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THE CHRISTIAN 


REFORMED CHURCH 


ON TRUL 


EDWARD HEEREMA 

"I DON'T KNOW what is wrong with our church, 
the way it has handled the 'Dekker matter.''' 

That remark was recently made to the writer of these 
lines by a minister in the Christian Reformed Church 
who has served the denomination well in several 
churches and in various broader ecclesiastical respon
sibi lities and is still in active service, 

The feelings of this minister are shared by many 
in the church, ministers and others. There is wide
spread wonderment in the church. What is wrong? 
people are asking. Why is it taking the church so long 
to decide this issue? When Synod meets in June it 
will be four and one-half years since Professor Dekker 
wrote his first article on the subject in question. In 
that time the matter has come before Synod three 
times (in 1963, 1964 and 1966 ) but the church has not 
been able to deal decisively with the issue. And all 
the while the professor is permitted to teach his widely 
and sharply contested views to our upcoming min
isters. 

It is this widespread spirit of wonderment anJ 
puzzlement among the membersh ip of the church that 
furnishes the warrant for the somewhat startling title 
of this piece of writing, The Christian Reformed 
Church On Trial. The church is on trial before its 
own membership. The church's constitutional proce
dures arc on trial. The church's doctrinal in tcgrity 
is on trial. And the church's seminary is on trial . 

At the same time it must be added that the church 
is on trial not only before its own consti tuency. It is 
a lso on trial in the broader Reformed community. The 
writer of these lines has discussed the meri ts of 
Professor Dekker's views with a number of men of 
Reformed repute outside the Christian Reformed 
Church. These men have themselves read the doeu· 



mcnts involved and have invariably expressed them
selves as critical of these views. Written statements by 
some of these men will be presented later in this 
article. 

Constitutional Procedures 

A most important document in the constitutional 
structure of the Christian Reformed Church is its 
"Form of Subscription," fou nd on page 71 in the 
liturgical section of the Psalter Hymnal . The average 
conscientious church member who takes words in 
their plain and direct meaning wonders what has 
happened to this important document in the history of 
the "Dekker case." He wonders, for instance, why 
the provision that signatories to the "Form" (ministers, 
ciders, deacons, professors) will "neither publicly nor 
pri vately propose, teach or defend . .. either by 
preaching or writing. . any difficulties or different 
sentiments respecting the aforesaid doctrines" of the 
Confession, Catechism or Canons has never been ap
plied to Professor Dekker. In his 6rSI article ( Re
formed Journal, Dec. 1962) the professor made clear 
that he was disputing "the doctrine of limited atone
ment as commonly understood and observed in the 
Christian Reformed Church" and he was disputing 
the teaching on this crucial doctrine of Louis Berkhof, 
the man who was the leading vo ice in theologica l 
education at Calvin Seminary for many years. The 
church member wonders about all this. Does not 
our church 6rmly believe that "the doctrine of limited 
atonement as commonly understood and observed" in 
our church and as taught by Professor Berkhof is the 
creedally correct understanding of this important doc
trine? Should not the church in theological self
respect and in keeping with the plain terms of the 
"Form" have challenged the right of Professor Dckker 
to air publicly his divergent views? 

But let us set this aspect of the problem aside. 
Maybe we are on debatable ground. The signatory to 
the "Fonn" agrees to another procedure. He agrees 
"to be always willing and ready to comply. if at 
any time the Consistory, Classis, or Synod, upon su f
ficient grounds of suspicion and to preserve the uni
formity and ptirity of doctrine, may deem it proper 
to require of us a further explanation of our sentiments 
respecting any particular article" of the creeds. Why 
was this rather plain provision never applied to Profes
sor Dekker? the church member asks in bewilderment. 
And he presses his question the mOre in light of th e 
fact that a Classis came to Synod in 1963 with just 
such a request. At that Synod the advisory com mit
tee recommended in a majority report "'that Professor 
H. Dekker be asked by Synod to clarify his statements 
regarding certain pOints of doctrine." The 6rst 
ground given for this recommendation was that "This 
has been requested by Classis Orange City by appeal 
to the Farm of Subscription." At the Synod there was 
no evidence of being "always willing and ready to 
comply." Qu ite the contrary. A minority report b}, 

one member of the advisory committee asked that 
Synod '"not accede" to the overture from Classis 
Orange City. Synod adopted the recommendation of 
the minority report on these grounds: "1. Classis did 
not supply adequate grounds for its charge. 2. Classi.s 
did not supply sufficient grounds for its suspicion ." 
(We cannot pause here to reflect on impdrtant ques
tions of fact and procedure that this combination of 
grounds raises. ) 

Then, in 1964 the matter came before Synod again . 
And again the advisory committee recommended «that 
Synod conduct a doctrinal conversation with Professor 
Dekker" ( Acts 1964, p. 54 ). But on recommittal this 
advice was changed to a request that Synod appoint 
a study committee wit h a broad mandate. Ground one 
for this recommendation spoke of "the unrest wh ich 
prevails in the churches." Was this unrest not presen t 
in 1963? In 1961 Synod acted in response to an over
ture from a consistory requesting Synod "to ask (ac
cording to our Form of Subscription ) of .. . a further 
explanation of his sentiments concerning biblical in
fallibility" ( Acts 1961, pp. 100-101 ) . 

Now let us consider these facts. In 1961 Synod 
acted at the request of one consistory, one out of 
549, in the case of that consistory's reaction to just one 
published article. In 1963 in his own defense Professor 
Dekker argued that "one Classis out of 32 ( 14 out of 
585 churches ) has expressed concern" ( Acts 1963, p. 
94). Is this the sort of thing Synod had in mind when it 
said that "Classis did not submit sufficient grounds for 
suspicion"? C lassis Orange City in its overture de
clared that in its judgment "Prof. Dekker's position 
conHicts with the ereedal statement of articles 8 and 9 
of Chapter II in the Canons of Dort" ( Acts 1963, p. 
456 ). Was not this fact in itself considerable ground 
for suspicion? Does a Class is lightly and without good 
reason render such a judgment on a man's views? 
Furthermore, by the time Synod met in 1963 Professor 
Dekker had already written at least three articles on 
the subject in question ( Reformed Journal, Dec. 1962, 
Feb. 1963 and March 1963 ). In his second article he 
indicated that he "certa inly did not anticipate the 
amount of reaction which has come to my modest 
contribution." Highly critical letters appeared in the 
col umns of the Reformed Joumal. Editorials appeared 
in the official church papers. A thorough and critical 
article from the respected pen of Professor R. B. 
Kuiper appeared in Torch and Trumpet of March 
1963. And he dealt with it again in an article entitied 
"' s The C lory Departing?" appearing in the same 
magazine in May-June 1963. What kind of evidence 
did Synod want in 1963 to establish the "sufficient 
grounds of suspicion" called for in the "Form of 
Subscription"? Why was so little evidence necessary 
in 1961 and why was so much evidence declared to 
be not enough in 1963? 

There is one more point under this heading. As 
indicated above, the "Dekker case" came to Synod 
again in 1964, by way of overture from the First Chris



han Reformed Church of Orange City, Iowa. In its 
overture the consistory of this church requested Synod 
"to appoint a committee to study, in the light of 
Scripture and the Creeds, the doctrine of limited 
atonement as it relates to the love of God, giving 
special attention to the issues raised by Prof. Dekker 
in the Reformed Joumal; and to subsequently declare 
its position relative to this matter" (Acts 1964, pp. 
493-494). Please notice that this overture calls for 
"special attention" to the views of Prof. Dekker. To 
this overture Synod adopted the following as its 
"answer": "That Synod appoint a committce to study 
in the light of Scripture and the Creeds the doctrine 
of limited atonement as it relates to the love of Cod, 
the doctrinal expressions of Professor H. Dekker be
ginning with and relative to his article entitled "God 
So Loves All Men" and other related questions 
which may arise in the course of their study, paying 
specific attention to ...." Then follow seven related 
doctrinal matters that call for "specific attention." 
(The spelling of the title of Professor Dekker's article 
is that of the Acts, p. 88.) The place that Professor 
Dekker's views have in this mandate is noteworthy. 
It is almost incidental to a very broad theological in
quiry, whereas the overture called for "special atten
tion" to these views. Why this hesitancy to deal 
directly with the professor's views? Why this gingerly 
approach? And the mandate? It calls for a major 
treatise in theology. It is completely understandable 
that the Committee that was appointed found this 
mandate qui te unmanageable and had to decide tu 
single out the two central issues in thc discussion 
(Act' 1966, p. 438). 

Indeed, the remark by the seasoned pastor quoted 
at the beginning of this article is most apropos: «I 
don't know what is wrong with our church, the way 
it has handled the 'Dekker matter.' '' Our church has 
placed itself on trial so far as its constitutional and 
synodical procedures are concerned. The terms of the 
«Form of Subscription" have been reduced to virtual 
irrelevance in this case. 

The Church's Doctrinal Integrity 
Following is a summary of Professor Dckkcr's 

views on the subject at hand: 
God loves all men ind iscriminately with the 

same redemptive-redeeming love. Motivated by 
and carrying out this love for all men Christ died 
for all men. However, on ly the elect are actually 
saved. In bringing this gospel of divi ne love to 
all men one can approach any person ind iscrimi
nately and say to h im "God loves you" and 
"Christ died for you." 

With respect to these views thus briefly summar
ized the present writer cannot in good conscience see 
them as anyth ing other than a maze of theological 
confusion and inconsistency. The judgment seems in
escapable that if the Christian Reformed Church does 
not repudiate the central elements of Professor Dek
ker 's teaching, the character of the church as a 
solidly Reformed and creedally articulate church will 

be compromised. The Reformed faith as confessed by 
the church in her creeds knows nothing of a "universal 
atonement and a particular redemption." 

In a paper prepared for Synod's Doctrinal Com
mittee the present writer expressed himself as follows : 

"If Professor Dekker's views on the extent of 
the atonement of Christ are to stand, the Canons 
of Dart, 11, will have to be revised drastically, 
especially articles 8 and 9. To me it is incon
ceivable that onc committed ex animo to the 
Canons of Dart can teach that Christ died for 
all men. This is completely apparent, it seems to 
me, when wc take note of the language of 11, 8 
and 9, especially those portions underlined as 
follows: 

Article 8 
For this was the sovereign counsel and most 

gracious will and purpose of God the Father 
that the quickening and saving efficacy of the 
most precious death of H is Son should extend to 
all the elect, for bestowing upon them alone the 
gift of justifying fai th, thereby to bring them in
fallibly to salvation; that is, it was the will of God 
that Christ by the blood of the cross, whereby 
He confirmed the new covenant, should effectu
ally redeem out of every people, tribe, nation, 
and language, all those and only those, who were 
from eternity chosen to salvation and given to 
Him by the Father; that He should confer upon 
them fa ith, which, together with all the other 
saving gifts of the Holy Spirit, He purchased for 
them by His death; should purge them from all 
sin, both original and actual, whether committed 
before or after believing; and having fa ithfully 
preserved them even to the end, should at last 
bring them, free from every spot and blemish, to 
the enjoyment of glory in H is own presence for
ever. 

Article 9 
This purpose, proceeding from everlasting, 

love towards the elect, has from the beginning of 
the world to this day been powcrfully accom
plished and will henceforward still continue to 
be acc~mplished, notwithstanding all the inef
fectual opposition of the gates of hell; so that 
the elect in due time may be gathered together 
into one, and that there never may be wanting a 
Church composed of believers, the foundation of 
which ·is laid in the blood of Christ; which may 
steadfastly love and fuithfuUy serve Him as its 
Savior (who, as a bridegroom for his bride, laid 
down his life for them upon the cross ); and 
which may celebrate H is praises here and 
through all eternity. 

I cannot understand how one can find in the a.bove 
language a place for the non-elect within the scope 
of the redemptive-redeeming love of God in Christ. 
Likewise I cannot understand how one can find in the 
above language a place for the assertion that Christ 
died for all man. Whatever problems Professor Dekker 
ma.y have in this area due to the fact and reality of 
God's sincere offer of the gospel to all men, the answer 
to these problems must be found in some place other 
than the notion that God loves the elect and the non 
elect with the same love and that Christ in exercising 
this love died for all men." 



In this connection we recall the language of the 
overture of Classis Orange City in 1963: "Since we 
believe that if God loves all men redemptively all men 
must be saved, Prof. Dekker's position conflicts with 
the creedal statement of articles 8 and 9 of Chapter II 
of the Canons of Dort." 

1t is here suggested that t he views of Professor 
Dekker are subject to serious question on the follow
ing counts: 

1. 	 The special love-relationship between God 
(Christ) and the church, "the apple of his eye," 
his "bride," h is "sheep" is jeopardized. 

2. 	 The grand central teaching of the Reformed 
faith, that of efficacious grace, the grace that 
actually saves, is gravely compromised by the 
teaching that all men, also the reprobate, are 
alike the objects of God's redemptive-redeeming 
love in Christ. 

3. 	 By teaching that God's redemptive-redeeming 
love is directed toward all men indiscriminately 
but only the elect are saved. the views under 
question undermine the glOriOUS continuity of 
God's saving operations from election in eternity 
to a definite atonement wrought at Calvary to 
the blessed perseverance of the saints un to 
cternal glory. (See Romans 8:29-30 and Eph. 
lA-B.) 

4. 	 These views set up a disjunction between God's 
love and God's election. God's love (which 
Professor Dekker insists throughout is "one") is 
directed toward aU men, whereas his election 
is for a limited number of men. 

5. 	 A strange confusion is present with respect to 
the Trinity. God the Father redemptively loves 
all men alike, Christ the Son died for all mell 
alike, but the Holy Spirit applies this love and 
this redemption only to the elect. What becomes 
of the oneness of the divine will and purpose? 
What becomes of the "oneness" of the divine 
love? 

IL is apparent that all of these points cluster at the 
very nerve center of our faith , that of saving grace. 
Therefore it is unthinkable that the church should 
continue to tolerate these views in its midst, yes, in 
its seminary where the leadership of the church is 
trained. The church is not a theological debatin g 
SOCiety. It is not an academic club. It is a "city of 
truth" which must be scripturally pure and creedally 
true. Therefore the proposal put forth by some that 
the report of the Doctrinal Committee become simply 
part of the theological literature of the church and no 
more is unworthy of serious consideration. The church 
must decide whether she shall remain a forth rightly 
Reformed ch urch with her very special message of 
saving grace unimpaired. That is the issue at stake. 
The report of the Doctrinal Committee submitted to 
the Synod of 1966 was described by that Synod as 
expressing "substantially the Reformed tradition in the 
areas discussed." And the report registers clear dis-

I . 	 In this <IrlIde die a.". EdIJJlJl"d H_. 
"...... of die Bradenton, Fla.. Ch_lI.efortMd 
CIwrch 8IU1Ia an ___ 10 why die -.. ..... 

ceming the love of God tmd the atonement of 
Christ 00"" "" long remained wu-esol ..d. He 
wonders .:!hather too church has become "frozen 
at a polftfcal dead center where decisive action 
on crucial _ u no longer poIBibIe." 

agreement with the poSitions taken by Professor 
Dekker. Let that report, strengthened at points where 
such is needed, guide the Synod of 1967 to a decision 
that will clear the theological air of the Christian 
Reformed Church. 

A common source of air pollution in theological 
discussions is that of writings which are seemingly per
suasive but actually irrelevant. The current discussion 
surely is no exception. An illustration of such writing 
is the article entitled "From Which All Blessings 
Flow" by James Daane appearing in the Reformed 
Journal of February 1967. Dr. Daane's point is· that 
since the blessings of common grace are for all men 
and these blessings are generally understood by Re
formed thinkers to have their basis in Christ's saving 
work, therefore it can and should be said that Christ 
died for all men. This is hardly to be disputed, pro
vided the precise meaning is clear, but it is quite 
beside the point. Professor Dekker has not been talk
ing about the blessings of common grace. He has 
been talking about the blessings of salvation. He has 
been talk!ng about the primary intent of the atone· 
ment, not about bleSSings that flow from the atone
ment in a secondary sense. There has been no de
bate of any consequence on the point whether Christ 
d ied for all men in a secondary sort of way in that 
certain benefits come to all men generally due to 
Christ's atoning work The point at issue in this debate 
is whether the atonement as satisfaction and penal 
substitution is intended in God's love for all men alike, 
and whether Christ died as the perfect satisfaction 
and penal substitute for all men alike. 

The Seminary On Trial 

The Christian Reformed Church, by its prolonged 
delay in coming to grips with the views in question, 
has placed itself in a difficult position with respect to 
its main center of theological education at Calvin Sem
inary, the seminary for which the writer as a Chris· 
tian Reformed pastor prays with his congregation 
al most every Lord's Day. If the church should come 
to the decision that many in the church feel it ought 
to come to at the Synod of 1967, namely, that of 
repudiation of the main contentions of Professor Dek· 
ker's views in the area under discussion, then the 
church is saying that for four and one-half years it 
has permitted seriously fa ulty teaching in its seminary. 



If the church does not repudiate these teachings, the 

Seminary will increasingly fai l to have the confidence 

of a large segment of the church. Neither of these 

alternatives is especially attractive, but surely the 

former is to be preferred. Let the church frankly 

acknowledge that there has been faulty teaching in 


. its theological school over the past four and one-half 

years or more and take the steps necessary to correct 

the situation. 

