitert. Since Reformed theologians 
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have always maintained that the Bible must be its 
own interpreter and since Kuitert also holds to that, 
Van Riessen puts him the question how he can sub
stantiate his views from the Scriptures. If Cenesis 1 
is only saga, then this has to be clear from the Bible 
itself. Van Riessen unwaveringly declares that Ihis can 
not be proven from the Bible; on the contrary, from 
the Bible it is evident that what is recorded in Genesis 
actually happened. For him this testimony of the 
Bible is the end of all argumentation and doubt. 

Van Biessen shows his awareness that for some 
this may be no more than a rather cheap solution to 
an enormous problem. Very aptly he counters by 
referring to the words of Jesus that unless one be
comes like child ren, one will ncvcr enter the kingdom 
of heaven. H e confesses that his ultimate foundation 
is not science but the Word of God, and he urges 
Kuitert to accept the same stance. As for himself, he 
desires to live and to die with the conviction that the 
Lord God does not foo l us in his Word. 

This belief and these words of Professor Van 
Riessen arc most encouraging; Ihey are a fi ne voice of 
a much-respected faculty member of the Free Uni
versity. This writer fervently hopes that Dr. KlIitert 
will heed the ad monition of his older colleague at the 
V.U. Dr. Kuitert is a wonderfully-gifted man; he has 
shown this in his doctoral dissertation and in his other 
publications. But brilliant theologians too can fa ll 
into error. His views on the first chapters of Genesis 
seem to betray a predilection for modern science that 
tends to make science the judge of God's Word . Dr. 
Van Riessen utters his concern for the students of 
Kuitert who are led astray to find in science the 
cri terion for determining which parts of Scripture can 
be accepted precisely as it is recorded by the biblical 
writers and which parts cannot be so accepted. It is 
to be hoped that Van Riessen's ar ticle will ind uce Dr. 
Kllitert, and others who are like-minded with him, to 
reverse their steps and to re-give to the Bible the 
crucial p lace it ought to have as the Word of God. 
Van Riessen is correct: "Not we may judge the Word 
of God according to our insights, not even in seem
ingly peripheral matters, but that Word determines 
what we should believe." 

We have learned much from the men at the Free 
University. Dr. Kuitert's contributions to Reformed 
theology have not gone unnoticed on this s ide of the 
Atlantic Ocean either. For what he has given us in 
some of hi s writings we are grateful indeed. May the 
Free Univers ity remain what its founder, Abraham 
Kuyper, intended it to be and what it has since be
come: a stronghold of learning based upon the in
errant Word of God. Provided he remains true to his 
Reformed heritage, Dr. Kuitert is one of the men who 
can do much to preserve the historical character of 
this Universi ty to which many owe so much. We are 
profoundly grateful for Professor Van Riessen's words. 
May this finc voice not go unheeded . 

SlERD WOUDS'rnA 



lOUIS 

A NEW BERKOUWER BOOK lies before me; one 
of his great series: Dogmatic Studies. It is a 

long-expected one, not only because the doctrine of 
Holy Scripture is basic to the conception of all other 
doctrines, but also because this doctrine is most 
relevant to all present-day discussions. 

This first volume differs in methodology from the 
usual treatment of this subject. It does not begin with 
the concept of inspiration or theopneustia, which is 
reserved for the next volume, but with that of the 
relation between Scripture and certainty. Berkouwer 
paints to the fact that many have been driven into a 
crisis of faith by the questions raised by the historical 
criticism of Scripture. On the one hand he stresses 
the word of Paul who declared that "we should not 
go beyond the things which are written" ( I Cor. 4:6); 
on the other hand he warns against a "docetic" view 
of Scripture which does not fully recognize its human 
qualities. According to Berkouwer especially the post
Reformation-theology misinterpreted the dictum : 
"Sacra Scriptura est Verbum Dei," ( Holy Scripture is 
the Word of God) and he does not want to start with 
the givenness of an inspired book which might be read 
as a source-book of supernatural truths. Instead, he 
desires to be bound to the gospel, to the Christ of 
Scriptures, from which alone a reflection upon Holy 
Scripture can result (p. 36). H is constant stress is on 
the correlation of faith and Word of Cod, by which he 
means that the authority of Scripture is never a formal 
one but always refers to its content, and that faith is 
never creative but always receptive (pp. 42, 136, 164, 
165 ). 

In his second chapter the author wrestles with the 
problem of the testimony of the Holy Spirit. He 
speaks of the impenetrable mystery of the relation of 
Word and Spirit, refuses constantly to speak of a 
testimony of thc Spirit apart from the message of 
Scripture as a kind of apriori, Or apart from the cer
tainty of faith in Jesus Christ, and does not chose be
tween the dilemma cum verba (with the word) or 
per verbum ( through the word) but states that the 
mystery intersects (doorkruist) all exclusive formula
tions (p. 74). 

The third chapter contains an exposition of Holy 
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Scripture as canon. The author does not agree with 
A. Kuyper who pointed to God's providence as the key 
to the understanding of the formation of the canon 
(p. 95); he rejects also the Roman Catholic view of 
the authority of the church as the decisive factor; he 
does not want any apriori construction, but points to 
the history of the formation of the canon in which the 
(Christo-logical) contents played a dominant role (p. 
108, 109), and he refers again to the correlation of 
faith and Word of God (p. 112). He points to recent 
discussions of a "canon in the canon," of a "functional" 
Bible and of the unity of Scripture. Finally he speaks 
of the problem of the Apocrypha and the Septuagint, 
and his conclus ion is that our listening to the Bible 
is not threatened by the scientific examination of 
Scripture, but only by stumbling over the "skandalon" 
(offence or stumbling-block) that appears in Christ 
(p. 137). 

The last chapter of this book discusses Authority 
and Interpretation. Berkollwer points to the danger of 
all kinds of subjectivism in interpretation. He rejects 
so-called charismatic or pneumatic exegesis and criti
cizes the existentialistic exegesis of Bultmann, because 
the. gospel in its structure and horizon cannot be ap
proached from our human existence in itself, but only 
from the contents and direction of the gospel ( p . 175 ). 
What is that direction, what is the scopus of Scrip
ture? Berkouwer speaks of the hermeneutical rule of 
the Reformation : Sacra Scriptura sui i}Jsius lnterpres 
(Scripture is its own interpreter). In connection with 
that sui interpres he points to new questions regarding 
the world-image (wereldheeld ) of the Bible and its 
view of history ( p . 191 ). Scripture has its history
bound aspect, connected with the customs of its times, 
which became evident e.g. in the decisioll of the Dutch 
Gereformeerde Kerkefl concernin g women as office
bearers (p. 193), and in the questions concern ing 
Gen. 1-3. Parallel developments also appear in the 
Roman Catholic Church. Bcrkouwer denies that 
science, in thesc developments, became a second au
thority next to Scripture, and prefers to speak of the 
inducement (aanleiding) of science (p. 206). Quoting 
his colleagues Koole and Ridderbos he warns against 
applying to Scripture requirements of reliability which 
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belong to our time and world, and not to those of 
Scripture itself (p. 213-215 ). He ends with the word 
of Luther: Spiritus Sanctus non est Scepticus ( the 
Holy Spirit is not a sceptic ). 

The above survey of this very important Berkouwer
stu dy is far from complete, and to everyone who desires 
to know more about it I can only say: tolle, lege (take 
up and read ). As all the books of this author, it makes 
very worthwhile reading. One of its main features is 
its analytical and phenomenological character: Berk
ouwer is one of the most weB-informed and one of 
the most carefu l theologians of our time. With pains
taking care he tries to penetrate into the mainstreams 
of thought and to dcscrib~ in detail what is going on. 

Perhaps precisely for this reason some questions 
seem to remain unanswered or hardly answered, and 
in spite of all appreciation there is room for some 
criticism. 

1. In the first p lace: in reading I became more and 
more aware of the aptness of Polman's cri ticism '( Ce
refonneerd Weekblad, IS April 1966) concerning 
Berkouwer's method; with him 1 would have preferred 
a beginning with the concepts of inspiration and in
scripturation of Scripture. Especially the warning 
against a "docetic" Bible and the stress on its history
bound character leave some questions unanswered 
which should have been answered in a chapter on the 
work of the Auctor Primari us ( primary author ). 

2. I must also agree with the remarks of Prof. 
Smerles in his instructive Berkouwer-essay in Creative 
minds in Contemporary Theology, concerning Berkou
wer's style. "One could wish," says Smedes, "thal he 
would now and then develop a li ne of thought more 
concisely, more pointedly than he docs. An Anglo
Saxon may be forgiven for wanting at times less cir
cumlocution and more succintness." And at the next 
page Smedes writes that BerkOllwer at times gives the 
impression that he slides off a given theological prob
lem into the area of personal faith (pp. 93, 94 ). I was 
struck by the correctncss of these observations when 
reading this last Berkouwer book. It was in typical 
Berkouwer-style that he exclaimed at two crucial 
points: ''The Word of God is not bound," and "'The 
Holy Spirit is not a Sccptic," exclamations which made 
a kind of mystic impression, highly to be appreciated, 
but having the appearance of avoiding a clearer an
swer. 

3. It would have been helpful if the author had 
indicated a change in his position. H is former major 
work on Holy Scripture was a definite apology of the 
Synod of Assen ( 1926). One of the main chapters was 
entitled: -rhe Isolation of the Reformed Conccption 
of Scripture." The stress on this isolation has dis
appeared in this later book. He starts with speaking 
on the "untslrittene Bibel" (disputed Bible ) as a fact 
that seems to threaten also our certainties; and he 
appears to have abandoned some of the positions of 
his former book, especially that on the world-image 
of the Bible. 

4. I regret that the author did not analyse funda

mentalism more sharply than he did on the pp. 20-26 
of his book. I full y acknowledge the valuable ele
ments of this analysis, but some questions were not 
solved. In the first place, it would have been very 
helpful if Berkouwer bad informed us of his opinion 
not only on the American, but also on the Dutch forms 
of "fundamentalism." According to Prof. Jan Lever 
the traditional Hefonned exegesis of the first chapters 
of Genesis, represented by G. Ch. Aalders and J. Rid
derbos, has been marked by "fundamentalism." 

In the second place: Berkollwer quotes Burgan as 
an extreme fundamentalist, because he wrote that 
every word and every letter of Holy Scripture is a 
direct utterance of the Most High. Although he must 
admit that Burgon rejects the mechanical inspiration
theory (p. 24 ) Berkouwer accuses Burgon of a lack 
of preciseness in speaking that way, because he com
pletely ignores the human character of the Word of 
God . But is his interpretation the only possible one? 
As fa r as 1 can see there are two possibilities. The one 
is that of the complete elimination of the human ele
ment. The other is the recognition of that human 
element, but with an emphasis on the completeness of 
inspiration of which no single part of Holy Scripture 
may be excluded. I would have liked to be informed 
of Berkollwer's view of that last-mentioned possibiHty. 

5. I have serious problems with the fact that 
Berkouwcr, in opposing any apriori or any postulate
theory concerning the saying "Hol y Scripture is the 
Word of God," applies his correlation-scheme in such 
a manner, that he says thnt we "first should be bound 
to the gospel, to the Christ of Scripture, from which 
alone a reflection (bezinning) on Scripture can result ." 
What must I say to a man who declares: "No finite 
religious authority (church, creed or even Scripture) 
can compel conformity of conviction. Every man's 
fai th must be his own faith?" (J. Dillenberger and C. 
Welch. Protestant Christ ianity. 1954, p. 287). Must I 
agree or d isagree? Berkouwer will answer that I must 
lead him to the Christ of Scripture an~ only then 
speak of the authority of that Scripture. But the 
crucial question remains: Is not the definite authority 
of Scripture an essential part of the gospel of Jesus 
Christ, according to his own words: "If they hear not 
Moses and the prophets, neither will they be per
suaded , though one rose from the dead?" ( Luke 16: 
31 ). 

6. Although many references were made to the 
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autopistia (divine character ) of Scripture ( pp. 71, 73, 
83,99), a clear exposit ion of this very relevant subject 
is lacking. 

7. Bcrkouwer rejects Kuyper's appeal to thc prov
idence of God as the decisive element in the formation 
of the canon ( p. 95, 134). But when he finally states 
(quoting H. Ridderbos) that the canon is so closely 
con nected with the history of salvation that it in a way 
participates in its uniqueness - is that really some
thing else than providence? John Calvin wrote: ''Those 
(books) which the Lord judged to be necessary for 
His church have been selected by His providence for 
everlasting remembrance" (CorIJIII. on Cal. GIld Epll . 
cd. 1854, p. 249). 

8. In spite of Berkollwer's penetrating and im
portant analysis of the place of historical cri ticism, 
especially in his first chapter, some cleaTcut distinc
tions are lacking. With A. Kuyper Berkollwer rejects 
the pneumatic exegesis of Scripture, but it is not clear 
what he does with Kuyper's fundamental d istinction 
between two kinds of science, the one founded on 
regeneration (palingenesia) and the other not. 

And when r read an article of the late pro£. G. 
Ch. Aalders on Criticism, I find that he raises serious 
objections against the termino logy "Higher and LOwe,. 
Criticism;" that he accepts textual criticism, and his
torical examination of authorship, time and genesis 
of the books of the Bible; bu t that in Aalder's opinion 
nobody is qualified to criticize the contents of the 
Bible ( note well, he does not say: the kerugma, but : 
the contents); nobody should try to learn whether 
what Scripture says is true or not (Christelijke Ency
clopaedie, 1st ed. I, p. 522, 523 ). I would have liked 
to read similar distinctions in Berkouwer's lx>ok. He 
quotes H. Ridderbos who wrote "that the authors of 
the Bible adapted themselves to (zich aansloten bij ) 
all kinds of things which by education and tradition 
belonged to the world of ideas of their contemporaries, 
and that one cannot say: as soon as all this got a place 
in the Bible, it has become 'revelation.' '' 

1 must honestly say that 1 am very much disturbed 
about the application of the adaptation-theory. Ber
kouwer asserts that ~a new rationalism is altogether 
out of the picture" ( p. 199 ) .. I believe him whole
heartedly as far as his own th(.>ology is concerned, but 
when 1 look closely, 1 am inclined to say, sancIa sim
plicitas! (what hol y naivete!) 