On Trial Before the larger Reformed Community 
As indicated earlier in this article, theologians of 

Reformed persuasion outside of the' Christian Re
formed Church have interested themselves in the dis
cussion of Professor Dekker's views. And properly so, 
for these views gather at the very nerve center of the 
Reformed faith. The Christian Reformed Church has 
long enjoyed a reputation for doctrinal depth and 
faithfulness. W hat the Church does with respect to 
this impor tant doctrinal issue is a matter of deep con
cern to all who love the Reformed fa ith. All who love 
the Reformed fai th ought to be deeply appreciative of 
th is broader interest and concern . This is ecumenism 
in its highest manifestation, ecumenism at the pOint of 
scriptural and creedal fidelity. 

Knowing of this broader interest and concern, thc 
writer of these lines fe lt it might be helpful to the 
church to see in print the evaluation of the views in 
quest ion by some of these men of Reformed persua
sion outside the Christian Reformed Church. Such 
men can be expected to give a thoroughly objective 
appraisal. Therefore statements have been obtained 
from three of these men and a fourth has referred to 
a series of three art icles written on the subject in 
1965. All have given their consent to the use of their 
names. Bearing on this request and the accedencc 
of these brethren to it is the fact that the issue coming 
before Synod is not judicial, involving a person amI 
his sta tus. The issue has to do simply with evaluation 
of certai n views openl y published in an independen t 
magazine. 

Johannes G. Vos on Dekker's Views 
First of all we have the testimony of the Rev. 

Johannes G. Vos, long known for his clear thinkin g on 
matters of fa ith. The Rev. Vos is a minister of the 
Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America 
(Synod ) and is professor of Bib le at Geneva Collegf' 
at Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania. He is a son of the noted 
Reformed theologian, Ceerhard us Vos. Rev. Vos writes 
as fo llows: 

The views of Professor D ekker on the love of 
God and the atonemen t, as expressed in his pub
lished articles, manifest hi s deep sincer ity and 
his earnest zeal for Christian truth. Nevertheless 
1 am constrained by my conscientious convictions 
to rcgard these views as erroneous. I n my opinion 
Professor Dekker fails to grasp the Reformed 
Faith in its .organic wholeness as n system of 
which each basic element is essenti al to the 
integrity of the whole. 

Professor Dekker's distinctive views impress me 

as essentially Arminian in tendency if not in 
character. I regard them as incompatible with 
the historic Reformed standards which I per
sonally have vowed to accept and defend. In 
particular T would cite the Westminster Confes
sion of Faith, n I. 6, as follows: 

"As Cod hath appointed the elect unto glory, 
so hath He, by the eternal and mo'st free purpose 
of His will, foreordained all the means thereunto. 
W herefore they who are elected, being fa llen in 
Adam, are redeemed by Christ, are effectually 
called unto faith in Christ by H is Spir it working 
in due season, are justified, adopted , sanctified, 
and kept by His power through faith unto salva
t ion . Neither are any other redeemed by Christ, 
effectually called, justified, adopted, sanctifi ed, 
and saved, but the elect only." 

The Reformed Presbyterian T estimony, a 
more recent standard than the Westminster Con
feSSion, states (X. 3): 

"Christ did not in any sense suffer for the sins 
of all mankind, nor did he lay down his life to 
make an atonement for an indefinite number of 
sinners. T here is indeed an infinite suffi ciency in 
his sacrifice to save the whole world, had it been 
designed to produce that effect; but in the pur
pose of God, and in the undertaking of Christ, 
it was not contemplated that he should make 
atonement for any except those who were elected 
in him to everlasting life; these only he rep
resented, and these only shall be saved through 
his redemption." (Adopted 1806). 

The Testimony of Roger Nicole 
Next we have the evaluation by Dr. Roger Nicole, 

Professor of Theology at Gordon Divinity School at 
Wenham, Massachusetts. Dr. Nicole, known by many 
fo r his devotion to the Reformed faith, has just com
pleted all the work for the Ph .D. d egree at H arvard. 
His thesis is ent itled "Moses Amyraldus ( 1596-1664) 
and the controversy on Universal Grace: F irst phase 
(1634-1637) ." Dr. Nicole's statement is as follows: 

T he position of Professor D ekker does not ap
pear to be new in the history of Christian doc
trinc. Specifically, it has been advocated in 
almost precisely the form which Professor Dekker 
has given it by Moses Amyraldus ( 1596-1664). 
Amyraldus fe lt that he could propound this view 
while remaining fait hful to the Canons of Dort. 
He judged that his position was in better keeping 
with the Scriptures and with the statements of 
Calvin than the generally received Reformed 
doctrine of definite atonemen t. History has 
proven, 1 would judge, that he was m istaken in 
this respect and that his point of view rep
resented a dangerous deviation which may well 
have been an important factor in the ultimate 
grievous weakening of Reformed thought in 
France. Inevitably the view which a man holds 
concern ing the scope of the atonement exerts an 
influence upon his outlook on the nature of the 
atonemen t. Specifica lly a universal scope which 
does not issue in universal salvation leads logical 
minds away from the penal substitionary bearin g 
of sin by C hrist. Thus a relaxed view in one area 
leads to weakening at the roots of what may 
perhaps be called the nerve center of the whole 
Christian fa ith. 

I would deem it unfair to accuse Professor 
D ekker in terms of all the logical implications 

r 



which one discerns in his position, but I would 
judge that the church must be vigilant to assess 
what these might be in order to render its 
verdict. In my opinion the report presented to 
the Synod of 1966 is a very notable help in this 
direction. 

Gordon H. Girod's Evaluation 
A third witness is the Rev. Cordon H. Girod, min

ister in the Reformed Church in America and pastor 
of the Seventh Reformed Church of Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. The Rev. Girod is widely known for his 
fearless and forthright advocacy of the scriptural, the 
Reformed, faith, both in p reaching and in writing. He 
appraises the views of Professor Dekker as follows: 

The view that Christ died for all men destroys 
the objectivity of the atonement. The Reformed 
Faith has always held that our Savior actually 
paid the price of sin for some men, namely, the 
elect. He bore their sin, their guilt and their 
penalty. Therefore the Reformed Faith also holds 
that God will surely bring them. to a saving 
knowledge of Jesus Christ ( irresistible grace), 
and God will keep them unto the end (persever
ance of the saints). 

If Christ died for all men, but only some men 
are saved, then his death actually paid the price 
of sin for no one. 

This view, that Christ died for all but only 
some are saved, has rightly been labeled "incon
sistent universalism" by Professor R. B. Kuiper 
in his book, For Whom Did Christ Die? 

While the above reaches to the heart of the 
matter, it should surely be noted that Dekker's 
views have far reachin g ramifications. One of 
them would be the death of the Christian school 
system. 

John Murray on the Extent of the Atonement 
Finally we have the judgment of the man who 

filled the chair of Systematic Theology at Westminster 
Theological Seminary for many years with distinction 
and effectiveness. Professor John Murray, who retired 
from his professorship at Westminster in January of 
1967 and now lives in his native Scotland, excels as a 
devoted exegete of Holy Scripture, deals with theo
logical subjects exhaustively and is utterly fair in 
debate. In reply to the request for a statement on 
Professor Dekker's views he referred to the three 
articles he wrote for TORCH AND TRUMPET in 1965 (see 
issues of March, May-June and November) on the 
subject "Thc Free Offer of the Gospel and the Extent 
of the Atonement," although he expressed willingness 
to prepare a new statement if asked to. The following 
comments are taken from these articles: 

When we speak of the atonement we must al
ways have in view the categories in terms of 
which the Scrif.ture defines what we have come 
to speak of inc usively as the atonement, namely 
obedience, sacrifice ( expiation ), propitiation, 
reconciliation, and redemption. The question of 
extent is bound up with that of nature. For the 
question is: for whom did Christ vicariously 
render the obedience, offer sacrifice, and make 
propitiation? Whom did he reconcile to God and 

redeem by his blood? The Scripture often uses 
brief formulae such as he "died for us," he "died 
for the ungodly," he "died for the unjust," he 
"died for our sins" or simply he "died for sins." 
The meaning of "died for" must be derived from 
the categories already mentioned. Hence the ex
tent of "died for" cannot be any more limited or 
more inclusive than that of the categories and so 
the q uestion may also be stated in the terms: for 
whom did Christ die? ... 

It is apparent . .. that the atonement has an 
entirely different reference to the elect from that 
which it sustains to the non-elect on the highest 
level of their experience. It is this radical dif
ferentiation which must be fully appreciated and 
guarded; it belongs to the crux of the question 
respecting the extent of the atonement. The 
difference can be stated bluntly to be that the 
non-elect do not participate in the benefits oj the 
atonement and the elect do. The non-elect enjoy 
many benefits that accrue from the atonement 
but they do not partake of the atonement. 

It is here that the precise meaning of the cate
gories is bound up strictly with the extent. The 
non-elect are not partakers of the obedience of 
Christ, nor of the expiation Christ accomplished 
by his sacrifice, nor of the propitiation, reconcili
ation, and redemption Christ wrought. .If they 
are not the partakers, they were not designed by 
God to be the partakers and, consequently, they 
are not included among those for whom the 
atonement, in its specific character as defined by 
the categories; was designed. This is but to say 
that it is limited in its extent. The atonement was 
designed for those and for those only who are 
ultimately the beneficiaries of what it is in its 
proper connotation. And likewise, when we think 
of Christ's "dying for" in the substitutionary 
terms which are its proper import, we must say 
that he did not die for those who never become 
the beneficiaries of that substitution; he did not 
"die for" the non-elect. 

The love presented in the gospel is as specific 
as is the gospel itself .... It is only in Christ 
that this love and the riches of grace involved 
can be known and experienced . To this love 
Christ invites when he invites sinners to himself . 
But only those who respond are partakers. It is 
not therefore a love that may be declared to be 
the possession of all indiscriminately or, more 
pointedly stated, to be love in which all are 
embraced. There are various ways in which this 
distinction may be stated. Sinners to whom the 
claims ot the gospel come are not asked to 
believe that God or Christ loves them with 
this differentiating love. The faith the gospel 
demands is not belief of the proposition that 
Christ loves them with this love. The gospel de
mands that they come to Christ and commit 
themselves to him. In coming to him they will 
know his embrace and with him they will know 
his love on the highest plane of its exercise. This 
way of stating the case is parallel to what is true 
of election. Sinners do not come to Christ be
cause they fi!;'st believe that they have been 
elected. They come to Christ and only then may 
they believe that they were chosen in Christ 
before the foundation of the world. The same is 
true in the matter of the atonement. It cannot be 
declared to men indiscriminately that, in the 



proper sense of the term, Christ died for them. 
The belief of this proposition is not the primary 
act of faith. Only in commitment to Christ as 
freely offered may we come to know that he died 
for our sins unto our redemption. 

At Synod 1967 

At the Synod which is to meet in Grand Rapids in 
June this year Professor Dekker's published views will 
be on trial. But even more the Christian Reformed 
Church will be on trial. This is so because three 
times this matter has been at Synod and three times 
the church has failed to come to a decision with 
respect to the issues involved, issues that lie at the 
very heart of our blessed faith , as we have seen. 

This is the surprising thing 'about the history of this 
matter. The fau ltiness of the views in question seem.j 
rather clear. The prompt and plentiful critical com
mentary on these views that appeared already before 
the Synod of 1963 should have made these views 

plainly suspect. Why has the church been unable to 
deal with the issue decisively? It is to be hoped that 
the church has not become frozen at a political dead 
center where decisive action on crucial issues is no 
longer possible. 

Shall the church, my church, present the gospel of 
saving grace according to the terms proposed by 
Professor Dekker? According to these terms one who 
finally came to his just end in hell could speak as 
follows: "An emissary of Christ came to me and told 
me in all sincerity that God loves me and that Christ 
died for me. Is this torment what God's love meant 
me to have, and did Christ die to give me this hell? 
What a fraud the gospel is." 

Shall the Christian Reformed Church countenance 
such presentation of the gospel? Shall the church, my 
church, teach Christ's emissaries to preach the gospel 
thus? With no hint of personal vendetta and in love 
let the Christian Reformed Church say plainly: God 
forbid. 

UNIVERSAL ATONEMENT? 


REMKES KOOISTRA 

OUR READERS continue to ask questions re
garding the position of Professor Harold Dekker 

and the Doctrinal Report in the Acts of Synod, Chris
tian Reformed, 1966, which the churches are asked to 
study. 

For this time I will deal with one of the most 
crucial aspects of the problem by asking whether or 
not we mayor should speak of universal atonement. 

Let us 6rst of all look at the history of the case. 
Professor Dekker changed his position during this 
time, so we have to distinguish between a former and 
a later position of Professor Dekker with regard to the 
atonement. 

The very first question is, of course, How did it all 
begin? When did the problem start, and in what way? 
To refresh our memory we should go back as far as 

D ecember, 1962. Professor D ekker then wrote an 
article in The Reformed Journal which had as its title: 
"God So Loved - All Men!" Even the exclamation 
mark is part of this title. In this article Professor 
Dekker declares, 6rst, that the love of Cod is universal, 

and, secondly, that also the atonement of Christ is 
universal in design. Dekker criticizes the late Louis 
Berkhof (who was professor at Calvin Seminary until 
1944, not to be confused with the Reformed Dr. 
Berkhof in The Netherlands, nor with Professor 
Berkouwer of the Free University) of construing his 
idea of the atonement as a "mere logical inference 
from the doctrine of election," which means that 
Dekker objects to Berkhof because the latter under-
stands the atonement as factually identical with the 
redemption. 

But here I would ask Professor Dekker: What is 
atonement which is not also at the same time redemp
tion? Why does Professor Dekker not read these words 
as synonymo~s, as being of similar meaning? I think, 
that this is exactly what the Apostle Paul does in 
Romans 5:10, 11. Speaking of reconciliation, he states 
that we were reconciled to God while we were yet 
enemies by the death of his Son and explains this 
further by showing us that this is a matter of peace 
(vs. 1) and joy (vss. 2, 11 ) which he describes in the 



phrase: "we joy in Cod through our Lord Jesus Christ, 
by whom we have now received the atonement." 

According to Paul, the reconciliation is explained 
by the atonement, as the atonement in turn results in 
reconciliation. Here, too, what God has joined to
gether, let not man put asunder. Moreover, one may 
well ask: "What docs the Biblical word atonement 
mean?" The answer is that it usually is a ceremonial 
term which means to cover or to be covered. As such 
it refers to the means by which we arc covered 0 1' 

our sins are covered. This is what Peter has in mind 
when he writes: "Forasmuch as ye know that ye were 
not redeemed with corruptible things as silver and 
gold, from yOur vain conversation ... but with the 
precious blood of Christ as of a lamb without blemish 
and without spot" (1 Peter 1:18, 19). What the Apostle 
tells us here is that we ( the b~lievers and the be
lievers only, vs. 21) were redeemed (that is, bought 
back, delivered from Satan's power ) by the fact that 
we were covered (atoned ) by a ransom, a lutron, a 
means which washes away the sin which makes us 
guilty before God. Atonement and redemption, as 
tlsed in the Ncw Testament, describe the process of 
our salvation andlor reconciliation to Cod. . .. . .. 

Professor Dekker, however, makes a deep distinc
tion between the a tonement and the redemption . Here 
I must explain the development in his way of thinking, 
the change from position 1 to position II. 

Dekker's position I: 
There are .. . three senses in which we may 

legitimately speak of the atonement as being 
universal in design, i.e., the sufficiency and avail
ability of salvation for all men and the divine 
desire that all will reeeive it. The only point at 
which Scripture and the Reformed confessions 
point to a limited design in the atonement is at 
the point of efficacy. Only there can a doctrine 
of limited atonement be formulated which does 
not do clear violence to Biblical teaching con
cerning the universal love of God. ( The Re
formed Journal, December, 1962 ) 

Dekker's position 11 : 
He prefers to speak of Christ's atonement as 

being universal and in no sense limited. True in 
his The Reformed Journal articles, he did admit 
that it may be said to be limited in one sense, 
namely in its effi cacy. But again, in a later state
ment to the committee, he wrote: ~1 wish to 
abandon the distinction between the atonement 
as universal in certain respects and limited irr 
another respect. Further study and reflection 
have led me to see that the atonement as 
such has no eUicacy ( the sense in which 1 
previously said it was limited ). Redeeming ef
ficacy lies neither in the love of God as such nor 
in the atonement as such hu t rather in the re
deeming work of the Holy Spirit. Here too is 
the sovereign freedom of divine grace (cf. John 
3:3-8, 16-18 ) and the particularism of redemp
tion. The atonement itself is inherently universal, 
as both the Scriptures and the Confessions, it 
seems to me, teach (Canons 11, 8 and Catechism, 

......a....... .. 


0 .37). (Acts of Synod, 1966, pp. 446, 447, see 
also p. 463, where the quotation is repeated.) 