9. Should 1 substantiafe these last words? When 
Berkouwer characterizes thc present situation as n 
situation of "an everywhere-acknowledged increased 
light" ( p. 217), he makes use of a very typical "Auf
klarungs-Motif," found also in the works of men like 
Semler, Hofstede de Groot, Busken Huet, and all the 
young liberals of the era 1865. When he refers to 
similar developments in Roman Catholicism, I must 
regretfu lly say that I met several similar instances. 
Some of this Roman Catholic criticism of Scripture is 
( to my laste) of a rationalistic character. And what 
about the complaint of Dr. A. H. Smit concerning a 
(Gereformeerd ) minister who called the Christmas-

story a myth, or of another who denied the historiCity 
of the story of Jonah ( Gereformeerd W eekblad, 14 
Oct. '66 )? Let me mention again the name of Semler, 
quoted by Berkouwer himself. Semler was the pro
tagonist of the cri ticism of Scripture by the Cerman 
Enlightenment. Step by step he turned slowly from 
pietism to rationalism. He made a sharp d istinction 
between theology and the religion of the heart. He 
supposed that he was able to apply the most "honest" 
crit icism and at the same time safeguard his "private" 
religion against the consequences. Therefore he was 
at the end of his life considered t.o be a double
minded man by his own more radical students ( Cf. 
the chapter on J. S. Semler in Nigg's Die Kirchen~ 
geschichtsschreibung, Miinchen, 1934) . 

I don't mean to say with all this, that there arc no 
problems of Biblical historiography or hermeneutics ; 
but I deny the assumption that our situation is a totally 
new one or that the answers given today are totally 
new answers. 

Finally, these remarks are not intended to detract 
from the fact that Berkouwer's book is a very stimulat
ing one. It places us in the midst of the problematics 
of theology of our own time and we eagerly look 
forward to the second volume. 

BELIEVE IT OR NOT ... 

ALL IS NOT ALL 


EDWIN H. PALMER 

ALL does not necessarily mean all in the Bible. 
£l.. When, for example, Jesus says: "And I, when 
I ,1m lifted up from the earth, will draw all men to 
myself' (John 12:32), it is obvious that all is not all. 
For millions of heathen have not even heard of Jesus, 
let alone been drawn to him. And many other mil
lions who have heard of Jesus, rather than having 
been attracted by him, have been repelled at the very 
thought of him. Jesus may have mc.·mt one of two 
things: 1 ) All the elect will be drawn to him; or 2) 
All kinds of men - Gentiles as well as Jews, men from 
all nations - will be drawn to him. But one thing 
is clear : AU men have not been drawn to him. All is 
not all. 



In I Cor. 15:22 Paul writes in seemingly universal 
terms when he says: "As in Adam all died, so also 
in Christ shall all be made alive." Superficially, it may 
seem that both airs are identical and refer to every 
person, past, present and future. But such a con
clusion is erroneous and unbiblical. 

Although the first all clearly refers to every person 
in the world,' there are at least four reasons why 
the second all should be restricted to all those who 
are in Christ, that is, to all believers: 

1) The Creek verb for to be made alive is never 
used of the wicked but always of the Christian or 
Christ (John 5:21; 6:63; Hom. 4: 17; 8: 11; 1 Cor. 15:36, 
45; II Cor. 3: 6; Cal. 3:21; I Peter 3: 18 ). Another verb, 
egeiresthai ( to raise), is used of both believer and 
unbeliever. 

2) All of chapter 15 deals with the glorious resur
rection of the believer only. 

3 ) If the second all referred to unbelievers as well 
as believers, then Paul would be saying that Christ 
is the firstfruits of unbeJjevers ( 15:20 ). But 15:23 
indicates that Christ is the fi rs tfr uits of only believers. 

4 ) The close parallel of Rom. 5: 12-212 indicates 
that Paul is restricting the second all to believers only. 

Similarly, in II Cor. 5: 14-1.9 all does not mean all. 
In an eagerness to defend the doctrine of unlimited 
atonement, some have in judiciously appealed to this 
passage's "One d ied for all." At first blush, it would 
seem to teach that the design of Christ's death was 
to make a substitutionary, sacrificial atonement for 
every man. On a more matured reflection, however, 
it is obvious that not on ly does it not teach unlimited 
atonement, but it clearly teaches the exact opposite, 
limited atonement. 

There is no question among orthodox exegetes that 
Paul's "One died for all" refers to the sacrificial death 
of Christ, whereby he paid the divine penalty for sin . 
The question on which there is some d isagreement is : 
Whose sin? Did he actually satisfy divine justice for 
the sins of all men? or of all the elect, the saved? 

Two considerations evidence that it was the latter. 
1) Paul inseparably links the death of Christ with 

the death of "all" by the word "therefore." He states 
that he has come to the conviction that "Christ died 
for all; therefore all d ied." Because Christ died, all 
have died. There is an unbreakable correlation be
tween the death of Christ and the death of "all." Ob
viously the second "died" does not refer to the physical 
death of all men, for Christ's death did not cause the 
physical death of all people. Adam's sin did that. If 
the second "died" ("therefore all died" ) refers to a 
spiritual death,· then the second "all" cannot be taken 
comprehensively, meaning all people everywhere. For 
that would mean that every single person has died 
spiritually in Christ. Necessarily, then, the second 
"all" must be restricted to only those who have bcen 
crucified with Christ spiritually. And the correlation 
between the two "all's" - between the two parts of the 
sentence - demands that the first "all" ("Christ died 
for all") be taken in the same sense as the second 

one, namely, all those who are in Christ. In other 
words, Paul declares that since Christ died for all the 
elect, therefore all the elect d ied spiritually. 

2) This conclusion is supported by the continua
tion of Paul's thought in verse 15. As a result of 
Christ's death, Paul says, many "no longer live unto 
themselves but unto Christ who for their sakes died 
and rose again ." The Bible never tcaches that the 
unbeliever, one who rejects Christ, lives unto Christ 
and no longer lives to himself. Only the believer so 
lives. Yet Paul expressly restricts the effect of his 
death to only those who live for Christ. This is limited 
atonement. To take the "all" of verse 15 universally 
would be to teach that all men are spiritually alive, 
and that is an absurdity. 

It is plain that when the Bible uses all, it does not 
always mean all. This is an important principle to 
keep in mind when we exegete other seemingly uni
versalistic passages such as John 4:42; II Cor . 5:19; 
I Tim. 2:6; 4:10; Heb. 2:9; and 1 John 2:2. The three 
examples given here should be a guard against making 
too hasty conclusions about unlimited atonement. 

1. 	 Some would restrict even the first all to believers only 
(Lenski ). The parallel in Rom. 5;12 fr. would seem to 
exclude this. 

2. 	 "Therefore, as through one rnan sin entered into the world, 
and death through sin. . For if by the trespass of the 
one, the many died, much more did the grace of GOO, and 
the gift by the grace of the one man, Jesus Christ, 
abound unto the mlmy .... For if, by the trespass of the 
one, death reigned through the one; much more shall they 
that receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of 
rightcousness reign in li fe through the one, even Jesus 
Christ. So then as through one trespass the judgment came 
unto all men to condemnation; even so through one act 
of righteousness the free gift came unto all men to justi
fication of life" ( Rom. 5:12a, ISh, 17, 18). 

3. 	 "For the love of Christ constrains us, because we judge 
that one died for all; therefore all died. And he died for 
a ll that those who live should no longer live unto them
selves, bllt unto him who for their sakes died and rose 
again." 

4. 	 I'aul is teaching here nothing else than what he wrote to 
the Romans. In the sixth chapter he teaches that the 
believer is uniied with Christ ; united with ilim in the like
ness of hi~ death, and therefore in the likeness of his 
resurrection (6 ;5). "nut if we died with Christ, we believe 
that we shall also live with him" (6;8). Likewise, in Cal. 
2;20 P:I\.I wri tes: "I hllve been crucified with Christ; it 
is no longer 1 who live, but Christ who lives in me." 

Have you read: 

CREADON ACCOIOING TO GOD'S WORD? 

by PRoF. JOHN C. WHITCOMB 

professor of Old Testament Studies and Director 
of Post~graduate Studies at Crace Theological 

SeminaIy, Winona Lake, Indiana. 

n _ price 2S¢ 

(Spodal rot.. for quantity ordero) 
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CALVIN THEOLOGICAL JOURNAL November, 1966 

Calvin lheologiul Seminary, 3233 8",lon 51., S. ~. 


Grand l/apids, Mi t higa" 49506 

Su!»criplio<! Pric.: $2.00 per year 


I find it tempting to comment critically I,lpon the 
contents of this 125 page issue, but this is not the 
place spacious enough to allow such reaction. May 1 
simply point to the main articles, "New Perspectives in 
Bibl ical Research" by l' rof. Bastiaan Van Elderen, and 
"The Doctrine of Revelation in St. Puul," by Prof. 
Henry Stob. Dr. Van Elderen's contribution is his 
inaugural address delivered upon his acceptance of 
indefinite tenure as professor of New Testament in 
Calvin Seminary. As a participating archaeologist, his 
views as reRected in this article are indicative of some· 
thing which he intends, I take it, to be characteristic 
of the Calvin Seminary of today and tomorrow. Prof. 
Fred H. Klooster offers a helpful bibliography under 
"The Heidelberg Catechism and Comparative Sym. 
holies," and Prof. Andrew Bandstra comments briefl y 
on "'Adam' and 'The Servant' in Philippians 2:5ff." 
Some twenty·6ve books are reviewed, all by Calvin 
college and seminary professors. Anyone complaining 
that he cannot discover the nature of "Calvin think· 
ing" ought to invest a few dollars in this publication! 

CHURCH AND NATION J.lnuary 10, 1967 
10 Golfdown Drive, Re K d~le. Onlerio. C~nftd ft 


Subscriplion Price: $3.00 per yur 


This is an exceptionally good issue of Church and 
Natiorn Prof. M. H. Woudstra of Calvin Seminary 
offers the lead article, ''The Creation through Israel's 
Eyes," in which he concludes, "In spite of what the 
Higher Critics have been saying for some time, the 
line in the Old Testament does not run from the 
Redeemer to the Creator, bu t in reverse. The reason 
why this is so is exactly beca use the creation account 
informs us that tbere once were a man and a woman 
who knew Cod as Creator only and who, only after 
they had fallen into sin, came to know him as their 
Redeemer." "After Winnipeg, What?" is a report and 
analysis by Rev. John Vriend of the interclassica l 
meeting of Canad ian Christian Reformed churches; in· 
teresting! "Universal Atonement?" by Dr. Remkes 
Kooistra offers comment and reaction on "the Dekker 
Case." Kooistra does not hesitate to say that Dekker's 
teachings "are at variance with the traditional Re· 
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formed position." He concludes: ". . I would ask 
Prof. Dekker and those who agree with him not to 
confuse us. If they believe that the love of God and 
Christ's atonement are universal, let them then also 
say that all men will be saved. This makes sense, 
though it contradicts the teaching of Scripture. But, 
terms like the love of God and the atonement of Christ 
should not be stretched out like pieces of elastic till 
they have lost their resilience or springiness so that 
they mean something entirely different from what they 
used to mean." 

THE STANDARD BEARER Dec. " 15 (1966) 
Jan. 1 (1967) 

Reformed free Publishi"'il Associ. ' ion 
1326 W. Buller, S. E .. Grand Repldl, M;chi9~n A9507 
Sublcriplion Price: $5.00 per year 

One can not begin to give a complete run·down 
within the limits of this department of the complete 
con tents of these issues. We have been fo llowing Prof. 
Homer Hoeksema's series, "The Nature of the Atone
ment, Limited or General?" In the Dec. 1 issue the 
writer concludes an examination of the Belgic Confes· 
sion by asserting, 'The atonement is de6nite, and the 
atonement is personal." In the Dec. ] 5 issue the Lord's 
Supper formulary is studied, and a beginning is made 
of an analysis of the Canons of Dordt on this subject. 
Prof. Herman Hanko comments critically on Rev. J. 
K. Van Baalen's provocative article, "Evolution and 
the Bible" (Reformed Journal, Oct. , 1966) . Prof. Hoek
sema pleads for a Christian High School under Prot· 
estant Reformed auspices in the Grand Rapids area. 
"Willing to Come to Grips?" is an editorial by Hoek. 
serna reflecting upon relations between the Christian 
Refonned and Protestant Reformed churches, stating: 
"we of the Protestant Reformed Churches have a l· 
ways declared ou rselves ready for such a conference" 
( i.e., a meeting at which open and frank discussion of 
the history and issues involved in the life of these 
communions.) In view of the fact that Christian Re
formed classes are now actually engagin g in the ex· 
change of fraternal delegates with neighboring classes 
of the Reformed Church in America, and that its con· 
gregations are being asked to further such eontacts 
on the local levels, why do we ignore such offers as 
Hoeksema's? 



THE PRESBYTERIAN GUARDIAN December, 1966 
7401 Old York Ro&d, phili,delphia, Pa. 19 126 

Subscription Prica: $3.00 per y... 