In answer to another question of the Committee, 
Professor Dekker states further ; 

1 would say that the universal love of Cod 
does not include any ultimate intent to bring 
about the eternal salvation of the non-elect. (Acts 
01 Synod, 1966, p. 464 ) 

One is almost inclined to ask: What kind of love 
is this universal love of Cod if it does not have the 
intention of eternal salvation? When you read what 
the Apostle John writes about the love of God in the 
fourth chapter of his first epistle you will readily 
admit that the love of God includes everything, of 
which eternal salvation is not the least? 

Permit me one more quotation . In answer to the 
question what it means to say to everyone and anyone, 
"Christ died for you," Professor Dekker said : 

When I say, "Christ died for you" to any man, 
1 mean to say that Christ has actually suffered 
for his sins and has in that sense expiated his 
guilt. If, however, the word 'expiate' is intended 
by defi nition to include the idea of effectuation, 
which to my mind it need not include, I would 
not want to use the word expiation to describe 
what Christ has done for all men. (Acts of Synod, 
1966, pp. 464, 465 ) 

.. . . . 

Now what is wrong with Dekker's position(s)? 
Dekker distinguishes between a universal atone

ment and a particular redemption. We have seen that 
the difference between positions 1 and II is that in 
position 1 Dekker's position is almost universal (the 
effi cacy is still exempted ), but that in position ]I he 
has accepted an absolute universalism regarding the 
atonement. 

However, he then comes into the same predica
ment as those who believe in the so-called "second 
grace," the would-be baptism of the Holy Spirit which 
is said to result in a sinless life. It reminds me of the 
Nazarene seminary professor, who, seeing on my face 
that I had difficulty to believe that he had not sinned 
during the last twenty-nve years, added re-assuringly; 
"Of course, we have our human weaknesses." 

Once Dekker has committed himself to such an 
absolute universalism he hastens to add that Christ 
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did not actually purchase fai th and repentance for all 
for whom he died. We may summarize Dekker's posi
tion(s) by stating that Christ died for all men, but that 
this does not result in an actual acceptance of all men 
by God as his children. 

.. .. .. .. 
At this point, you must distinguish between three 

possibilities. 
The AnJlini(ms arc of the opinion that Christ in

deed died for all men, but that it depends upon the 
response, faith, as an act of man's free will , whether 
each individual man will inherit eternal salvation. 

Dekker says that Christ indeed died for all men but 
that it depends only upon the operation of the Holy 
Spirit whether each individual man will receive eter
nal salvation. 

Both positions are at variance with the traditional 
Reformed position. 

In Reformed theology there is 1) no conflict be
tween the work of Christ nnd that of the Holy Spirit, 
for he works in the hearts of those whom the Father 
has given to Christ and presents them with such faith 
whereby they take hold of Jesus Christ and the fruits 
of His work, and 2) no need for the statement that 
Christ died for all men, but merely acknowledgmen t 
that Christ's work is sufficient to take away the sin of 
all people. When John writes that Christ is "a 
propitiation for our sins, and not for our sins only , but 
also for the sins of the whole world" ( I John 2:2 ), 
then he is not advocati ng some universal atonement 
but encouraging believers in order that they may be 
fully convinced that sin, as a power, has been deci 
sively broken by Jesus Christ. That chain of sin need 
not restrain us any more from walking in the light. 

We may sum up the Reformed position, which we 
believe reflects the instruction of God's Word, in thesc 
two statcments; 

1. There is no conflict between atonement and re
demption, and 

2. God works out his election by a universal offer 
of grace. 

The fact that this offer of grace must be extended 
"to all men, without distinction, does not mean that 
God must love all men with a redemptive love" (Acts 
of Synod, 1966, p. 494), as Dekker seems to maintain. 
If he were right, this universal offer of grace would 
be identical with universal salvation. 

1 do not claim to understand nor possess unduly 
God's unsearchable wisdom, and yet I would ask 
Professor 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 he saved. This makes sense, 
though it contradicts the plain teaching of Scripture. 
Terms like the love of God and the atonement of 
Christ should not be stretched out like pieces of elastic 
that have lost allrcsilience or sprin giness so that they 
are made to mean something entirely different from 
what they used to mean. 

Professor Dekker should either take back his ex
planation of Chri.~t's so-called universal atonement or 
he should bring forth a gmvamen or complaint against 
the Canons of Dordt which state that it was the "most 
gracious wiJ] and purpose of God the Father that the 
quickening and saving efficacy of the most preciOUS 
death of His Son should extend to all the elect 
all those, and those only .. ." ( II, 8) 

I would humbly and sincerely ask Professor Dekker 
to do the former. 

CHRISTIHn REfORmED SYnOD, 1967 

HENRY VANDEN HEUVEL 

SEVERAL FIRSTS are to bc noted in regard to 
the Agenda for 1967 Synod. The first is thc 

voluminous size of this year's Agenda. It consists of 
550 pages, the largest ever produced by the Christian 
Reformed Church. A sccond notable distinct ion i.~ 

the fo rmat of the cover of the Agenda. It consists of 
the proposed "Denominational Seal" on a white back
ground. The sea l is a colorful symbol of the basis for 
the Christian Reformed Church including the open 
Bible upon which the seal rests, and a tulip represent
ing the well-known version of the "Five Points of 
Calvinism" elaborated by the Synod of Dordl. It is 
a welcome change in the format of the Agenda, and 

it is hopcd that the Synod will adopt the figure as the 
official seal of the Christian Reformed Church. 

Since it is not possihle nor necessary to (.'omment 
on everythin g that is coming to Synod in June, notice 
is called to the following reports which are of p,ntic
ular interest. 

DELEGATIONS OF DEACONS TO MAJOR ASSEMBLIES 

The report which was submitted to the Synod of 
1966 is resubmitted to the Synod of 1967 with 
a su pplement. Synod committed the report to 
the churches for study and reaction. On the basis 



of these responses, the Com mittee presents its ad
dendum. It appears that the responses were a lmost 
evenly divided. Of the sixty-five responses, thirty-one 
were generally favorable and thirty-fom took exeep
lion to the Committee's Report. The Committee also 
answers the fi ve questions put to it by the Synod of 
1966. Then follows the sa me recommendations that 
were included in the Report to the 1966 Synod. Again 
the Committee requests Synod to refer the recom
mendation to the Churches for their cons ideration 
before any fina l decision is reached . In view of the 
changes that the recommendations wou ld make in the 
consti tution of Synods and Classes, and the change 
that would be necessitated in the Church Order, this 
suggestion to present the matter to the Churches 
again is certainly commendable. 

LAYWORKERS 
The Committee regarding the place and training of 

layworkers in Evangelism presented its original report 
to the Synod of 1965 in which it recommended that 
"Synod declare that male lay-workers in evangelism 
serving full -time as assistants in churches, working in 
chapels, and in Our denominational fields be desig
nated 'licensed evangelists.''' Synod decided to re
commit the matter to tbe Committee for further study. 
The new report is now placed before Synod of 1967. 
Of particu lar in terest is the fact that the Committee 
no longer recommends the designation "licensed evan
gelists" for full-time male lay-workers. Rather it 
presents a list of twelve "Ceneral Conclusions" wh ich 
it recommends for Synod ical approval. These con
clusions seem to follow the traditional position that 
lay-workers have held within the Christian Reformed 
Church in the past. 

CONSOLIDATION OF SUNDAY SCHOOL COMMITTEE 
AND COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

The Sunday School Committee came to Synod of 
1966 with a request for a full -t ime Editor. Synod last 
yenr decided not to accedo to this request, but rat her 
to appoint a committee to investigate the advisability 
of a merger between Sunday School Committee and 
the Committee on Education. This report presented to 
Synod of 1967 recommends that merger. Although 
the proposal may well merit support, it is to be 
regretted that the proposed new Commi ttee on Educa
tion would be guilty of the ki nd of "Boardism" which 
is already p resent in some of the standing Committees 
in the Christian Reformed Church. That is, the mem
bership on the Committee, together w ith the ....arious 
Editors, wou ld not be nominated by Synod, but would 
be appointed from a nom ination submitted by the 
Committee itself. 

ECUMENIClTY AND THE WORLD COUNCIL 

OF CHURCHES 


One of the larger reports deals w ith the question 
of the relationship between the Christian Reformed 

Church and the World Council of Churches. The 
committee comes with a majority report and a minor
ity report. The majority report recommends on the 
basis of Scripture and the nature, basis, and applica
tion of that basis of the World Council of Churches 
that: "1. Synod declare with regret that major objec
tions to joining the fellowship of the World Council of 
Churches must be registered because of the lIalure, 
the basis, the maintenance and functioning of that 
basis, the socio-political activities and declaration.s, 
and the implications of membership in this Council. 
2. That Synod respond to the request of the Gere
formeerde Kerken for advice by sending them a COpy 
of this report, a transcript of these decisions, and an 
appropriate cover letter." The majority report also 
recommends that Synod send a copy of this report 
together with a transcript of these decisions to the 
Rcfonned Ecumenical Synod and the World Council 
of Churches. The grounds for the recommendations 
of the majority report arc clear and convincing. 

The minority report, signed by two members of 
the eight member committee deals extensively with 
the ecumenical calling of the Church in the light of 
Scripture. It leans heavily upon the report of the sub
ject of ecumenicity adopted by the Synod of 1944. 
Its judgments are found in the recommendations 
which the minority report presents to Synod. Some of 
these recommendations arc: 

A. 	 Synod recognize on the basis of Scripture, 
that the Church of Jesus Christ is one, and 
that this unity ought to come to visible ex
preSSion as a witness to Christ. 

B. 	 Synod reaffirms the position adopted by the 
Synod of 1944, that the Christian Refonned 
Church bears a responsibility to all other 
Christian churches "to gain and to keep our 
ecclesiastical brethren in the measure in 
which it is possible for us to do so" ( Resolu
tion 8, Acts 1944, p . 359 ). 

C. Synod judges that the basis, nature, and pur
pose of the World Council of Churches, as 
defined by its Constitution, are such as to 
permit a Reformed Church to seek member
ship in it. 

D . 	Synod recognizes weighty problems involved 
in World Council membership, with respect 
to the actual fu nctioni ng of the Council, the 
trends within the Council, and the implica
tions of Council membership fo r relations 
with other churches. 

The minority report makes clear that it is not ad
vocat ing membership in the World Council of 
Churches for the Christian Reformed Church at this 
time. I t does, however, recommend that the Chris
tian Reformed Church continue investigation of the 
World Council by sending official observers to the 
World Council and its subsidiaries. 

Although neither the majority nor the minority 
report advocates joining the World Council, there is a 
marked difference between the two reports in their 
emphasis. The minority report agrees substantially 
w ith the decision of the Gereformeerde Kerkcn that 



there is no principal objection to membership in the 
World Council of Churches. The majority report, on 
the other hand, emphasizes the inconsistency between 
the nature and basis of the World Council, and the 
practical working out of these principles. Although 
some of the Council's statements appear to be sound 
Scripturally, there is an ambiguity regarding the en
forcement of thesc vcry positions in terms of the 
member churches themselves. Recognizing the Scrip
tural emphasis upon truth in its antithesis to false
hood, it is hoped that the Synod will adopt the recom
mendation of the majority report. 

DOCTRINAL MAnERS 
The doctrinal committee's report and related mat

ters take up the greatest number of pages in the 
Agenda for 1967. The first matter is a reply of Prof. 
Dekker to the Report of the Committee submittcd to 
Synod of 1966. In his reply Prof. Dekker pleads for 
freedom to continue to express his own conviction in 
teaching and in preaching. In arguing his position, 
Prof. Dekker answers the report along three lines; Its 
one-sidedness, its use of Scriptural givens, and its 
analysis of the major issues. 

The report of the Doctrinal Committee is sub
stantially the same that was presented to the Synod 
last year. It has, however, according to the decision 
of Synod, addcd Scriptu ra l, Confessional, and Synod
ica l grounds for each of the recommendations pre
sented. Because of the substantial expansion of the 
recommendations from last year's report, space is 
warranted to present the full text of the recommcnda
tions of the Doctrinal Committee Report ; 

J. 	 In the light of Scripture and the Confessions, 
a distinction must be maintained between 
Cod's general benevolence toward all His 
creatures; His love of compassion fo r every 
sinner; and His unique love for His own ( the 
elect). it is therefore unwarranted to speak 
of one love of Cod which is redemptive in 
nature for all men distributively. 

2. 	 In the light of Scripture and the Confessions 
it must be maintained that, although thcre 
are certain universal and undeserved benefits 
accruing to a ll men from the death of Christ, 
the atonement of Christ, as expressed by the 
Biblical terms: obedience, expiation, satisfoc
tion, propitiation, reconciliation, and redemp
tion, is definite and particular ( limited). It 
is therefore unwarrranted to state that "the 
atonement itself is inherently universal" and 
"there is neither need nor warrant for retain
ing the concept of limited atonemcnt, as it 
has been traditionally used among us." 

3. 	 In the light of Scripture and the Confessions 
it must be maintained that the atonemcnt is 
effi cacious and that there is no disjunction, 
but essential unity in the work of the Triune 
Cod concerning our sa lvation. What Cod the 
Father willed in sovereign love for the salva
tion of those elected in Christ; was effectually 
merited by Christ through His death on the 
cross; and is being savingly applied through 
the work of the Holy Spirit. It is therefore 
unwarranted to state, "Redeeming efficacy lics 

neither in the love of Cod nor in the atone
ment as such, but rather in the redeeming 
work of the Holy Spirit." 

4. 	 In the light of Scripture and the Confessions 
it must be maintained that thc particularism 
of redemption, historically applied in the lives 
of believers, is the fruit of a dcfinite and 
particular (limited) atonement, since the 
Holy Spirit Himself, who applies that re
demption is a gift which Christ has merited 
for His people through His death. It is there
fore unwarranted to "insist on a universal 
atonement, in the sense that . .. Christ died 
for all, and a particular redemption based on 
Cod's decree to save only the elect," and in
compatible with the statement; "At the same 
time 1 recognize .. . that the redeemin g work 
of the Holy Spirit is a fruit of and is de
pendent upon Christ's atonement." 

5. 	 In the light of Scripture and the COllfessions 
it must be maintained that when we preach 
and confront men with the Christ of the 
Scriptures, we are not dealing with them as 
elect or non-elect, nor yet as those whose 
eternal destiny is an accomplished fact; but 
we are dealing with them as sinners who must 
be pleaded with to be reconciled to Cod in 
the way of repentance and faith . It is there
fore unwarranted to state ; "We may say to 
every man individually ... 'Christ died for 
you' "j or to state; "When 1 say 'Christ died 
for you' to any man, I mean to say Christ 
has actuall y suffered for his sins and has in 
that sense expiated his guilt. If, however, the 
world 'expiate' is intended by defin ition to 
include the idea of effectuation, ... I would 
not want to use the word expiation to describe 
what Christ has done for all men." 

6. 	 In the light of Scripture and the Confessions 
the Church must maintain that the ntoning 
work of Christ is the basis for the universal 
and well-meant offer of the gospel in mis
sionary preaching, the heart of its message, 
and the guarantee of its fruitfu lness. And this 
is an incentive to mission spirit and activity. 
It is, therefore, unwarranted to state that 
"the doctrine of limited atonement, as com
monly understood and observed in the Chris
tian Reformed Church. tends to inhibit 
missionary spi.rit and activity." 

The issues which are discussed in these doctrinal 
matters have been before the church during the last 
four years. It is hi gh time that a firm decision be 
reached in this matter. In terms of such a decision , it is 
interesting to notice in what direction the consistories 
are leaning. Of the 77 responses to the Committee's 
Report, 65 wcre either in substantial or in hearty 
agreement with the report and its recommendations. 
Nine consistories were not in agreement with the 
report or its recommendations. Ten overtures are in
corporated in the Agenda of 1967 regarding Doctrinal 
Matters. Of these ten, eight favor the recommenda
tions of the Report and llrge Synod to adopt them. It 
is apparent on the basis of overtures to Synod and 
responses to the Committee, that the Christian He
formed Church overwhelmingly is in support of the 
Doctrinal Committec's recommendations. 



THE DEKKER CASE IN A NUTSHELL 


The Historic Reformed Position 

1. 	 In addition to God's general, non-salvational love 
(common grace) for all men, God has a special 
love that is limited to those whom he has fore
ordained to be conformed to the image of his SOil 

( Rom. 8 ,29 ). 

2. 	 As a result of this special love of Cod for a 
special, de6nite number of people, God scnt his 
Son to expiate their guilt and theirs alone. 

3. 	 Jesus intended to and actually did expiate the 
guilt of the sins of only the elect. 

4. 	 It is not possible to say to all men indiscrimi
nately, "Christ d ied for YOll," and mean by it that 
"Christ actually suffered for you and in that sense 
expiated your guilt." 

5. 	 The atonement is a sacrifice, expi ation, propiti
ation, reconciliation and redemption. 

6. 	 Those for whom Christ died arc identical with 
those who are redeemed. 

7. 	 It is unscriptural to teach a universal atonement 
and a particular redemption. 

8. 	 A Biblical paradox is that Christ's atonement is 
limited to the elect and, yet, that in the sincere 
offer of salvation God expresses his desire thai 
all shall come to knowledge of the truth. 

9. 	 There is a unity in the purposes of the Father's 
election, the Son's atonement and the Spirit's in
dwelling. Those whom the Father elt:cted the 
Son made exp iation for and the Spirit made alive 
spiritually. 