This issue's cover carries a picture of one long 
respected and loved as a most respectable biblical, 
Reformed exegete and theologian, Prof. John Murray. 
Mr. Murray returned home last month after serving 
Westmin ster Theological Seminary since its very be
ginnin g in 1930. "Home" is Scotland, whose claims 
and chann held the professor captive through the 
decades of his service in this country. The Refonned 
Fellowship and TORCH AND TRU MPET count this 
brother as a choice friend, and we with all who love 
him fi nd tears in our eyes as we think of the fact that 
his service as teacher and preacher among us is com
pleted. Many fi ne things are said about Prof. Mu rray 
in th is issue, and we would endorse everyone of 
them! "The Practise of Truth" by Francis A. Schaeffer 
is an address deli vered at the World Congress on 
Evangelism in Berlin. It re-states the true principle 
that evangelical cooperation requires separation from 
all whose doctrinal heresies render them enemies of 
the Gospel. ""How AIe You Related?" by George W . 
Marston is a homiletical tract which covers succinctly 
the full range of biblical truth with respect to salva
tion. 

THE BANNER OF TRUTH December, 1966 
Rey. W. C. Lam.in, editor 

2 115 Romen<e Sr., N. Eo, Grand R.pid s. Michigan 49504 

Subsc'iplio .. Price, $3.00 pe r year 


"Good Tidings of Great Joy" is a meditation based 
on Luke 2:10, 11. written by Rev. A. Vergunst. It 
proclaims that the Christmas message is for tJiem who 
"give up all pretensions to save ( themselves) by 
( their ) own power." For those able to read the 
language of "the old country" ( for most people of 
Reformed persuasion in some areas) Rev. William C. 
Lamain offers a homily on Luke 1:13, "Uw C ebed 
Verhoord" ("Your Prayer is Heard"). Various other 
samples of devotional writings, some quoted from 
other periodicals. are included. In our opinion, The 
Banner of Trutl! might be more significant for those 
outside the Netherlands Reformed congregations if its 
writers would devote some space to comment on cur
rent happenings in the church and world. 

THE REFORMED JOURNAL Dec., 1966, Jan., 1967 
23 1 Jeffer$Of"l Aye., S. E., Grind Rapi<h, Michig ... 49502 
Sublcript ion Prke, $3.00 per yur 

"Behold tQe Man" by John Beversluis strives to 
describe the true humanity of our Savior. '"'The Christ 
of the Present Time" is a series of two articles by 
Lewis n. Smedes on the lordship of Jesus Christ now. 
"'Who is Twentiet.h-Century Man?" by Roderick Jelle
rna attempts a feeling of the pulse of modern thinking 
as expressed in recent literature. "Predestination" 

comes as a series of two articles by H. Pietersma. Its 
spirit can be determined by this statement, "We must 
learn to understand that predestination is not an 
eternally fi xed state of affairs, outside our human 
history, but God's entering into history to deal with 
men in a new way." (This kind of language is rather 
difficult for those who in simplicity believe what they 
have professed in the Canons of Dordt, I , 7, "Election 
is the unchangeable purpose of God. whereby, before 
the foundation of the world, H e has . .. chosen ... a 
certain number of persons to redemption in Christ 
...") "The Church and I ts Committee" by Lester De 
Koster might be the first sound of the big guns in 
attack upon the Report of the Doctrinal Committee 
in the Dekker Case. Its opening salvo: the Committee 
delimited its mandate and therefore cannot be taken 
too seriously. 

SATAN'S MIRROR 

Devils storm m y teetering heart, 

Hack anll shred its ftdcrom flesh. 

Satan strums the guy wires of my soul, 

Clogs with fat the blood-lines of my lave. 


But before the mirror 
Tn reality unseen 

Arigel elves with bandages of bone 
Fli-m the shaking jelly, windlass taut 
Nerves gone slnck - Satan's whining lyre. 
Plugs of lard dissolve like clots of fear: 
AlCOhol in wine - sign of solvent blood. 

Devils drown in streams once blocked; 

Satan strangles in thumbscrew-tightening 

Strands of gut (thought weak and flaccid): 


Death and terror 

In their mirror 

Front them smiling; 

For their fa ces, 

Unconverted, 

Shun Reality unseen. 


- MERL~ MEETER 

A true Christian po8$Csses a consolation which 
a90rds ·him more sweet satisfaction than the 
!f,realest wealth, or power, because he believes 
that 'lis" aDoit's are $0 regulated by ,he Lord os 
to promote his salvation. This was in the mind 
of David who followed God and surrendered 
himself 10 his rule, and who declared, "1 am as 0 

child weaned of hts moIher; neither do I exercise 
myself in great maNers. or in things too high for 
me" (Psalm 131.1,2). 

- JOHN CALVIN 
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M ARX 


H. ANTONI DES 

A NUM BER OF' SPOKESMEN for the United 
Packinghouse Workers of America recently 

showed how thin the veneer of "neutrality" of tJ1C 

secular t rade unions really is. They referred to the 
Biblical view of work as "medieval," described work
ers who do not favour the socialist New Democratic 
Party as "ignorant" and dismissed the Christian Labour 
Association of Canada as "phony." 

What brought abou t this remarkable outburst of 
hostility was Dr. Joel H. Nederhoocl's speech pre
sented to the Convention of the CLAe held in Toronto 
in April, 1966. 

Dr. Nederhood had cri ticized the lust for and abuse 
of power on the part of secular trade unions and he 
elaborated on the Christian view of work and labour 
relations. 

The Canadian Packinghouse Worker, monthly pub
lication of the United Packinghouse Workers of 
America, casti gated Dr. Nederhood for his comments. 
Obvious ly bristling with indignation , the ed itorial ill 
the May, 1966, issue declared : 

'"'Dignity of work" is a medieval concept. Cen
turies ago, phrases of this sort were necessary to 
explai n to people why their lives were lived in 
degradation, exploitation and poverty. Today not 
only arc these words hopelessly outdated, but 
they are unbelievably naive. 

Upon reading this editorial, a group of Christian 
workers in Edmonton felt compelled to raise their 
voice. They did so in a letter to the editor expressing 
their disagreement with the editorial and with the 

union's socialistic attitude. This letter, signed by seven 
supporters of the CLAC, was published in the August, 
1966, issue of the Carwdian Packinghouse W orker. 

Shortly thereafter, the senders of this letter received 
a two-page letter from the Executive Board of Local 
243 of the U.P.W.A. This is a remarkable letter in 
that it betrays an atti tude of seething hatred and dis
gust with those who do not wish to embrace the 
secular view of labour relations. Thus, it serves to 
give us a first-hand acq uaintance with the often half
hidden, yet very real class-struggle-oriented and thor
oughly materialistic prinCiple of secul~r trade unionism. 
This letter should be compulsory reading fo r every 
Christian, for it conveys something that could barely 
be more revealing in any other way. That's why we 
hope all who read these lines will read on and take 
note of the letter reproduced below, as sent, without 
heading or date, to the persons referred to above. 