10. 	 The teaching of limited atonement as histori cally 
understood by the Reformed churches does not 
tend to inhibit missionary spirit and activity; but 
on the contrary is an incentive to missionary en
deavor. 

Prof. Harold Dekker's Position 

1. 	 God loves all men distributively - both the elect 
and the non-elect - . with the same kind of love, 
a redemptive love. 

2. 	 As a result of this universal love of God for all 
men, God sent his Son to expwte the guilt of all 
men, including tlwse who are eternally lost. 

3. 	 Jesus intended to and actUl/.lly did expiate the 
guilt of the sins of all men, including the non-elect. 

4. 	 It is possible to say to all men indiscriminately 
"Christ died for you" and mean by it that "Christ 
actually suffered for you and in that sense ex
piated your guilt." 

5. 	 The atonement is an expiation of guilt. 

6. 	 Those for whom Christ died are Hot identical witll 
those who are redeemed btlt are a much larger 
number. 

7. 	 It is scriptural to teach a Im iversal aton ement anll 
a particular redemption . 

8. 	 A Biblical paradox is not that Christ's atonement 
is limited to the elect and, yet, that in the sincere 
offer of salvation God expresses his desire that 
aU shall come to a knowledge of the truth. 
But the paradox is that, although, on the one 
hand, God loves all men and Christ died for all, 
yet, on the other hand, not all men are saved. 

9. 	 There is a disfunction between the three Persons 
of the Trinity in the matter of sallXltion. On the 
one hand, the Father loves all men indiscrim
inately with one kind of love and the SOIl made 
an atonement for all of them; on the other hand, 
the Spirit efficaciously works in the hearts of 
only some. 

10. 	 The historic Reform ed position on limited atone
ment "tends to inhibit missionary spirit and 
activity." 



bc able to keep in sharp focus their responsibility to 
decide the issue on behalf of the churches as rep
resentatives of these churches gathered together in 

11w 
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Of all the many issues req uiring the attent ion of 
the synod of the Christian Reformed Church next 
month, none will be followed wi th more intense in
terest than the report on "doctrinal matters" concern
ing the nature of God's love and the design of Christ's 
atonement. 

Not only has this been before for the church 
officially for at least three years; anyone not a 
st ranger to the Christ ian Reformed Church is aware 
that m OTC ink has been spilled on th is question than 
on any other facing these churches in recent decades. 
In the light of present differences i t seems unlikely 
that complete unan imity of conviction will be attained 
by the time synod meets. Articles expressing sharply 
divergent opinions - perhaps more with respect to 
p roper method than with the matter itself - arc 
ranged against each other in periodicals serving the 
consti tuency. Anyone who attempts to ride a band · 
wagon to populari ty by choosin g either for or against 
the Committee's report will soon find himself d is
illusioned. Yet th is matter, we are firmly convinced. 
should be resolved at this year's synod . 

'fllis does not mean that all q uestions will be 
answered and that therefore any ensuing d iscussion 
on the love of God and the atoning death of Christ 
should forthwith be prohibited . So long as the church 
does its work in this world. its atten tion must and 
will be directed to what Scripture says concerning 
these truths so cent ral to our Christian faith and wit
ness. But the issue which confronts synod is far sim
p ler than many seem to realize or are willing to ad mit. 
Whatever may have been said on this score, it simply 
is not true that synod ought to answer any and 
every question which may be raised about these basic 
truths of the Christian gospel before it can resolve the 
q uestion before the house. 

H ere especially the delegates to the forthcoming 
synod do well to study the mandate assigned to the 
Study Committee in 1964 and somewhat amplified 
last year in the light oj the overtures which brOtJght 
this issue to the synodical table. Only then will they 

the name of our Lord Jesus Christ The concern arose 
out of and therefore centers in "the doctrinal expres
sions of Professor H . Dekker beginning with and rela
tive to his article entitled 'God So ' Loves ... All 
Men:" If it were not for these "doctrinal expressions" 
- not his person or his position as professor - the 
p resent doctrinal report would not be presented to th is 
synod for action. 

We write this simply because so much misunder
standing and confusion seems to be present . Some 
havc objectcd that the name of the respected profes
sor has been repeated ly mentioned in the report as 
well as in the d iscussions. To this has been added 
the objection that we have in the report a "brief" ( a 
legal document dealing with a case ) instead of a 
"study." Others have even urged that these "doctrinal 
mat ters" be considered and discussed and decided by 
synod apart from any direct reference to the articles 
of the professo r. All these arguments betray a lament
able disregard of the historical situation out of which 
the present doctrinal discussion and therefore the 
Committee's report arose. Even more, those who 
argue in th is fashion seem to entertain an erroneous 
conception of the place and competence and purpose 
of synodical assemblies within a community of Re
formed churches. To them, as should be plain to 
those who have heard their reasonings, synod might 
do well to become in this instance a kind of d iscussion 
forum which would do the church's "theologizing" 
for it. Need we point out that such a task could never 
be fini shed? Or that, if synod would move in this 
direction, it would render the formulation of every 
Bibl ical doctrine questionable and possibly even 
suspect? Or that it would plunge the church into 
uncertainty with respect to the message which Christ 
has commanded us to p reach clearly and vigorously 
and joyfully to all men everywhere? No Reformed 
church of any repute has ever viewed its synodical 
assemblies as arenas for thcological study and discus
sion and debate. 

Here a bit of advice given years ago by Professor 
William Heyns, whose memory is still held in high 
esteem by many in the Christ ian Reformed Church, 
is to the point. 

I n h is Kerkrecht en Kybernetiek ( p . 330) he urges 
that synods constantly guard against multiplying ec
clesiast ical decrees and regulations in isolation from 
specil1c cases which have arisen within the churches. 
"'The manner in which matters ("zaken") are brought 
to synod is often as follows: a c1assis des ires the judg
ment of synod with respect to a concrete case. Inste.'ld 
of bri nging the case to synod , it ( i.e., c1assis) deduces 
a general q uest ion from this ease which it then pre
sents to synod. To that synod responds, and that 
(answer ) now serves as an ecclesiastical regulation. 
Jn this way we run the danger of obtaining a 'Corpus 



Juris' ( body of law) by which the church is placed 
undcr guardianship as a minor ("voogdij") with law 
upon law and precept upon precept, and which multi
plies transgressions . . . There is no more room for 
'casuistries' in Reformed church polity than there is 
in Reformed ethics. The intent of broader assemblies 
is to be found in large measure in the treatment of 
concrete cases. It would be proper when in connec
tion with all the questions raised, which seek to elicit 
new ecclesiastical decisions, to ask whether a concrete 
case lies at the root (of the question ), in order, if 
this is the case, to demand that the concrete case be 
brought to synod, and if this is not the case, not to 
enter upon the matter." 

Three years ago synod decided to consider issues 
arising out of a very concrete case - certain public 
writings by one of our professors which contained 
assertions which deeply disturbed some in the 
churches. 

It is obvious that the Committee in its present 
report treated these issues in this context and there
fore in the form in which it now presents its recom
mendations to the synod of 1967. Also in this form, 
therefore, synod as a responsible Reformed ecclesi
astical assembly should deal with these "doctrinal 
matters." 

- PETER Y. DE JONG 

THE CURRICULUM OF A CHRISTIAN 


LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE 

PHILIP C. 

Introduction 

CALVIN COLLEGE is in a period of transforma
tion as evidenced by three major developments: 

a new campus, a graduate study committee, and a 
curriculum study committee. This article deals with 
the Curriculum Report, entitled Christian Liberal Arts 
Education, an attempt to express the essence of Chris
tian higher education. The work of the Committee 
has already been introduced in The Chimes, The 
Spark, and Calvinalia. It should certainly be of in
terest to all members of the Christian Reformed 
Church also. The purpose of this article is to examine 
the composition of the Committee and a few basic 
aspects of the Curriculum Report. 

The Committee was formed in the spring of 1963 
and consisted of seven members: the President and 
D ean, faculty representatives from fo ur academic divi 
sions, and one facu lty member at large. The Report 
consists of two parts. Part onc deals with the founda
tions and part two deals with the curriculum of 
Christian liberal arts education. Substantial progress 
has been made after many months of hard work by 
the Committee members together with the whole 
facu lty. In February, 1966, "'The faculty endorsed the 
first three of four principle motions, thereby virtually 
accepting the new curriculum as proposed by the Cur
riculum Study Committee" (Chimes, Feb. 9, 1966 ) . 

BOM 

In April the faculty will have made the final decisions. 
In the Preface the Committee states the main 

reason for curriculum revisions. 
It is now forty-five years since Calvin College 
first introduced its basic curriculum. That orig
inal curriculum, which closely paralleled the 
University of Michigan's program of the time, 
was intended to win academic recognition for the 
fledgling college. Since then the college has 
never seriously reconsidered the fundamental 
premises of that curriculum nor systematically 
evaluated their application .... Yet, during the 
years since the original curriculum was estab
lished, vast changes have taken place in the 
college as well as in society . ... our society has 
undergone drastic alterations; and the needs of 
the Christian community, and more specifically 
of the Christian Reformed Church which main
tains Calvin College, have changed. ( Report, 
p. 1. ) 

While Calvin College continued to add a course here 
or there, the public and private universities were 
radically reappraising their basic philosophies and 
changing their curricula. Most famous is the Har
vard Report on General Education in a Free Society 
(1945) . Presently, educators are redefining general 
education. 

Reappraisal of the goul of education and curriculum 
revision go together. Faced with the revolutionary 
changes in the academic world Calvin also must act. 



The Committee reconsiders Calvin's curriculum, but 
continues to accept as its own the educational philos. 
ophy of emeritus Professor W. H . Jellema and the late 
D r. H . Zylstra. ( Report, p. 2). Professors Jellema and 
Zylstra were great teachers and their essays on Chris
tian education were significan t contributions. Note· 
worthy are their statements on the weaknesses of a 
typical Christian college and the impossibility of 
neutrality. If Calvin had observed these statements 
more closely, thc college would likely have becn 
different today. 

Their understanding of Christian education was 
not without serious weaknesses, however. For instance, 
their understand ing of the idea of the Kingdom of 
Cod and the cultural mandate, which are taken over 
by the Committee ( Report, pp. 32-37 ), should be 
rethought in our circles. The idea of the Kingdom 
of Cod is a basic concept for Christian education, but 
we may ask whether the poSition advanced is Augus
tin ian or Reformed? The Committee, we believe, could 
have benefited from a more substantially Reformed 
position on this important truth, as found in the 
writings of D r. H . Ridderbos. What is needed is a 
definition of the Kingdom of Cod which includes 
"Christian communal action." (See H. Ridderbos, ''The 
Kingdom of Cod and our Life in the World," Internat. 
Refonned Bulletin, Jan. 1967, pp. 2-13.) Also with 
respect to the idea of a cultura l mandate the Com· 
mittee <:auld have pro6ted from the writings of the 
late Professor Hen ry Van Til. 

The fundamenta lists' "heresy" is not "Christ' versus 
Culture" as Zylst ra (Testament of Vision, p. 147 ) and 
the Committee make it out to be. There are hundreds 
of fundamentalists in natioll:ll politics, in the arts and 
the sciences. They, too, believe that culture is a Cod
given realm and that fai th is relevant for all spheres 
of life. Political philosopher Leo Strauss says: "Liberal 
education is education in culture or toward culture.'" 
By definition , then, the fundamentalist "heresy" can 
hardly be "Christ versus Cn ltllre" because the evan
gelical colleges arc committed to a liberal arts educa
tion. Students in these schools are taught to serve 
Christ in cullure. Their "heresy" is not SO much that 
they flee the world, but that they live in the world of 
politics and education only as individual Christians 
with a personal fait h. The historic Calvinistic pos ition 
is "nothing less than a Christian organization of 
society,'" 

One could object to the almost exclusive and 
seemingly uncritical reliance IIpon the writings of Dr. 
Jellema and Dr. Zylstra. Their writings have been 
eq ualled, if not excelled . The Committee does not men
tion the writings of the Reformed Christian philos
opher C. Van Til on Christian educat ion (e.g. The 
Dilemma of Education, 1956 ). The Com mittee makes 
no reference to the many clear and solid art icles on 
Christian liberal arts education by Dr. C. Seerveld . 
These and other writ ings are so important to a Re-
fo rmed understanding of Christian education that 

there is a serious omission here. The Com mittee mem
bers may have read these writings, but they apparently 
are not committed to them, at least not in their Report. 
It seems unfortunate that the Committee so limited 
its understanding of "Calvinistic-Christian education." 
Calvin, to put it into the words of Dr. Seerveld, needs 
a critical Christian philosophy "at the very core of the 
curriculum to put Reformed grit into the education 
and to fortify the tensile strength of the whole under
taking with its unifying, interrelating, reforming per
spective. '" Th is could have made a difference in the 
Committee's understanding of the fo undations of 
Christian liberal arts education. 

Libera l Arts: Non-vocation, non·professional 
The Committee gives a two-fold defin ition of 

Christian liberal arts education. Liberal education 
means "non-vocation and non-professional education," 
while Ch ristian education aims at training "the stu
dent for a Christian life in contemporary society; or 
in other words, to train the student to become a vital 
ci tizen of the Kingdom of Cod as it is manifested in 
the contemporary world" ( Report, p. 2). 

The Committee defines liberal arts in this way even 
though it recognizes that throughout its history various 
forms of li beral arts training could menn either profes
sional or vocational ed ucation. In the "Christian com
munity there are no inferior or superior vocations and 
professions. Every vocation .. , is a divine calling" 
( Report, p. 35 ). The problem is, however, that histor
ica lly the professions are considered superior to the 
vocations. If a liberal arts education is indispensable 
fo r students to live the life of a Christia n, then those 
in vocational training should a lso receive it. Calvin is 
presently offering professiona l trainin g and the Com
mittee "believes that thi s is as it should be." Does the 
Committee believe that Calvin should also offer voca
tional training? Is this as it should be? If a majority 
of the students arc receiving either a professional or 
a vocationa l train ing, why define the meaning of 
liberal education as above? This is a very crucia l 
question in the discussion. The Committee apparently 
believes that professional tra inin g is different from 
liberal arts training and therefore makes a distinction 
between the liberal and vocational arts. Some faculty 
members, howcver, do not think that vocational educa· 
t ion d iffers from liberal traini ng. Vocational training 
is or must be liberal education. For an understand ing 
of this whole problem one should trace the origin of 
the contrast between profeSSion and vocation and the 
ensuing <:antroversy as it relates to the liberal arts. 
The Committee's negative description "non·vocational 
and non-professional" is hardly a way out of this sec
omiary problem and the present ed ucational program 
.at Calvin (e.g. professional training). 

Liberal Arts - Christian? 
Now the primary q uest ion of the Hepart should 

have been whether the proposed liberal arts education 



at Calvin is Christian or not. The Committee members 
are 

conscious that there are current, in the Reformed 
Christian community and in the evangelical 
Christian community generally, certain views, 
alternative to our own, of what a Christian liberal 
arts education should be. 
lt should be emphasized that we regard the two 
a lternative views ( the pragmatist and the clas· 
sicist view) which we discuss as basically Chris. 
tian views of liberal arts education. . . our 
ground for d iscarding them is not that on these 
fundamental matters they are non-Christian, but 
rather that they are incomplete, and wrongly 
focused, and do not ach ieve as well as possible 
the agreed-on ultimate aim ( Report , p. 39). 

It would seem more accurate to say that the three 
views discussed in the Report, the pragmatic, classicist, 
and disciplinary, exist within Calvin College. How
ever, while the members of the Committee represent 
all the academic divisions, they do not reflect all three 
different views on Christian liberal arts education. 
Only the disciplinary appears to be represented on 
the Committee.' 

For a background on whether the proposed liberal 
arts education at Calvin is Christian we do well to 
go back to 1962 when Professors De Koster and Wol
terstorff were battling it out in The Reformed Journal. 

Writing about the liberal arts in a Christian con
text, Professo r De Koster belabors the point of syn
thesiS, that is, of accommodation of the Christian 
spirit to the pagan-humanistic spirit in education. 
H e writes: 

The Liberal Arts are, in fact, historically secular, 
and religiously pagan, in origin . ... Would it not 
be surprising, then, jf no tensions were hidden 
in this simple conjuq.ction: Christian Liberal Arts 
College? ... But for the Liberal Arts it is the 
human word that fashions the soul; and in the 
Gospel it is the Divine Word that does so. No 
tension, then, here? How could it be otherwise? 

Professor D e Koster comes to the heart of the matter. 
The frui t of such reflections as these is predict
able: the small phrase, Christian Liberal Arts, 
comes alive and represents two massive, living, 
jealous traditions which do not come to roles of 
subordinate and superior simply by verbal con
junction.. .. And, mind you, just such a synthesis 
is innocently presupposed in our little phrase, 
Christian Liberal Arts. 

Dr. De Koster's thesis is that the 
Liberal Arts have too often put the Christian 
t radition to their service, instead of the other 
way around ; and that there is a grave danger in 
this for the role of the Christian Liberal Arts 
College ought to play in American life. ' 

Tn the same issue Dr. Wolterstorff writes a vcry 
significant article on ''The Idea of a Christian College" 
and what he thinks it should be in America. 

When the Curriculum Committee was established, 
Dr. Wolterstorff became its chairman whilc Dr. D e 
Koster was not included. Dr. Wolterstorff withdrew 
himself from the public discussion and used his ar
ticles for purposes of the Report. Meanwhile Dr. De 
Koster could try to influence the Committee and the 

faculty for the pragmatic view from the pages of the 
journai. Judging alone from titles of the following 
articles it appears that he could have had the Commit
tee in mind." Even though Professor D e Koster is not 
entirely free from synthesis, his important contribu
tions are necessary reading fo r anyone in~erested in 
the future of liberal education at Calvin. Significant 
for this discussion is the fact that he recognized the 
spiritual tension and called attention to the seemingly 
innocent presupposition in the concept, Christian 
liberal arts. It is regrettable that his point of view 
made so little impact on the Committee and its re
porter. If he had been a member of the Committee, 
perhaps part one of the Report on the nature and 
historical foundations of Christian liberal arts educa
tion would have been markedly different by including 
the necessary critical historical approach. 

On one occasion Professor Charles Miller, secretary 
of the Committee, wrote : "( T )he political, economic, 
and religious practices of Western European civiliza
tion, which are generally called Christian, though per
haps dishonorin g the name ..." ("Interpreting His
tory," Calvinalia, Oct. , 1962). These practices are in
timately related to the dominant educational and 
academic traditions of the West. Yet there is no in
dication in the Report that Professor Miller had 
similar doubts concerning the so-called Christian 
liberal arts tradition. 

Calvin - a liberal arts college? 
Eventually, the question must arise: Is Calvin a 

liberal arts college or not? The Committee actually 
side-steps this issue. I t discusses a certain type of 
education, "not a certain sort of college, a Christian 
liberal arts college" ( Report, p. 2) . Possibly, the Com
mittee recognizes that Calvin is not a liberal arts 
college, because it offers programs of education other 
than the liberal arts. Then the next question is: Has the 
student body (or the students in the non-vocational 
and non-professional programs ) been receiving a solid 
liberal arts education? It would be interesting to 
measure its content. None other than Dr. Jellema has 
said : "Curricularly Calvin does not even guarantee 
general education , let alone liberaL" He also em
phasized: ".. in the measure that we do not curric
ularly insure liberal education we withhold from the 
student the medium indispensable to Christian educa
tion. And this raises the question of the definition of 
liberal ed ucation.'" 

If the spirit of the liberal arts is non-Christian and 
if the liberal arts do not edr ~ate young Christians for 
their specific vocations, should then this liberal arts 
program continue to be defended as a fit instrument 
fo r our college? This question can be raised in the 
light of the fact that the College was initially estab
lished to train Christian ministers and teachers. 

The Committee envisions a non-vocation and non
professiona l training for students to live the life of a 
Christian in American society. It is precisely this way 
of thinking, this way of formulating the aim of Calvin, 



which has hampered and will continue to prevent the 
College from making a unique Calvinistic impact in the What issues arc jnvolved in curriculum plan
United States and Canada. Calvin will educate Chris ning anti revision for a Chris/iall libcral arts 
tians who, for instance, may go into politics. There they collegc? The Calvin faculty (lnd Imard havc 
will present an individual witness about various issues, 

faced this ovcr a period of some years, so that
but without a well-rounded and positive Christian 

/lOW sYllod will be asked to gioc attention toview of politics as a science or a vocation. I t is not 
surprising, thcrefore, that loyal constituents have com u.:lwt has bccn plmllled. In tllis article, Phili/' 

C. 80m, posI-{,!.TCulutJtc simien! of the Ftc!! Uniplained that Calvin has not been providing the Chris
tian leadership American society so 	urgently needs. versity of Amstertillm, evaluates what has been 
Christian liberal arts education, as 	 defined by the tione ami offers sOllie practical suggestions for 
Committee, will hardly Christianize America, The 

continuing this study before aciopting the prescnt
Committee should have envisioned the task of Calvin 

proposals,to train students to think Christianly in their sciences, 
so that upon graduation they can assume leadership 
as Christian 1Joiiticians, Christian businessmen and 
labor leaders. Calvin has a distinctive philosopby of education, it 

o 	 0 0 0 fo llows that it should have a distinctive curriculum. 
Th is, however, does not seem to be the case.Within the Christian community there is no com

The proposed curriculum is alread y operative inplete agreement on the understand ing, let alone on 
the formulation, of the nature of Christian education. about two dozen colleges, both church-related and 

secular. Members of the Committee visited severalEven within Calvin this agreement on the understand
ing and formulation of Ch ristian liberal arts education of the church-related colleges and were confirmed in 

their conclusions. Officials of other schools were alsois lacking. Christian education at Calvin seems plagued 
with a kind of duality : education in the liberal arts invited to explain the four-eourse plan to the Calvin 

faculty (Chimes, April 30 and Nov. 19, 1965). O n theand Christian in Reformed theology. The Committee 
basis of this in formation one is inclined to draw adescribes its definition in two parts, operating as it 

were on two differen t realms: the liberal arts CIS non tentative conclusion. Either these colleges have also 
adopted Jellema and Zylstra's idea of Christian ed ucavocational and non-professional, and Christian educa
tion , or Calvin's educational philosophy and curriction as train ing for citizenship in the Kingdom of God . 
ulum are not distinctive. Is Calvin, then, borrowing a In the higher realm therc is fundamen tal agreement 
curricular pattern from c1sewhere? and the antithesi~ between Christian citizenship and 

citizcnship in some other kingdom is con fessed. The It is rather doubtful that the four-course plan is an 
liberal arts arc considered a medium or a means to outgrowth of Calvin's basic philosophy. This is a cur
achieve the higher goal. It is often assumed that ricu lar pattern first developed outside of Calvin . When 
Christians can disagree on means and instruments be asked: "Why a 4-1-4 and not some other arrange
cause they ilre "neu tral." The reason for discarding ment?", Dr. Wolterstor££ replied: "Well, that is a hard 
several views of liheral arts for another is that they question" (Spark, Feb. 1967, p, 5). It is, This new 
are incomplete or wrongly focused to achieve the program has advantages over the old curriculum. But 
goal. Because the Committee considers them on ly as some will urge that it does not go far enough in revis
instruments and means, it can describe the three views ing the old semester system. One of the reasons for 
on liberal arts educat ion as Christian views. Thcreby. advancing this plan is that it will provide more t ime 
thc Committee is in grave danger of forgetting that for independent study, Prof. W. R. Hu tchison has 
for the classicist and the pragmatist the liberating arts objected : "But independent study programs, designed 
ure not merely a means but an indispensible religious in part to free the time of teachers, have often con
motive in ed ucation. Professor WolterstorfT does not fo unded their sponsors by eating up more faculty 
know in what way the liberal arts liberate mcn and energies than do regular procedures.'" Is it not un
society, but Dr. De Koster does .' The latter's reason realistic to expect faculty members to do the q uality 
for discarding the classicist and , perhaps, the d is of work in four weeks, whic;h shou ld be done through
cipli nary approach is not because these views are in out the semesters? Pros and cons aside, however, 
complete but non-Christian. if not un-Christian. Thus there is noth ing distilldively Christian about this new 
there is certainly fundamental disagreement on the arrangement. 
nature of libcral education. Much more radica l is the change from the hour to 

the course system, yet the subjcct matter to be taught 
The Proposed Curriculum remains fairly much the same. Many departments did 

Many colleges have a faculty committ ee stru ggling not plan any radical changes. Several departments, 
with curriculum revision, ow it is one thing fo r such as the Education Department, faced major prob
Calvin's Committee to state its aim; quite another to lems (Chimes, Nov. 11, 1966 ), Here it is not possible 
shape a curriculum as the outgrowth of this goal. ]f to go into the proposa ls of each department. Instead . 



this article will concentrate on the one course con
sidered central to all departments. 

The Christian Perspectives Course 
The Curriculum Study Committee recommends "a 

course in Christian Perspectives on Learning" (Report, 
pp. 83-84 and Appendix A). According to the Dean , 
Dr. J. Vander Berg, the Committee "would like to 
develop a course that will give him (the student) a 
Christian perspective on all that he is going to do for 
the four years that he will be at Calvin" (Spark, Feb. 
1967, p. 6). The Committee regards this "as the most 
important course in the revised curriculum." It is not 
a completely new course. The course "would retain 
many of the elements of Religion and Theology 301 
(Calvinism)" (Chimes, Oct. 8, 1965). 

No doubt there must be good reasons for such a 
course as serious students know from experience. In 
a chapel speech on May 16, 1966, a senior student 
related that he and seven other students got together 
with a few faculty members the previous week. In his 
speech he said, 

We wanted to know what the profs would con
sider to be a Christian perspective on their sub
jects. There was, however, a complete lack of 
communication. The faculty did not know what 
we meant and we could not make it clear to 
them. Our problems seemed so different from 
theirs and we seemed to live in such a different 
world that we could not even talk together 
meaningfully. Logic seemed utterly futile and 
those of us who posed the questions were strong
ly disillusioned. The gap between them and us 
seemed unbridgeable. The profs told us that they 
did not think there was any integrally Christian 
approach to the subjects.... We came for 
guidance but received none. 

Unfortunately, the experience of these students is not 
an isolated case, but symptomatic. In an open letter 
to some faculty members this student goes on to say: 
"I believe it illustrates something which is felt by a 
number of people on this campus. That this was in
deed so was confirmed by the large number of students 
who talked to me after my speech, commended me on 
it, and related that this had been their experience 100." 

There has been much opposition to the Christian 
perspectives course by the faculty, perhaps, for the 
wrong (practical) reasons. "After two evenin gs of 
debate the faculty approved the core curriculum by 
an overwhelming majority. All the changes called 
for. . were passed except the courSe in Christian 
perspectives" (Chimes, March 25, 1966 ). A subcom
mittee was to determine if the course would fit into 
the required core curriculum. The latest report is that 
the course «has not yet been sufficiently defined and 
will probably not be offered next year" (Chimes, Feb. 
15, 1967). This must be a real disappointment for the 
Committee after all the preparatory work which they 
have done. 

Yet someone could be vcry puzzled by the special 
emphasis on this course as some students were about 

the course in Calvinism. If Calvinism were actually 
at the heart of every course in each discipline, such 
a course would seem to be superfluous. If the College 
offered a distinctive Calvinistic education, there 
would hardly be need for such a super-imposed course. 
Similarly, the proposed new course would s~em super
fluous if the Christian faith permeated every course in 
each department. 

Curriculum and Teachers 
A curriculum is close to the heart of what makes a 

college tick. Yet curriculum changes in themselves do 
not guarantee integrated Christian education. There 
are good reasons for curriculum revision, as indicated 
in the Preface of the Report. "Perhaps the major virtue 
of a reform of the curriculum - any reform - is to stir 
up the teachers and shake them out of their ruts."' · 
Most likely it has, because this time all faculty mem
bers were called to defend their discipline, and why 
they teach in a Christian college. According to Pres
ident W. Spoelhof: "Never has there been as much 
serious soul-searching as to our calling and our com
mitment as a faculty" ( The Banner, May 15, 1964 ). 
The whole faculty is said to have" 'come alive.' " 

As a result of the curriculum reform there may be 
more communication now among faculty members, 
and, hopefully, between faculty and students. But 
there still exists a wide gap of communication between 
the College and the constituency. Calvin should try 
to close the "credibility gap." "When people on this 
campus openly admit that there is no integrally Chris
tian approach to their subject, . then do we really 
have the right to call ourselves a Christian college? 
For if that is the case we are not only cheating our 
constituency by telling them an obvious lie, but we 
also have taken away the very purpose of our exist
ence."" 

Conclusion 
Calvin not only accepted a curricular pattern from 

a secular university, but all these years, also appointed 
teachers who themselves were, according to Dr. Jelle
rna, illiberally trained and educated in the mind of 
modernity. Not much has really changed. The Com
mittee still seems to expect a revitalization of liberal 
education by accommodating a liberal arts position to 
Reformed theology. But such a compromise cannot 
offer an integral Christian education. Calvin intends 
to provide a liberal arts education, as envisioned by 
the Committee, in a Christian context. We would ask 
whether this is what our constituency believes its Re
formed college should be? 

Much of this article may seem to be quite "nega
tive." This springs not from lack of appreciation of 
the hard work of the Committee but from a sincere 
desire to seek the best for the school and the large 
number of people which it seeks to serve. Lest it be 
misconstrued as destructive criticism of Calvin, the 
following three proposals are suggested. 



( 1) Let the Board of Trustees or Synod appoint an 
Educational Policy Committee soon to : (a) examine 
the presently dominant education philosophy and (b ) 
reformulate the aim and purpose of Calvin as a Chris
tian College. The different perspectives on Christian 
education in our Reformed Christian community 
should be represen ted on such a Committee. 

(2) Let Calvin's Educational Policy Committee ap
point another Curriculum Revision Committee in the 
near future. I ts task should be to devise a distinctive 
curriculum for 1976, as an outgrowth of the report of 
the Educational Policy Committee mentioned in the 
first proposal. Members on the Committee should rep
resent aU views of Christian education, certainly the 
three views on liberal arts education present today at 
Ca lvin. The Board of Trustees must also be represented 
because it ought not merely give pro fomw approval 
to a faculty report of such consequence as the Cur
riculum Report. The trustees shou ld help shape the 
educational policy in the proper direction. 

(3) Let the faculty be invited to write another 
series on "Integrated Christian Education" in The 
BanneT, especiall y since the faculty is said to have 
come to a more meaningful understanding of inte
grated education. This series should start soon while 
the department reports to the Committee are still fresh 
in the minds of the professors. 

If these or simi lar proposals were adopted, ou r 
people would surely look forward to the future of our 
church college with renewed confidence. And, really, 
is there any better way to plan Calvin's centenn ial 
celebrations? 
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THE LOVE OF GOD 

THE LOVE OF GOD is a very popular subject 
today. And there is all kind of reason that this 

should be so, 
In most instances we find a discussion about the 

love of God manifested to his creatures, the love of 
God for all mankind and for his people in particular. 
And 1 am sure that we are all agreed that this is an 
inexhaustable subject. We shall never fully com
prehend the love of God for his handy work. Espe
cially his love for those whom he has known from 
eternity and chosen to everlasting life. Beholding his 
patience, grace and mercy we join in the song of the 
angels: "Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of hosts; the 
whole earth is full of His glory." We repeat the words 
of the psalmist: "Bless the Lord, 0 my soul; and all 
that is within me, bless His holy name. Who forgiveth 
all thine iniquities; who healeth all thy diseases; who 
redeemeth thy life from destruction; who crowneth 
thee with loving kindness and tender mercies," 

However a question arises in connection with this 
manifestation of the love of God, which is seldom 
raised and yet is of the utmost importance. What is 
the reason for the love of God manifested in the send
ing of his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh? The 
answer to this question is found in the Scriptures. We 
read f.i. in Isa iah 43:25: "I, even I, am He that 
blotteth out thy transgressions for mine own sake." 
God loves Himself as no creature may. It is for this 
reason that God in his law demands that we shall love 
him above aU. It is this love for himselr which makes 
God a consuming fire overagainst all sin . God is love, 
therefore do not touch him. The fact that God is love 
makes him the God of wrath overagainst all that is 
not in harmony with his will. 

Because of thi s we, who are sinners, ought to 
tremble before him. This is all together too often 
forgotten. This is undoubtedly the reason why we 
can carry the burden of our sins without a great deal 
of discomfort. We confess to be sinners, but what of 
it? There is Jesus, the Christ and he cle.'tnseth us 
from all our sins. So why should we be bu rdened. It 
is true that God declares: "though your sins be as 
scarlet, they shall be as white as snow." But this does 
not mean that we shall not suffer because of our sins. 
Remember David, the man after God's own heart. He 
sinned grievously and upon the confession of his sin 
he receives forgiveness. But God declares, "The sword 
shall not depart from thy house." 

Because God is love, we as sinners should walk in 



fear and trembling before him. So often the necessity 
of this fear is reasoned away. But the Scriptures speak 
continually about the necessity of this fear. Jeslls 
warns: "Fear not them which kill the body, but are not 
able to kill the soul; but rather fear Him which is 
able to destroy both soul and body in hell." 

WILLIAM K OK 

QUO VADIS, CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH? 

D o WE NEED any reminder that there is a doc
trinal discussion going on in the Christian 

Reformed Church? Late consistory meetings, heated 
debates on the floor of c1assis, not too infrequent dis
cussions over cups of coffee and articles in the various 
periodicals of our denomination all attest to its im
portance. 

Yet, while much ink has been spilled over the 
topics of the love of God and the particular atonement 
of Christ, are there still people who fail to admit the 
importance of the issue at hand? True, there are some 
people who have very strong convictions on the issue. 
Many, however, remain unmoved because they see no 
reason to become excited . The issue is doctrinal and 
doctrine is the farthest thing from their mind. Sorry 
to say, these folks are very much like the proverbial 
ostrich who buries his head. 