We are informed that the signers of the letter-to
the-editor have been subjected to a campaign of 
hostility and intimidation. They are receiving the 
'"'silent treatment" - the weapon of cowards. One was 
booed. The pressure applied in this way is hard to 
imagine by anyone who has never worked in such a 
poisoned atmosphere. 

One thing is certain: no Christian can be indif
fe rent to this shameful t reatment meted out to fellow 
Christians because they had the courage of conviction 
to speak and to testify to their faith in Christ. It 
should also serve as a reminder of the true character 
of those who wish to leave the Bible closed in the 
name of "neutrali ty." Some of them apparently do not 
at all mind to take their instruction directly from the 
writings of none other than Karl Marx. Such is the 
intolerance and consistency of the secularists. 

W e have read with considerable interest and dis
gust your article in the August issue of the CANADfAN 

PACKINGH OUSE Wonu:l1 . 
If you feel that unions are so powerful and unfair 

and exercise too much control over individual mem
bers, why then do yOU insist on working in organized 
establishments? There are hundreds of unorganized 
firms where /ily wllite God fearing union hating 
gentlemen like you can find employment, and at your 
pmticular trade too; but you choose to work in (lli 

organized plant, why? 
The answer is simple, you appreciate the goml 

UXlges, the 40 hOll r week. the guaranteed work week, 
the medical surgiCll1 benefits, etc. etc. fust to mention 
tI few of the IlIlion negotiated conditions. I n otlter 
words. you snoop lIrourn:l to fi nd where you clln get 
the best deal, lind you find it in places where there is 
a good strong wefL run lillian, and you tllke a iob there 
and then proceed to brainwash the union and what it 
stands for . 

You are opposed to compulsory membersh ip, you 
know that it costs a lot of money to run a union and 
to negotiate contracts and that someone should pay 



those costs, but not you, people like you iust want to 
reap the benefits that a union gets fOT you but you 
don't want to pay your share. You ,ust want some
thing for nothing. 

If this is the Christian way of life then we are glad 
that there are not too many sHch Christians, there 
should be less. 

There is a quotation in the Bible which says it is 
"better to give than to receive," but this does not 
apply to Christians like you, you are more interested 
in receiving than giving. It is significant to note that 
those who are so opposed to the genuine type of trade 
unionism quickly stuff their pockets with the financial 
benefits gained by such union. One would think tlwt 
this type of character would not accept anI} wage in
creases gained by the so-called "tyranical" labour 
union, this ought to be against his lily white principles, 
but since the employer is forced to pay all workers 
any negotiated wage increase, this c/wracter ought to 
immediately pass the extra money to any charitable 
organization or church of his chOice, or notify the em
ployer he wants no part of it. W e do not know of (t 

Single case where this was done, instead they greadily 
pocket the benefits and look for more. 

It would appear that the CLAC is rather ignorant. 
of the facts of life. 

In the first place all employees ore organized into 
powerful unions of their own, secondly, we know of no 
employer squawking about belonging to any of the 
many employer organizations. 

All corporations contribute huge amounts of money 
to political parties (excepting the N.D.P.) not nickels 
and dimes, but thousands of dollars, and. there is no 
crying from the shareholders because they are in
telligent enough to realize that our whole economy is 
controlled by governments and they financially sup
port the political party and candidates which will do 
them the most good. 

Unfortunately there are many ignorant workers 
who just don't understand what political parties stand 
for and what legislation they pass in whose favor. 

It simply is not true that trade unionists must con
tribute to the N.D.P. Any union member who cloes 
not wish to contribute simply notifies tile treasurer in 
writing and his contribution ceases. 

In politics as well as in genuine trade unionism we 
often find infiltration by undesirable individuals and 
organizations whose motives are questionable. 'l'here 
are in this country too lJlany phol1Y outfits posing as 
labour unions, some are inspired by management, 
some by foreign interests, etc. But in ony case, these 
are designed to confuse and split up the legitimate 
and honest trade union movement and principles. 
Until such time as the CLAC proves otherWise, we 
must assume that this organization is either an ignor
(lnt, confwed mixed up, arrogant assortment of head
line seekers, or a well oiled, well planned sponsored 
group designed to weaken the legitimate trade union 
movement we must admit that we don't really know. 

We all believe in God and church, but not (Ill of 

us believe all the pastors and what some of them are 
trying to accomplish. 

It is strange t/wt there are highly religious God 
fearing, church going people who see fit to call the 
workingnwn's struggle to improve his lot "tyrannical 
power." It would seem that all unions are bad except ,
the CLAC. Who is this CLAC to fudge others? As the 
old lady said to the army sergeant, "Everyon e is out 
of step except my Johnny," so it seems that all unions 
are out of step except the CLAC. 

It is at least nice to know that you do not believe 
in compulsion and that you do not have to pay any 
dtles to the CLAC while enjoying the benefits of this 
organization, if any, however, we wonder who finances 
this glorious organization. And we equally asswne 
you do not have to contribute a nickel to the Christian 
Reformed Church (the cllmch of Balthazar Vorster of 
South Africa) to enioy the benefits, but we wonder 
who finances "Back to God Hour ." As unquestionably 
tllis requires much money to operate. 

Your honest and sincere leaders should advise yOtl 
not to associate yourselves in employment where a 
legitimate union exists, they should aduise yOll to filld 
employment elsewhere, instead you bite the hand that 
feeds you. 

However, if you cannot find employment except in 
organized houses, yOIl should 110t 1Jocket the increases, 
you should pay your own and your family's hospital, 
me(1ical, surgical (Ind drug bills. You should never 
dispuJe the boss' decisions but accept them with cap 
in hand and on bellded knees, remember that he is 
a better human beillg. If you get fired don't argue 
about the merits (lmi the reason, just accept it as god's 
will. 

\Ve are not forcing you to work under OUT type of 
trade unionism, you are free to leave at any time. By 
the same token dan't preach any phony unionism to 
us, we don't want ally part of it. 

We have no use for the CLAC and we can assure 
you that we simply wouldn't work in an industry 
where one exists and this principle should apply to 
you . 

Local 243, U.P.W.A. 

Executive Board. 

Strange as it may seem, there are stiR many 
IJf'O/l'Ming ChristiafU tt-ho fI..vmne and even argue 

that the world witll its prC3ffll..Jay power 

stmc/ures isn't really hostile to the g08pel of 0111' 

Lord Jesus Christ. Perhapa this article with its 

lengthy quotation from the CANADIAN PACKING

HOUSE WORKER will occasion some second and 
more seriou$ thoughts, at least if BUCk take time 

to read this material. 



A LOOK AT BOOKS 


DE REA LITEIT VAN H ET GELOOF. H . M. 
Kuitert. J. H. Kok, Kampen, price f 14,50. 