The Christian Reformed Church stands at a fo rk in 
the road. Quo vad is, Christian Reformed Church? 
Will we stand on Biblical ground or will we say that 
with some dubious new light we must change our 
doctrinal position? Immediately, in answer we hear : 
the truly Reformed Church is always reforming. There 
is not a man with Reformed blood who would deny 
this. By the Spirit's leading we must always be re
forming so that we will be more and more submissive 
to Scripture. But now, is it really true that suddenly 
we have a completely new understanding of what the 
Bible says about God's love and Christ's death? 

In the past when the Church resisted heresy of onc 
form or another was it because she refused to listen to 
Scripture? A true reformer has never refused to be 
submissive to Scripture. It has been sa id that the new 
ideas struggling for acceptance in our denomination 
carry a sound of some of the heresies earlier set aside 
as being false. Just because they have a new sound 
and everyone is searching after new things today 
are they now to be accepted as valid? 

I t is no secret that the current discussion grew out 
of an article on missions. Development of missions 
from the Bibbcal, Reformed perspective ought to be 
applauded. Yet, are the questions that were originally 
raised necessary for the sound development of Christ
glorifying missions? Is it necessary, for instance, to 
have license to say "God loves you?" Though it is true 
that the book of Acts does not record every aposto lic 
word that was spoken, it gives no hint of the approach 
which has been proposed in the articles subjected to 
synodical security as a pattern to follow in mission 
work. The Gospel was proclaimed and explained but 

no "gimmicks" were deemed necessary since the 
Church knew that the Holy Spirit did the work unto 
man's salvation! "And the Lord added to the church 
daily, such as should be saved!" Is it not true that the 
sinner's mouth waters for the marvellous salvation 
when he truly hears the Gospel proclaimed? What is 
the standard of judgment in mission work? Is it faith
fulness to the Word of God, or a concern for larger 
numbers? 

Quo vadis, Christian Reformed Church? We are at 
the fork in the road. One arrow points us to the way 
of change. Farther down that road will we fi nd the 
crumbling decay which other denominations have 
experienced in the past? The other arrow points to 
the way in which we will remain a Reformed Church 
- Reformed according to the Word of God - always 
reforming. H ere the apparent immobility of the past 
few years is deadlyl 

JEROME J ULlEN 

YOU'RE WRONG, MR. DE KOSTER 

L E STER DE KOSTER, d irector of the Calvin Col
lege Library, has concluded a four-part series 

of articles dealing with the report of the Synodical 
Committee on Doctrinal Matters which was con
sidered and acted upon by the Synod of 1966 (d. 
Reformed j ourtUJl, January - April, 1967). 

The sum and substance of De Koster's "bone of con
tention" with the Committee of Synod is well ex
pressed by the opening lines of the first paragraph of 
his concluding article. He says, "The Christian Re
formed Church asked its Doctrinal Committee for a 
study of a significant theological problem, entirely 
relevant to our times and not outside the scope of our 
gifts and heritage." The Church received in response 
a Report which narrows the mandate to a presentation 
of one side of what the Report designates as a "bone 
of contention" presumably between itself and Professor 
Harold Dekker. In consequence, a stULly was sup
planted by a brief. ( Italics - LDK. ) 

It ought to be clearly observed that De Koster is 
wrong when he states, "The Christian Reformed 
Church asked its Doctrinal Committee for a study of 
a significant theological problem, entirely relevant to 
our times and not outside the scope of our gifts and 
heritage." Simply to read the mandate which was 
actually given to the Doctrinal Committee will ade
quately demonstrate how wrong be is. The mandate 
given to the Committee can be read on pages 88 and 
89 of the Acts of Synod - 1964. Here Synod instructed 
its Committee "to study in the light of Scripture and 
the creeds the doctrine of limited atonement as it 
relates to the love of God, the doctrinal expressions Of 
Professor lJ. Dekker beginning with and relative to 
his article entitled, "'God So Looes - All Men," and 
other related questions which may arise in the course 
of their study ...." ( Italics - R.L. ) 

It is entirely unwarranted for De Koster, or anyone 
else, to reformulate this mandate to his own liking 



and then to score the Committee of Synod for not 
doing what he thinks it should have done. De Koster's 
conception of the Committee's mandate is obviously 
quite different from that which the Synod did, in fact , 
give to the Committee. 

I t ought to be noted that Synod does not stud y 
something in abstraction. Synod deals with specific 
and concrete matters wh ich are properly presented 
to it. The speeHlc matter before Synod in 1964 was 
the doctrinal expressions of Professor H. Dekker as 
set forth in his article entitled "God So Loves - All 
Men." It was this article which occasioned the debate 
in the first place and which demanded the attention 
of Synod. To ignore this fact is to raise the question 
why Synod became involved in the matter at all. 

It is quite obvious that the Committee had to 

relate its study to the doctrinal express ions of Profes
sor H. Dekker. This was its mandate. If it had failed 
to do this it would not have been an obedient servant 
of Synod. 

The Committee, however, did relate its study to the 
doctrinal expressions of Professor H . Dekker in its 
Report of 1966 and it is again recommending that 
Synod express itself on these same doctrinal matters 
in its Heport to Synod in 1967. 

De Koster has constructed a brief over against the 
Doctrinal Committee which betrays an alarming lack 
of objectivity. A simple reading of the mandate given 
to the Committee demonstrates that De Koster missed 
the point of the whole matter. His articles are then 
quite beside the point. 

REIN LEESTMA 

PETER 

OVER FOUR YEARS AGO Professor Harold Dek
ker began a controversy in our church circles by 

publishing an article in the December, 1962, Reformed 
Journal under the title, "God So Loved - All Men!" 
The ensuing d iscussion led eventually to the appoint
ment by the Synod of 1964 of a "Doctrinal Committee" 
which presented its report to last year's synod. That 
report has been referred back to the committee for 
refinement, especially of the grounding of its conclu
sions, and to the churches for their study, with a view 
to haVing the matter taken lip by the Synod of 1967. 

During these four years of discussion a consider
able amount of confusion seems to have arisen in the 
minds of many people about just what issues are 
involved. The long committ ee report with its detailed 
treatment of various aspects of the controversy may 
be very helpful to one who studies it. Unfortunately 
the very thoroughness of that report may also confuse 
a casual reader. Many an elder and minister, looking 
at the seven ty pages of analysis and argument and 
two and a half pages of conclusions, may judge that 
the matter is hopelessly complicated and despair of 
reaching any decision concerning it. 

lt seems to me, as one who has taken a personal 
interest in the discussion from its beginning, that the 
real issues are not at all as complicated as they appear 
to some to be. Reviewing the writings that began the 
discussion and the committee report which attempts 
to analyze them makes it increasingly evident that, 

DE 	 JONG 

however many interesting complications may be raised 
in connection with the points under d iscllssion, the 
points themselves are few and comparatively simple. 
We should not pennit our attention to be diverted 
from them to the side-issues . 

What the Argument Is about: Professor Dek ker's Claims 
The Committee Report calls attention to the fact (al

ready apparent in Professor Dekker's original article) 
that he has made two fundamenta l claims (Acts 1966, 
p. 438), 

( 1 ) 	there is no "qualitative diHerence between 
God's love for all men and his love for the 
elect." 

(2) 	that Christ's atonement is not limited to any 
group of people, but is inherently universal 
and therefore the church must say to unbe
lievers as well as to believers, "Christ died for 
you" (Acts 1966, pp. 446, 463 ). 

(We may observe that while Professor Dekker's 
original article still spoke of the atonement as in one 
sense limited, he later dropped that limitation and 
now states that it "is inherently universal.") About 
two thirds of the report is devoted to these two basic 
issues, and we ought to concentrate our attention on 
them. 

The Critical Test: God's Word 
The decisive question which must be raised con



cerning these two claims of Professor Dekker is, "Do 
they conform to or contradict the teaching of Cod's 
Word?" The considerable amount of historical ma
terial' and opinions of Reformed writers cited in the 
report is interesting and valuable to the student. Th is 
will have to be disregarded in our effort to deal as 
simply as possible with the heart of the problem. 

I t is significant that the committee in dealing with 
biblical evidence had to call attention to Professor 
Dekker's manner of handling this: "The Scriptural 
evidence which he has set forth in his articles consists 
of a number of texts which are all supposed to teach 
a universal atonement. They are those passages which 
speak of the "world" or "all men," or "every man" in 
relation to Christ's sacrifice. It is regrettable, however, 
that Prof. Dekker usually only quoted these passages 
and made little attempt to exegete them." "Prof. Dek
ker revea ls that same weakness also by the casual 
way in which he disposes of those texts which Re
formed writers have always quoted to substan tiate the 
position that the atonement is lim ited or definite. 
These texts too he does not exegete" (p. 477). 

A consideration of the texts that are cited to sup
port a universal atonement reveals that they are either 
fou nd in a setting in which the objects of Cod's love 
or grace are indicated also in a more limited and 
precise way, or they can be readily harmonized with 
the doctrine taught in the other scriptures that there 
is such a particular atonement. On the other hand 
the texts that speak of Cod's electing love and of a 
particular or limited atonement cannot be harmonizcd 
with the claim that there is no such particular love or 
limited atonement. This point will become clear if 
we refer to a few of the Bible passages wh ich teach 
that there is an electing love of Cod for his people 
that is not given to the un believing world; 

Malachi 1: 2,3, "I loved Jacob; but Esau I hated," 

is cited in Romans g: 13 as a classic example of 

Cod's elective dealing with men. 

John 10: 11, 15 speak of Christ dying for his 

"sheep" who are explicit ly distinguished in verses 

26fT. from unbelievers. ("But ye believe not, be

cause ye are not of my sheep.") 

Acts 20:28 speaks of "the church of the Lord 

which H e purchased with His own blood." Here 

the quali fy ing phrase can hardly be generalized 

as applying to all men without making it mean

ingless. 

Ephesians 5:25-27 compares the love of Christ for 
his church with the exclusive love of a husband 
for his wife. 
Ephesians 2:4 attribu tes the Christian's salvation 
from bei ng "by nature the child ren of wrath , even 
as the rest," to God's "great love wherewith He 
loved us." 
John 6:36-40 and John 17, especially verse 9, 
plain ly reveal a unique concern of Christ for his 
own which he does not have for the worJd. 

Professor Dekker is himself compelled to admit 

that the Bible nowhere teaches us to say to unbe
lievers, "Christ died for you." 

Tested by Cod's Word, the two main points made 
by Prof. Dekker plainly conflict with rather than con
form to it. 

, 
A Fundamental Error in Christian Doctrine 

The committee's analysis reveals a certain lack of 
clarity as well as instability in these teachings of 
Professor Dekker. Under questioning by the commit
tee he (1) gave up a distinction he had earlier at
tempted to make between God's love as redemptive 
and as redeeming, now maintaining that it is redemp
tive to all, and (2) abandoned the idea that the atone
ment is limited in any sense, now saying that it is 
"inherently universal." Taking the Jatter position, he 
also came to hold "that the atonement as such has no 
efficacy." In other words, maintaining that Christ's 
atonement is made for everyone while recognizing that 
not all men are saved is compelling him to deny its 
saving meaning. The report observes, "Nowhere in 
his articles does he give any definite indication as to 
what the atonement really means for him." "He does 
not seem to believe that Christ by H is death on the 
cross has also actually purchased for those for whom 
H e died faith and repentance, the adoption of sons 
and eternal inheritance. This it seems to us is the 
fundamental fault in Dekker's position (pp. 463, 471, 
472). 

The committee goes on to observe that this position 
would "drive a wedge" between the work of the 
Father (who elects some) and that of the Son (who 
dies to save everyone, according to Professor D ekker ) 
and between the work of the Son and that of the 
Holy Spirit (who saves only the elect ). When anyone 
says "that the atonement as such has no efficacy" it 
should be apparent to all that he flatly contradicts the 
doctrine of the Canons of Dordt ( II , B) that it was 
"the will of Cod that Christ ... should effectually 
redeem ... all those, and those only, who were from 
eterniiy chosen to salvation." 

It should also be apparent that teachings such as 
these are not trivial differences of opinion which may 
be dismissed as insignificant by the church in whose 
seminary they are being taught. When the confession 
of the church is being contradicted, the doctrine of 
the Trinity is distorted and the very effectiveness of 

!s the doctriJUll issue facillg the synod of 1967 
so complicated that 110 clear-cut decision can be 

expected at this time? In the figllt of his answer 

the Rev. Peter De fong, pastor of the First Chris

tian Reformed Church of Sarnia, Ontario, sllOl/':s 

what consequences furtller delay will have fa/" a 
confessional Reformed church. 



Christ's atonement is denied, the church should wake 
up to realize that the fundamentals of its faith are 
under attack. 

Mischievous Prillctical Conseque nces 
The report duly recognizes that Professor Dekker 

raised these issues not out of a desire to attack the 
faith of the church but because he wanted to sec its 
evangelistic work made mare effective and felt that 
thc doctrinal changes he advocates would serve that 
purpose. But the report points out that the church's 
confessed doctrine regarding these matters has been 
biblical and that the weaknesses in its evangelistic 
efforts are not traceable to these doctrines but to other 
causes. 

I t may be further observed, however, that Professor 
Dekker's misrepresentation of the love of Cod in a 
solely universalistic manner would seem to make it 
impossible to do justice to other considerations which 
the Bible teaches should spur the church to mission· 
ary witness and be expressed in that witness. How 
can one concentrate exclusively on the love of Cod 
shown indiscriminately to all and at the same time 
warn people, as Cod's word teaches us to do, to "flee 
the wrath to come?" The very text which was mis
quoted in the article that began this controversy does 
not read, "God So loved - all men!" It reads "God so 
loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, 
that whosoever believeth on Him shatdd not perish, 
but have everlasting life." And the whole passage 
concludes with the warning, "but he that obeyeth not 
the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God 
abideth on hinl" (vs. 36). How ca n anyone do justice 
to that if he insists on reading into it that "the love of 
God abideth" on the unbeliever? 

Similarly the Apostle Paul was spurred on to mis
sionary activity not only by the fact that "the love of 
Christ constraineth us," ( II Cor. 5:14 ) but also by 
the accompanying truth, "For we must all be made 
manifest before the judgment seat of Christ . . . 
Knowing therefore the fear of the Lord, we persuade 
men ..." (vs. 10, 11 ). He also points out that it was 
not merely an indiscriminate love of Christ for all 
men that inspired his missionary labour, but Christ's 
saving love for his elect; "Therefore, I endure all 
things for the elect's sake, that they also may obtain 
the salvation which is in Christ Jesus with eternal 
glory" ( II Timothy 2:10). Our Lord himself was 
moved by the same consideration: He said, "I am 
come down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but 
the will of him that sent me, And this is the will of 
him that sent me that of all that which he hath given 
me I should lose nothing, but should raise it up at 
the last day" (John 6:38 and 39). In missionary wit
ness we must like the Apostle Paul not "shrink" from 
declaring to men "the whole counsel of God" (Acts 
20:27 ). We cannot expect greater missionary success 
if we preach anything other or less than that. 

It is being urged by some advocates of these ob
jectionable views that the church should make no 

decision regarding them lest it stifle theological prog
ress. To that we must reply that the churches' tolera
tion of teachings that contradict the Word of Cod can 
never result in real progress. It can only lead to de
cline, as it is doing in many churches around us. 
These views do not even have the right to be called 
nC\.... They are old errors, on the whole much more 
adequately discussed by such men as Will iam Cun
ningham a hundred years ago and even more ex
tensively by the French Reformed Ch urch three 
hundred years ago when strange and so-called "new" 
views led those churches away from their biblical 
fa ith.' 

The Need for De cisive Adion 
The issues that confront us in this controversy are 

not minor or indifferent matt ers. They touch the heart 
of our Christian faith . 

Although much may be said about them and the 
truths related to them, they are themselves not espe
cially complicated or difficult. The claim has been 
made (1) that there is no qualitative difference be
tween Cod's love for all men and his love for his 
people and (2) that Christ's atonement is not limited 
to any group of people, but is inherently universal 
and therefore the church must say to unbelievers as 
well as believers, "Christ died for you." After patient 
and careful investigation it has been plainly shovVl1 
that these claims contradict the Scriptures and the 
Reformed confessions. 

To continue to tolerate them would be both to 
betray the Christian faith we maintain as Reformed 
churches and to abandon the biblical discipline of our 
creeds and Form of Subscription which we have prom
ised before God to uphold. May God give our Synod 
the conviction and courage to declare that these 
teachings are contrary to hi s word and our Christian 
confeSS ion and may not be taught in the churches. 

1. 	 Regarding the history of this mailer the committee makes 
the valuable observation that "this time we have the prob
lem of 1924 in reverse" (p. 445). While Rev. H. Hoeksema 
dcni~-d tlmt thcre is common grace shown to the non-elect, 
Rev. H. Dekkcr now dcnies that there is a special grace or 
love shown to the elect. 

2. 	 William Cunningham, Historical Theology, II 323-367 sum
marized in my article, "Cunningham on 'C:llvinistic Uni
verS(l lism'" in Torell anll Tnml1Jet, April 1964. Rogcr 
~icole, "Amyraldi<lnism, Amyraldism, Amyraldus, Amymut," 
m Palmer, ed., The Encyelcvedia of Clirlstionitll, I, 184-193. 
Comp..1re also John Owen, The Denth of Deatll in tile Death 
0/ Christ, a Treatise in w/lich the whole controver-'tl about 
Vnioer$Ol Redemption is fllllV discussed, (reprinted by The 
Danner of Truth Trust, London, in 1959. The original ap
l>cared in 1648). 
It is in teresting to ohserve that there are two prefaces to 
the original, the first of which by Stanley Cower, begins: 
"There a rc two rotten pillars on which the fabric of latc 
Anninianism ... doth princip.111y stand. "The one is, That 
GOl/ lovet/l all alike, Cain as well as Abel;Judas as the 
rest of the apostles. "The other is, That C giveth ... 
botll Christ, tile grent gift of his eterfJOl love, for all alike 
to work out their rel/emption ..." The rest is less al)ropos, 
for the position which we are considering has not yet 
developed to the consistency of Arminianism. It reads, 
" . anll power to lJ elil.>ve in Christ to all alike to whom 
he 8'00$ the gospel . .." This observation, made 319 years 
ago, makes it evident, however, that the two main points 
about which the controversy has arisen in our church at 
present a re not the new discoveries some consider them 
to be. 



LIMITED ATONEMENT: 


CANONS Of DORT 
Jesus Christ "was made sin , and became a curse 

for us and in our stead , that He might make satis
faction to divine justice on our behalf" (II, 2). 

"It was the will of God that Christ by the blood 
of the cross, whereby He confirmed the new cov
enant, should effectually redeem out of every 
people, tribe, nation, and language, all those, and 
those on ly, who were from eternity chosen to salva
tion and given to Him by the Father; that H e 
should confer upon them faith , which, together with 
aU the other saving gifts of the Holy Spirit, He 
purchased for them by His death ... ( Il, 8 ). 

PETER ELDERSVELD 
The popular Back-To-God Hour radio p reacher, 

Dr. Peter Eldersveld, always was bold in proclaiming 
his Reformed convictions, including the Reformed 
doctrine of limited atonement. In his last full sermon 
on the subject, accurately entitled, The Aim 0/ Re
demption ( Feb. 9, 1964), Dr. Eldersveld cloquently 
and clearly presented the Reformed teaching. In op
posing Arminianism, he said : 

"But the Bible gives us an altogcther d ifferent 
picture. It tells us plainly, and somewhat bluntly, 
that God did not send His Son into this world to 
save all men. 

" [Jesus] made it very plain that He came here to 
give His life only for the sheep, not for the goats 
(john 10,11)," 

CommenUng on John 17:1, 2 and 9, Eldersveld 
preached: 

'1here you have His own conception of the aim 
of his atoning sacrifice, Notice how he emphasized 
that it was meant on ly for those whom the Father 
had given H im, those who had been chosen from 
eternity to be saved by divine grace, He was read y 
to die for them and for them only." 

If Christ died for all men, Eldersveld goes on to 
say, "Then a large part of His painful sacri.fice 
would have been utterly wasted." But, hc says: 
"That blood was not spilled: it was shed for sinners. 
Not one drop of it can be wasted. God gives it only 
to those for whom it was intended - and he sees to 
it that they get it, 

"The atonement of our Lord is not some kind of 
gigantic universal, indiscriminate 'grab-bag,' from 
which men may pick a parcel of salvation, if they 
so desire," 
Some have mistakenly thou ght that the Biblical 

teaching of limited atonement has hampered a min
ister's preaching to unbelievers. Some have even pro
posed to modify the Biblica l teaching for the utilitarian 
purpose of winning more souls1 Notice, however, that 
D r. Eldersveld in preach ing to such a great and di
verse radio audience did not feel at all hnmpered in 
preaching the full-orbed Heformed fa ith, and at the 
conclusion of his sermon, he very effectively made an 
evangelistic plea: 

"But it confron ts us with a big question. Do we 
belong to the sheep for whom the Cood Shepherd 
laid down his life? You must answer that question 
for yourself. Was it for your sin that He died lIpon 
the cross? Have yOll made that confess ion , believ
ing that H e paid for your sin with His own preciolls 
blood? Then you are certainly one of H is shecp." 

HERMAN BAVINCK 
The prince of the Dutch Reformed theologians, 

Herman Bavinck, stood four-square with the historic 
Reformed position of definite or limited atonement. 

"The preaching of the gospel does not say to 
each person, head for head : Christ d ied in your 
place, all your sins are atoned and forgiven" ( Ge
reformeerde Dogmatlek, Kampcn, 1930, p . 5). 

"Although it is absolutely necessary to maintain 
the complete universality of the preaching of the 
gospel and of the offer of grace, one may not 
deduce that Christ's benefits were won and in
tended for all men, head for head" ( Magualia Dei, 
Kampen, 1909, p. 404 ). "As soon as the Holy 
Scriptures deal with the question: <For whom did 
Christ win his benefits? To whom did he dispense 
and apply them? and Who actually partakes of 
them?' it always relates his wOrk to his church. 
Just as in the Old Testament there was a special 
people whom Cod chose for an inheritance, so also 
in the New Testament there is the concept of 
God's special people . ... It was for this people 



that Christ shed his blood and won salvation. . .. 
There is thus complete agreement between the 
work of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Spirit. As many as were ~ by the Father 
were bought by the Son and regenerated and 
renewed by the Holy Spirit» {pp. 405-406}. 

J . K. VAN BAALEN 
"Widespread is the theory that Christ died for 

all men, that the atonement was made for all men, 
but not all do avail themselves of it. 

"This theory is contrary to Scripture, and robs 
Christ's death of that very atonin g character which 
it aims to exalt . . . . 

''The very words to save and Savior mean just 
what they say. If Christ shed His blood for many 
unto the remission of sins ( Matt. 26:28 ), how can 
it be held that He shed it for many not unto the 
remission of sins? If He is called Savior beeause 
He saves his people from their sins ( Matt. 1:21 ), 
how can it be that He is the Savior of those who 
will not be saved, or that He shed His blood for 
them and fa iled to remit their sins?" ( The Heritage 
of the Fathers, Grand Rapids, 1948, pp. 198, 199). 

J . GRESHAM MACHEN 
In 1936 one of the greatest American Calvinists of 

this century, J. Gresham Machen, gave a sermon on 
11 Cor. 5:14-15 which has the phrase "One died for 
all." He explained what Paul meant by the word aU: 

"But what does he mean by 'all,? 'One died for 
aU: he says, 'therefore all died: He seems to lay 
considerable emphasis upon that word 'all .' What 
does he mean by it? 

"Well, I suppose our Christian brethren in other 
churches, our Christian brethren who arc opposed 
to the Reformed Faith might be tempted to make 
that word 'all' mean, in this passage, 'all men'; they 
might be tempted to make it refer to the whole 
human race. They might be tempted to interpret 
the words 'Christ died for all men everywhere 
whether Christians or not: 

"But if they are tempted to make it mean that, 
they ought to resist the temptation, since this' pas
sage is really a very dangerous passage for them to 
lay stress on in support of their view. 

"In the first place, the context is dead against it. 
I t is rather strongly against the view that 'Christ 
died for an' means here 'Christ d ied faT all men.' 
AU through this passage Paul is speaking not of the 
relation of Christ to all men, but of the relation of 
Christ to the Church. 

"In the second place, the view that 'Christ died 
for aU' means 'Christ died for all men' proves too 
much. The things that Paul says in this passage 
about those for whom Christ died do not fit those 
who merely have the gospel offered to them; they 
fit only those who accept the gospel for the salva

tion of their souls. Can it be said of all men, includ
ing those who reject the gospel or have never heard 
it, that they died when Christ d ied on the cross; 
can it be said of them that they no longer live unto 
themselves but unto the Christ who died for them? 
Surely these things cannot be said of all men, and 
therefore the word 'all' does not mean all men 
( God Transcendent, Grand Rapids, 1949, pp. 134
135). 

JAMES I. PACKER 
In his introductory essay to John Owen's The Death 

of Death in the Death of Christ (London, 1959 ), 
James Packer eloquently sets forth the Calvinistic 
teaching of limited atonement. At the very beginning 
he deal s with the oft-raised charge that limited a tone
ment is detrimenta l to the gospel. In his estimation, 
however, a reading of Owen's treatise on limited 
atonement "will help us in one of the most urgent 
tasks facing Evangelical Christendom today - the re
COvery of the gospel" ( p. 1). It will help us "to 
rccover the old, authentic, biblical gospel, and to bring 
our preaching and practice back into line with it" 
( pp.2-3). 

"Hcdemption, according to Arminianism, secured 
for God a right to make this offer, but did not of 
itself cnsure that anyone would ever accept it; for 
faith, being a work of man's own, is not a gift that 
comes to him from Calvary. Christ's death created 
an opportunity for the exercise of saving faith, but 
that is all it d id. Calvinists, however, define redemp
tion as Christ's actual substitutionary endurance of 
the penalty of sin in the place of certain specified 
sinners, through which God was reconciled to them, 
thei l" liability to punishment was for ever destroyed, 
and a title to eternal life was secured for them .... 
Calvary, in other words, not merely made possiblc 
the salvation of those for whom Christ d ied; it en
sured that they wou ld be brought to faith and thcir 
salvation made actual. The Cross saves' (p. 6 ). 

"Ch rist did not win a hypothetical salvation for 
hypothetical believers, a mere possibility of salva
tion for any who might possibly believe, but a real 
sa lvation for His own chosen people" ( p. 10). 

"Owen sees that the question which has oc
casioned his writing - the extent of the atonement 
- involves the further question of its nature, since 
if it was offered to save some who wi ll fina lly 
perish, then it cannot have been a transaction 
securing the actual salvation of a ll for whom it was 
designed. But, says Owen, this is precisely the kind 
of transaction that the Bible says it was. TIle 
fi rs t two books of his treatise are a massive demon
stration of the fact that according to Scripture the 
Redeemer's death actually saves His people, as it 
was meant to do" ( p. 10 ). 
In his later book Evangelism and the Sovereignty 

of Gall (Chicago, 1961 ), Packer is very much con
cerned that evangelists in attempting to win people to 



Christ do not deny the Biblical teaching of uncon
ditional election and limited atonement. 

"The fac t is that the New Testament never calls 
on any man to repent on the ground that Christ 
died specifically and particularly for him. The 
basis on which the New Testament invites sinners 
to put faith in Christ is simply that they need Him, 
and that He offers Himself to them, and that those 
who receive Him are p romised all the benefits 
that His death secured for His people. What is 
universal and all-inclusive in the New Testament 
is the invitation to faith, and the promise of sal
vation to all who believe. 

"Our task in evangelism is to reproduce as faith
fully as possible the New Testament emphasis. To 
go beyond the New Testament, or to distor t its 
viewpoint or shift its stress, is always wrong" (p . 
68 ). 
1n presenting the gospel, Packer says, we must 

avoid the unbiblical statement that Christ died for all 
or that, since he died for only some, perhaps he did 
not die for the listener of the gospel call. "The gospel 
is not, 'believe that Christ died for everybody's sins, 
and therefore for yours,' any more than it is, <believe 
that Christ died only for certain people's sins, and so 
perhaps not for yours: T he gospel is, <believe on the 
Lord Jesus Christ , who died for sins, and now offers 
you Himself as your Saviour' " (p. 69) . 

JOHN CALVIN 
Doctrines are often not fully developed and dis

cussed unless a challenge to them has arisen. Thus 
Calvin did not spend a great deal of space on elec
tion, reprobation and the foreordination of sin in 
the first edition of his Institutes. Only after being 
attacked at this point did he develop his ideas more 
fully both in the Institutes and elsewhere. Since.:l 
controversy around limited atonement did not 
develop until long after his death, Calvin did not 
expound this teaching in any detailed fashion, tak
ing its truth for granted. In one place, however, he 
clearly reveals his sentiments. 

In his commen tary on I John 2:2, he states that 
"Christ suffered suHiciently for the whole world, but 
efficiently only for the elect." In commenting on 
John's words that Christ is a propit iation for the 
sins of the whole world, Calvin says: "Under the 
word all or whole, he does not include the repro
bate, but designates those who should believe as 
well as those who were then scattered through 
various parts of the world." 

CHARLES HADDON SPURGEON 

The great English preacher of the last centmy 
once said: 'We are often told that we limit the 
atonement of Christ, because we say that Christ has 
not made a satisfaction for all men, or all men 
would be saved. Now, our reply to this is, that, on 
the other hand, our opponents limit it: we do not. 

The Arminians say, Christ died for all men. Ask 
them what they mean by it. Did Christ die so as to 
secure the salvation-of all men? They say, 'No, cer
tainly not: We ask them the next question - Did 
Christ die so as to secure the salvation of any man 
in particular? They answer <No: They are obliged , 
to admit this, if they are consistent. They say 'No. 
Christ has died that any man may be saved if' 
and then fo llow certain conditions of salvation. 
Now, who is it that limits the death of Christ? Why, 
you! You say that Christ did not die so as infallibly 
to secure the salvation of anybody. We beg your 
pardon, when you say we limit Christ's death; we 
say, 'No, my dear sir, it is you that do it: We say 
Christ so died that he infa llibly secured the sal
vation of a multitude that no man can number, 
who through Christ's death not only may be 
saved, but are saved, must be saved and cannot 
by any possibili ty run the hazard of being any
thing but saved. You are welcome to your atone
ment; you may keep it. We will never renounce 
ours for the sake of it:' 

"I have my own private opinion that there is n0 
such thing as preaching Christ and Him crucified , 
unless we preach what is nowadays called Calvin
ism.... I do not believe we can preach the gospel 

. unless we base it upon the special and partic
uiar redemption of His elect and chosen people 
which Christ wrought out upon the Cross. " 
(Spurgeon's Autobiography, Vol. I , Ch. xvI, p . 172). 

c. BOUM A 
In 1928 the Dutch Gereformeerde New Testament 

exegete, Dr. C. Bouma, devoted a whole book to the 
subject Ceen Algemeene Verzoening [No Universal 
Atonement] (Kampen). Having spen t one chapter on 
The Reformed Confession, he concludes: 

"There is no Reformed theologian who has ex
pressed himself in any other way than the above. 
Everyone without exception dearly confesses the 
teaching of particular satisfaction .... It is not 
possible for one to be soundly Reformed and still 
to hold to this error. It is either /or: Either you are 
Reformed and thus a teacher of the truth that 
Christ d ied only for the elect, or you are not Re
formed at this point" (pp. 52, 53). 

"First the nature and work of the Savior must be 
studied. When that is clear, then it will be easily 
seen that the doctrine of universal atonement is in 
conflict with the work of Christ. 

"What docs the Bible teach concerning the mean
ing of atoning work of the Mediator? When One 
reads carefully what the Bible says about it, then 
one fact stands out clearly: Christ has not only won 
salvation, but he also applies it. His work did not 
consist only of the taking away of guilt, but also of 
the d ispensing of salvation now. Both the winning 
and the dispensing are inseparable in his work as 
Mediator" (p. 59). 



CONCERNING 

THE ORIGIN OF LIFE 


AND 

THE CREATION DAYS 


RUSSell MAATMAN 

I N OUR PREVIOUS ARTICLE we divided the dis
cussion of evolution into the following propositions: 
1. 	 Matter has existed from eternity. 
2. 	 The earth and at least some stars aTe billions of 

years old. 
3. 	 Life in the form of one-celled organisms evolved 

from non-living matter. 
4. 	 All animals and plants evolved from one-celled 

organisms. 
5. Man's body evolved from animals. 

It was ma intained that these propositions do not stand 
or fall together, that they must be discussed separ
ately, and that in each case Scripture must be con
sulted first . 

We saw that Scripture teaches that man did not 
evolve from animals. Therefore, Proposition 5 is not 
true. We wish in this article to look at certain aspects 
of two other propositions. These are the questions of 
whether or not animals and plants evolved from one
celled organisms ( Proposition 3) and whether or not 
"day" in Genesis 1 means "period" (part of Proposi
tion 2 ) . 

Did Animals and Plants Evolve from One Ce ll ? 

We first exa mine Scripture. The first life created 
is that of plants: 

And God said, Let the earth put forth grass, 
herbs yielding seed, and fruit trees bearing fruit 
after their kind, wherein is the seed thereof, upon 
the earth : and it was so (Gen. 1: 11 ). 

We read "after his ( their) kind" nine more times in 
Genesis I , with this phrase referring to grass, herbs, 
trees, marine life, birds, cattle, creeping things, and 
other beasts of the earth. 

The very nature of Genesis 1 is such that the 
reader is told that which he could not normally know. 

It is not legitimate to argue that some parts of this 
chapter, of all the chapters in Scripture, add nothing 
to our knowledge. Since the phrase "after h is kind" 
appears so many times in Genesis 1, the Holy Spirit 
is obviously telling us something o( importance, far 
beyond what we would normally know. One important 
part of what we are being told is that what we know 
about cattle now begetting cattle, etc., has also been 
true from the beginning. 

The theistic evolutionist suggests that "after his 
kind" is but a "popular" way of expressing what we 
observe takes place 110W, i.e., cattle now beget cattle, 
winged b irds now beget winged birds, etc. We are 
not told, says the theistic evolutionist, about biological 
processes which took place before man was created. 