The author of this book is assistant professor at 
the Free University of Amsterdam. H e received his 
doctor's degree in 1962, for which he wrote his thesis 
on De Mensvormig/wid Cod ("The Anthropomor. 
phism of Cod"). In many respects this new study is a 
sequel to his dissertation. It attempts to p rovide a 
new answer to the age-old question of the inadequacy 
of OUf knowledge of Cod. It is WTitten in a lively and 
direct style, although it is morc or less hampered, so 
far as lucidity goes, by the fact that the philosophical 
question of the possibili ty or impossibility of knowin g 
reality dominates the theological considerations. The 
sub-title is: "On the Anti-metaphys ical Tendency in 
Present Theological Development," the main rep
resentatives of which are, in the author's estimation, 
such existential theologians as Bultmann, Ebeling, 
Fuchs, Van Buren and some of their Roman Catholic 
counterparts. 

According to Dr. Kuitert the earlier period of hu
man culture was marked by a metaphysically-struc
tured theology. Its fundamen tal conviction was '"that 
there is not only a world available to us at the fore 
ground which we see and know, but also an invisible 
world at the background, and that we are able to 
form ulate valid propositions concerning the last as 
well as concerning the 6rst" (p. 22). He accuses 
"classical" and "orthodox" theology of "a denial of the 
historical element in the notions, formulations and 
conception of the tradition of the message of salvation, 
in beha lf of an unassailable, eternally unchangeable 
universal valid ity" (p. 208), and also of a "lack of 
concern for understanding." Meanwhile he appreciates 
existential theology for its awareness of the meaning 
of history and for its "concern for understanding" ( p. 
147 ). 

AU who wish to become better acquainted with 
the intricacies of existential theology and its deep and 
sensitive understanding, as well as with a relevant 
internal criticism, should read this book. 

As far as his own position is concerned, the author 
stresses the fact that trad ition (in which he includes 
Holy Scripture ) has come to us in a historical way 
and should be subjected to the common rules of the 
historico--critical method, since the witnesses of the 
message received that message from Jesus but, be

cause of their human subjcctivity, they wrapped it in 
some "wrapping-material" ( Dutch: "verpakkings
materiaal," p. 185), and it is difficult to distinguish 
between "wrapping" and contents (p. 189). Every age 
must have its own expression of the truth, since truth 
always has a provisional character and thus must be 
appropriated and passed on anew (p. 188). Also be
cause there is a Holy Spirit "today," we cannot speak 
of timeless principles. The Biblical tradition has a 
Jewish character, and our time requires its own ex· 
pression of the truth . Referrin g to John 16:33 Dr. 
Kuitert speaks of the great veri fication of Cod's prom
ises in the "eschaton" ( the fina l end or consummation). 

Here I could only touch on some of the main 
themes of the books; even a summary would require 
considerably more space than I have taken. 

In making some critical observat ions, I must state 
in the first p lace that this book, in spite of some ad
mirable qualities, seems to be inspired by a kind of 
"reaction-theology." The au thor reacts against a cer
tain type of theology with two unavoidable results: 
first, he is overly critical of the theology against 
which he is reacting, and secondly, he is not sufficient
ly critical with respect to other conceptions. Very 
revealing in this rcspect is the fact that at times he 
must correct even what he has written earHer. Thus 
he writes of "classical thcology" (which he does not 
define sharply and sometimes seems to identify with 
"orthodox" theology) , "With a slight exaggeration we 
can say of it, that religious reality meant for it that 
which was relevant to the metaphysical thirst of man" 
(po 116 ). But on p. 156 he concedes that the d ilemma 
"metaphysics or existential interpretation" is much too 
inaccurate, and on p. 191 he writes that it is a mis
representation of the Heformed and Lutheran schol
asticism, if this type of theology is accused of a merely 
intellectual conception of faith . Here one should read 
what follows on the expre...sion in the Heidelberg 
Catechism. '"'hold for truth." 

I would not contend that the writer in this volume 
is simply tilting against windmills. Yet the fact must 
be stressed that even in the corpus christianum. of the 
Middle Ages his construction does not fit, as he claims 
on p. 212, without serious q uali6cations and reserva
tions. Metaphysical th irst may have been prcsent 
among the great Alexandrian church fathers, but even 
Origen was a very existentially living Christian. And, 
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more seriously and to the point, what about the tradi 
tion in Dr. Kuitert's own church? Was that really a 
tradition characterized by metaphysical theology? 

The author should have been more critical of anti
metaphysical conceptions which he seems to accept 
off-hand . Thus he stresses the great discovery of 
Lessing, summarized in his famous phrase: "'ZufliUige 
Geschichtswahrheiten konnen der Beweis von not
wendigen Vernunftswahrheiten nie werden!" (p. 26-28) 
Here he neglects to cast a critical look at the two 
terms which deserve attention: "ZuHillig" and "Ver
nunft." 

Also in the description of the present period l find 
a lack of critical sense in Dr. Kuitert's expositions. I 
very much doubt whether it is true that "in the world 
of common life of the present (modern) man causality 
plays an all·dominating role" ( p. 12), and that the 
new radical theology represents the modern spirit of 
modern man (p. 217). It is my impression that Mod
ernism has always claimed to be modcrn and up-to
date, today and in the nineteenth and in the eighteenth 
century, and that it is always marked by some very 
persistent heresies. On another page the author him
self admits that this thcology is designed by an eliw, 
a small upper laycr in our Western culture ( p. 150 ). 

My chief objection to the propositions of the aut hor 
is that I almost complete fail to fi nd in the book any 
reference to the inspiration of the Scriptures or to the 
necessity of regeneration. In Bavinck's dogmatics we 
find two significant chapters on the "principium ex
ternum" and the "principium intemum." Although we 
know by now that Dr. Kuitert is not much in favor of 
unchanging principles, he should have devoted some 
specia l attention to the inspiration ( theopneustia ) of 
the Bible and to regeneration ( palingenesia). At least 
he shou ld have considered the answers given by 
Kuyper, Bavinck and other theologians in his own 
tradition to the question whether the Bible really is 
a totally human book among other books, to be 
criticized by the common historico-critical method, 
and likewise whether in our contact wi th othcr men , 
especially those of our own gcneration, we deal on ly 
with mutual communication which is to continue to 
the end-time. In respect of this 1 found only one 
limitation, where on p. 35 he speaks of a possible ces
sation of theological discussion because the parties do 
not understand each other's motives, and only one 
heresy, namely, antisemitism. Nowhere did I discover 
a discussion of that antithes is which springs from the 
new birth, the main thesis of the very relevant second 
volume 'of Kuyper's Encyclopedic or any exegesis of 
such pertinent texts as Gal. 1:8,9 and IT John vs. 9, 10 
which are exceedingly relevant. 

Most of all I was disappointed to find in this book 
the conceptions which have been the stock-in-trade of 
classical modernism presented as if they werc brand
new: for example, Scholten on the "modernity" of 
Modernism and Harnack on the "histori city" of history. 
When I read p. 218 of this book, I put down in my 
notes: ''Finally the Holy Spiritl" I had been reading 

nu 

so much on the complex nature of the human spirit 
and of human history, that T was very glad to read 
these words, "The Holy Spirit is the final secret of 
the Christian certainty." W hat 1 should have liked is 
that this book, which speaks so much about the con
cept of "tradition," would have given us a little more 
of the Reformed tradition. 

- LouIS PRAAMSMA 

THE WRATH OF '·IEAVEN. Calvin R. Schoon
hoven, Eerdmans Pub!. Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 
pages 187, $2.45. 

This is a well-written book; the thesis is clearly 
presented; it is argued in a lucid manner, and the end 
result is that the reader is fairly well convinced of the 
correctness of the author's position . To aid the reader 
the author gives a short summary at the end of each 
chapter, pinpointing the main thrust of the chapter in 
question. The title of the book is chalJenging and in
t riguing. You ask: what is the argument about? The 
author makes an examination of the concept of heaven 
as set forth in scripture. The answer to the question 
is not simple but difficult because there is in the Bible 
no structural, didactic treatment given of it. The only 
way to arrive at an answer is to gather the relevant 
scriptural material, give an exegetical interpretation of 
it and then draw the conclusion. The author p roves 
convincingly that the common view entertained about 
heaven among Christian people is idyllic, an idealized 
view which finds no countenance in scripture. His 
contention is that this view is patterned and oriented 
more to Platonic naturalistic philosophy, which rests 
on a controlling cosmological dualism, viz., matter and 
spirit ; the world of the "Idea," beauty, goodness, per
fection, eternality, comprising the essence of the true 
world; and against that the world of matter, this time, 
space-world, this sensual copy of the eternal Idea. 
This view was reconstructed somewhat by Aristotle 
but basically it remained caught up in the same dual
ism of heaven and earth ; the beyond and the here; 
the heavens is pure spirit, the ideal; the earth and all 
in proximity is perishability, materiality, elemental 
opposition. It is the author's contention that the pop
ular Christian view of heaven, the place where God 
dwells and where the departcd believers now reside, 
is structured according to these philosophic and spec
ulative ideas rather than to scriptural givens. And 
this view finds expression in many of the hymns we 
sing and the views of heaven we entertain concerning 
the home where the believing departed have now 
entered, waiting for the day of Christ's return. Many 
a Christian reader will be somewhat shocked by this 
observation; he will find that the idyllic view of 
heaven he has always entertained and rather con
sistently dreamed about, is suddenly shattered. 

Hence the problem w ith which the author grapples 
is the ambivalence of heaven, viz., an imperfect 
heaven, the negative aspects of heaven as presently 
constituted . To bolster that basic argument the author 
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informs us that heaven is a place of wrath . The God 
of wrath dwells there and wrath proceeds from God, 
from heaven, and blazes out against all sin and 
abomination. Moreover the powers of evil find res
idence in the celestial realm as now constituted. True, 
by the new act, the eschatological act of God, through 
the crucifixion of his Son, through the mighty resur
rection from the dead and his ascension into heaven, 
Satan has been robbed and defeated in his jurisdic
tional and accusational presence in heaven. Yet the 
angelic powers still operate in heaven and work evil . 
Moreover, to prove the ambivalence of heaven, the 
author points to the intense cry of the martyrs who are 
there under the altar and who cry: How long? viz., 
how long will it be before God will avenge his, and 
their enemies. Heaven cannot therefore be a place of 
pure bliss presently, for the inhabitants there have an 
existence in tension, a tension of anticipation for the 
eschatological appearing of Christ who will at his 
coming initiate the full felicity of the age to come, the 
real and ever-blessed heaven. Once more, the author 
contends that the total structure of this age, heaven 
and earth, has suffered the consequences of man's 
defection, his sin and consequently the whole of this 
age, heaven and earth will be engulfed in catastrophic 
d issolution. 

The scriptures quoted by the author from both OT 
and NT give no support to the Hellenic, Greek philo
sophic cosmological dualism and the consequent view 
of heavcn. The scripturcs never succumbed to it but 
rathcr steadfastly resisted it. The scriptures operate 
with these concepts: this age and the age to come. 
Heaven in the bible never "possesses fina l, terminal 
and therefore significant soteriological functions, be
cause redemption ... in their fu ll and complcte ex
pressions are invariably dependent upon eschatology; 
i.e. the parousia-resurrection-judgment complex that 
introd uces the age to come in contradistinction from 
this age." p. 114. Scripture tells us that the whole 
cosmos, the whole universe, heaven and earth needs 
redemption, because of the radical penetration of sin 
into every part of it. Therefore the first heaven and 
earth have no ontologica l ultimacy, bu t is subjected 
to judgment. 

The resolution of this problem, the ambi valence of 
heaven, i.e. an imperfect heaven, is the reconciling act 

of Cod in Christ, through his death on the cross and 
his mighty resurrection from the dead and his ascen
sion into heaven. The consummation of this resolution 
wi ll be at his coming again. Deliverance from the 
wrath of God is all implicated in the parousia-resur
rection-judgment complex which will introduce the 
new age. Already in Christ the problem is resolved, 
for God has in Christ, in this great and momentous 
eschatologica l act of his death, resurrection and ascen
sion reached down through this time-space world, this 
present world shattered and completely penetrated in 
every part by sin, and has in Christ manifested the 
powers of the age to come. In and through and by 
him the sick were healed, the deaf were made to hear, 
the sightless eyes made to see, the dead hearkened to 
his call and werc made alive again. This is the very 
heart of the Christian's comfort that he is found in 
Christ. Through God's reconciling act in Christ God 
spcaks from heaven only in wrath but no less now 
in grace. 

While he speaks of the ambivalence of heaven, the 
author tells us in emphatic terms that there is no 
ambivalence in the wrath of God or in the divine 
being. Wrath he tells us has real, ontological existence 
in God; it is an essential property of God. He de
scribes wrath of God as "Cod's violent past, present 
and eschatologica l thrust against aggressive militant, 
threatening evil." p. 36. Quoting Luther, he tells us 
that wrath is God's strange work; whereas love is 
God's proper work. He claims in this connection that 
love as a verb often has God as subject; but that to be 
allgry as a verb never has God for the subjcct; and 
that in God wrath does not possess the liltimacy of 
love. p. 36. This view however, may be open to chal
lenge. It is difficult to see, if wrath has real, onto
logical existence in God, an essential property of 
God, that on that basis one can rightfully claim a 
difference of ultimacy as to the properties of God. The 
au thor even informs us on the very next page, that 
Cod's wrath must be for ever and ever, that it has no 
terminus ad quem. 

J can he.artily recommend the book for careful 
reading; it will richly repay one's effort and time. We 
(.'Ongratulate the au thor fo r a fine piece of work and 
for a worthwhile contribution. 

WILLIAM H. R UTCa·:RS 
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