The theistic evolutionist is certainly correct on one 
point: we may not equate the Scriptural "kind" with 
our modern definition of species. Yet, since the Scrip
ture is for our understanding, we would like to know 
what "kind" means. It is quite possible, given only 
our present knowledge, that we might not be able to 
define "kind" accurately. What is so often lost sight 
of, as considerable effort is put into denouncing those 
who identify '"'kind" with species, is that Kind" refers 
to some group smaller than the whole group of living 
things. Therefore, Genesis 1 teaches - for example
that "creeping things" did not by any series of evolu
tionary changes produce "cattle." 

What does ''kind'' mean in Genesis I ? We might 
have difficulty in arriving at the proper definit ion. Yet 
the tcrm "kind" meant to Noah something definite, 
some group of living things smaller than the whole 
group of living things. Repeatedly in Genesis 6 and 7 
Noah is instructed to put into the ark beasts "after 
their kind" (alternately, "of every sort"). Very likely 
our in ability to arrive at a precise definition of "kind'" 
was not shared by Noah. 

In addition, Adam had a knowledge which we do 
not share which enabled him to name the kinds. Pos
sibly with his knowledge we could know what the 
Scriptural "kind" means. We could then speak with 
authority concerning the boundaries beyond which 
begetting could not pass. In defining such a 
boundary, we would be stating not only that there 
has been no evolution of plants and animals from one
celled organisms, but we would also be giving the 
limits beyond which change cannot OCCur. Un
fortunately Ollr fuzziness in defining the Scriptural 
"kind" has been used to blur the distinction between 
the kinds. 

We who oppose biological evolution should be 
charitable. Some will not agree with this interpreta
tion of Scripture. The Scriptural argument concerning 
man is very clear, but perhaps we cannot construct 
as universally-convincing an argument concerning 
animals and plants. 

o • • 0 

What about the scientific aspects of the question 
of whether or not all animals and plants evolved from 
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one-celled organisms? Perhaps those who are not con
vinced that Scripture answers this question will be 
convinced by scientifi c considerations. 

As we examine this situation, we must realize that 
there has been a tremendous effort to prove, with a 
lesser effort to disprovc, that there has been evolution 
from one-celled organisms. The apparent reason for 
the great effort since Darwin is that much of the 
debate has been philosophically oriented. The in
vestigator, with his world-view, his philosophy of 
reality, at stake, bases his research on his fundamental 
idcas. It is significant for ollr purpose that most re
search biologists have been convinced t hat biological 
evolution is a fact. Consequently, the body of biolog
ical knowledge which has accumulated has been fitted 
to an evolutionary framework. Therefore, many out
side the discipline of biology receive the impression 
that belief in biological evolution is a scientific neces
sity. 

The very intensity of the effort to prove biological 
evolution may lead to the eventual discarding of the 
theory. Virtually every conceivablc scientific weapon 
has been available to the evolutionist. He has had 
men, time, and money. The powerful faculties of the 
world have largely been on his side. Yet, after a 
century of effort, the biologists are uncomfortable with 
evolutionary theory. Wiebe, a Christian zoolOgist, 
writing in thc Journal of the American Scientific Af
filiation, gives us a picture of the state of opinion 
among a certain group of biologists who accept 
evolution.' The opinions of some whom Wiebe qllotes 
,ne discussed here, 

(1 ) Martin of Me Gill University wrote in 1953 in 
the American Scientist that the mutation-selection 
theory, the theory almost un iversally used to explain 
how evolution occurred, seems to be inadequate, 
Martin is di sturbed by". , , the almost tota l lack of 
scientific caution and self-criticism current in genetica l 
circles, in regard to the accepted theory of evolution 
by mutation," 

Evolutionists almost always assume that evolution 
occurs by me.."ms of mutation, with the mutant haVing 
greater survival value. According to the thcory, muta
tions accumulate until one species has become some
thing entirely different. One objection Martin and 
others make is that mutations leading to a stronger 
species arc·not frequent enough; most mutations are 
deleterious. 

The theistic evolutionist might respond, "This 
means that the met/wd of evolution is in question, It 
does not mean that the fact of evolution is in ques
tion." However, the very question the theistic evolu
tionist seeks to answer is, "How d id God create?" The 
theistic evolutionist says again and again that Scrip
tnre tells us that God created, but it does not tell us 
how he created, If there is no scientifically-accepted 
how for evolution itself, the theistic evolutionist has 
lost the very ground he has chosen to defend. 

(2) Libhie Hyman, a well-known zoologist with 
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the American Museum of Natural History, changed 
her views between 1940 and 1959 so that she could 
no longer - since new evidence became available
understand how certain evolutionary steps (for ex
ample, from Protozoa to Metazoa ) could have oc
curred , By 1959 she had become very pessimistic 
about the possibility of our ever learning how these 
steps were achieved, 

(3) Bonner, in discussing Kerkut's Implications of 
Evolution in the American Scient-ist in 1961. said there 
are "unseemly cracks in the foundations" of evolu
tionary theory. Concerning the views of experts on 
the evolution of invertebrate phyla, "one can find 
qualified, profe.<;sional arguments, for any group being 
the descendant of almost any other." In add ition, he 
said, "Apparently if one reads the original papers in
stead of relying on some superficial remarks in a text
book, the affinities become extremely clouded indeed," 

(4) Romer. a zoologist at Harvard, said in 1941 , 
"The oldest ancestors of the vertebrates are unknown 
and may always remain unknown," In a similar man
ner Simpson, of the American Museum of Natura l 
History and widely respected as a spokesman of evolu
tionists, said in 1955, "as for the ancestry of the 
chordates, all is left in darkness without even the 
dream of 60 years ago." 

(5) In 1930, Clark of the U. S. National Museum 
made numerous statements concerning this problem 
which are still valid, He said, " ... the animals of the 
very earliest fauna of which our knowledge is suf
Scient to enable us to speak with confidence. , , were 
singularly similar to the animals of the present day." 
He added, ". ,it is much more logical to assume a 
continuation of the parallel interrelationships further 
back into the indefinite past, to the times of the 6rst 
beginnings of life, than it is to assume somewhere in 
early pre-Cambrian times a change in these relation
ships and a convergence toward a hypothetical com
mon ancestral type from whieh all were derived. This 
last assumption has not the slightest evidence to sup
port it. All of the evidence indicates the truth of the 
first assumption." (In spite of all this, Clark aceepted 
evolution ; he maintained that the original single cells 
developed in all directions simultaneously. He ap
parently felt there was no strong evidence against this 
theory, although at one time he said the creationists 
have the belter argument. ) 

(6 ) Zirkle, a botanist at the University of Penn
sylvania, called attention in 1960 to several prominent 
biologists who were critical of evolutionary theory. 
Referring to the natural-selection theory of evolution, 
he reported that there is a group of biologists who 
are silent and ". . who are in disagreement with 
the current theory but who feel that it is futile to 
combat the generally accepted view." 

The problems raised here are not .trivial ones, 
Evolutionary theory is not merely unable to explain 
some small fact here or there, If the inability to ex
plain some small fact were the problem, these scien-
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tists would not worry. Unexplained facts are not so 
uncommon in science, and such facts usually fall into 
p lace sooner or later. Rather, we see that some of 
those who work in this field worry about the very 
fOllndations of the theory. T hese opinions have been 
formed in spite of the prevailing climate and the 
tremendous effort to verify Darwin and his followers. 
One suspects that the scientists cited would not be 
evolutionists if an alternative other than creation were 
available. F urthermore, their comments lead one to 
believe that this uneasiness involves many more than 
the small n umber of biologists cited here. 

There seem to be sufficient scientific reasons to 
doubt the main tenets of b iological evolution, so tha t 
it is not necessary even from a "scientific respectabil
ity" point of view to hold to the idea that animals 
and plants evolved from one-celled organisms. These 
scientific arguments are not given here to strengthen 
a weak Scriptural argument; they are given to 
st rengthen those who may examine Scripture a bit 
too superficially. 

What kind of scientific argument has been used 
here? Specific scientific data ~ concerning, for ex
ample, certain fossils ~ have not been presented . An 
article in this magazine is not the place for such data. 
It is q uestionable procedure to present charts, graphs, 
e tc., to the reader who may be a non -scientist, in an 
attempt to prove a controversial point. Such efforts 
are unfortunately common and they usually have little 
more than the outward form of a scientific presenta
tion . T hey seem to be born of an effort to impress 
ra ther than to express. W hat has been attempted here 
is a presentat ion of the conclusions of some first-rate 
experts who haoe been able to analyze the charts, 
graphs, etc., which have appeared in the appropriate 
place. The admittedly minor ity opinion of these ex
perts carries enough weight to teach caution even to 
one who does not listen to Scr ipture. Their opinion 
renders meaningless the advice of those among us who 
suggest we should accept biological evolution because 
we are behind the times if we do not . Such advice 
probably comes fro m some who are not as conversant 
with what is going on as their credentials would in
dicate. 

Does "Day" in Genesis 1 Mean "Period"? 
This question is related to Proposit ion 2. Can 

creation have begun billions of years ago? Some say 
that it did, and that the days of Genesis 1 were long 
periods. They say "day" was used by Moses to denote 
a period of time longer than 24 hours, and that it was 
used in the sense we might use it when we say, "In 
Lincoln's day the country was in turmoi1." To deter
mine whether creation can possibly be as old as some 
say, we must again turn to Scripture 6rst. 

Sometimes those who debate this issue arc not 
agreed upon just what the issue is. We therefore at 
tempt to clarify a few matters. 

( 1 ) T hose who hold to the "period" concept do 
not mean that there was a long period of light, fo l

lowed by a long period of darkness. "Day" in this 
interpretation does not mean "long day." "Day" refers 
to a long, somewhat indefinite period of time in the 
sense that "Lincoln's day" is indefinite. Similarly, 
"evening" and "morning" in Genesis 1 are the cor
responding parts of this p er iod "day." "Evening" and 
"morning" are thus used mlleh as we use similar terms 
in "on the eve of the French Revolution," "the twilight 
of his life ," and "at the dawn of history." 

(2 ) An argument against biological evolution is not 
an argument against the "day-equals-period" concept. 
This mistake is often made, and it is often mistakenly 
thought that an argument in favo r of the "day-equals
per iod" concept is an argument for biologica l evolll
tion. Strangely enough, both evolutionists and anti
evolutionists tend to make this mistake. Too many 
have said or implied that find ing a two-billion year 
old rock proves biological evolution . It is a serious 
e rror not to divide the larger question of evolution into 
its component parts, such as the five propositions we 
have suggested. 

(3) In discussing a short or long period fo r each 
day of Genesis 1 the abili ty of God to create in a 
short period is not in question . All Christians must 

Continuing his discussion on Creationism ver
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hold that God could create everything in an instant . 
Creation is miraculous, and it does not become more 
miraculous by b eing completed in a short time, as 
compared with a long time. 

As the argument is developed in what follows, a 
position will be taken which is different from that 
taken by many others who also love Scripture and who 
also believe Scripture to be hoIy, inerran t, and in
fa llible. It is not a happy situation to fi nd it neces
sary to differ with these defenders of Scripture, for 
their view of Scripture is precisely the view that a ll 
Christians should take. What is given below concern
ing "day" and "period" is offered in the hope that we 
can become more fai thful in our defense of the Scrip
ture as holy, infallible, and inerrant . T he position is 
taken that Scripture teaches the days to be periods, 
and that our defense of Scripture will be more effec
tive if we adopt that view. 

How can we ascertain the meaning of "day" in 
Genesis l ? We may not look to astronomy or geology 
and then impose some meanin g on "day" in the text. 
If Scripture teaches a meaning, astronomy or geology 
must be understood in this light. On ly if Scr ipture 
docs not teach a meaning, may we decide by using 
science. 
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Another method we may not use is to conclude 
that merely because "day" is mentioned in Genesis 1 
that a 24-hour period is meant. This term is used to 
denote both longer periods (e.g., Gen. 2:4) and the 
ordinary day. In accepting the li teral meaning of the 
text, we must use care in ascertaining this literal 
meaning. 

We might possibly ascertain the length of a day 
mentioned in Scripture by noting whnt took place on 
that day. If we were to use that criterion , we might 
since so much happened on the <: reation days - con
clude that those days were very long. H owever, thosc 
who hold to the 24-hour day maintain that part of the 
miracle of <:reation lies in the rapidity of the creation 
act, even though it is d iffi cult to see how rapidity can 
be a factor. Apparently the adherent of the period 
c<lncept cannot argue with any success that the large 
number of things which occurred on those days in
dicates they were long days. Some Genesis 1 state
ments, such as, "Let there be light," seem to refer to 
instantaneous acts; others, such as, ~Let the earth put 
forth grass," seem to be capable of either the instanta
neous or slow-process interpretation. 

If we cannot conclude from observing what hap
pened on those creation days to how long they were, 
we turn to other parts of Scr ipture. We then notice 
that God's day is not like man's day. God acting in 
dependently of specific human events acts in a clay 
quite unlike man's 24-hour day. The most obvious 
exa mple is the seventh day of rest of Cod which 
fo llowed the six creation days. God's rest cons ist.~ of 
a cessation from creation, a cessation which continues 
even until now. ('lence, we are not surprised to dis
cover that the still-continu ing seventh day is the one 
day for which the "evenin g" and "morning" are not 
ind icated. If God's seventh day is a long period, it 
seems extremely likely tha t God's six days of creat ion 
- days which were God's days, not man's - were also 
long periods. 

Somc have sa id that the creation days are indicated 
to be 24-hour days because of the way they are 
treated in the giving of the law. Israel was to work 
six days and rest the seven th. 

For in six days Jchovah made heaven and earth, 
the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the 
seventh day. (Ex. 20:11) 

Therefore. many have said, God's creation days were 
no longer than the days in man's working week. Yet 
the Hebrews surely understood the seventh day which 
God rested to be a long period . The commandment 
seems to say that even as Cod created in six of his 
clays and rested on his scvcnt h day, so man is to work 
on six man-days and rest 011 the seventh man-day. 

Thus, if we take the view that God's activities are 
not like man's, that the relation between God and his 
creation since the time of creation has been a constan t, 
prov idential relation, and that this providential rela
tion has been a day of rest - if we take this view, wc 
nre likely to conclude that the creation days were 
something quite d iffcrent from man's ordinary days. 

If this is a correct interpretation of what Scripture 
teaches, then it is possible that Proposition 2, which 
states that the earth is billions of years old, is true. 
Naturally, if Scriptures teach that the creation days 
were long periods, it does not necessarily follow that 
these days add up to billions of years. It does mean 
that the concept of billions of years is a possible, a 
permisSible, one. (Some Reformed persons who ac
cept the 24-hour creation day concept, such as J. Vas, 
admit that the pcriod concept is not absolutely ruled 
out by Scripture.' ) 

Care must be taken in stating what the period 
concept means with respect to the creation of life. 
The creationist who accepts long periods and who 
denies biological evol ution holds that at various times 
during the long periods Cod created instantaneously 
various "kinds" of plants and animals, and each re
produced "after his kind." Long periods in no way 
imply biolOgical evolution. 

What of the scientific aspects of the age of crea
t ion? Two statements must be made 6rst. First, we 
may not take a great-age conclusion from science and 
then impose it on Scripture. No doubt many follow 
that wrong procedure, but we must insist that Scrip
turc comes 6rst. Second, it is as true here as it is in a 
discussion of biological evolution that it is not quite 
fa ir to present in this place impressive-appearing 
scienti6c data. In a certain sense, we do less than 
what was said in the begi nning of the first art icle we 
must do - namely, examine the idea itself. We must 
try to evaluate the testimony of the experts. 

The significant point here is that the expert doing 
research in his own 6eld - whet her it be astronomy, 
geology, or the study o( radioactivity - whether hc 
is a Christian or a non-Christian - is completely con
vinced that the evidence poin ts to a very great age 
of creation. One very impor/(Hlt point is often missed. 
Only an astronomer carrying ou t research in astronomy 
may speak authoritativcly about the research in astron
omy. Only one who has personal experience concern
ing the nature and use of radioactivity can be relied 
lIpon to interpret radiological dating methods. When 
we listen to research men, we find no astronomer who 
denies we are today receiving some star light which 
left the stars billions of years ago. We find no expert 
in radioactivity who sees any possibility that the rock
dating method could have been affected by the flood . 
Furthermore - contrary to what many tell uS - when 
we listen to these experts we do not receive the im
pression that all is uncertain and that the scienti6c 
"party-line" follows a tortuous path. 

Relying upon these scientists is very distastcful to 
some. Yet if we are going to discuss science at all. 
where can we go but to the expert in the relevant 
field? We shou ld not consult doctors of medicine con
cerning astronomical problems. We should not ask 
engineers to present us with new theories in geology. 

Perhaps the most telling argumen t here is th.lt 



in the one place in which the Christian anti-cvolu
tionist is certain that prevailing scientific thought is 
wrong - in biological evolution - there is an im
portant, respected minority which seriously doubts the 
validity of important elements in the thought of the 
majority. Concerning the age of the earth, there is 
no such minority. There are not astronomers and 
experts in radioactivity in positions comparable to 
the positions of the biologists cited earlier (such as 
Martin of Mc Gill, Romer of Harvard, etc.) who com
prise a dissenting minority. Those who have some 
knowledge of the problems involved in both biological 
evolution and in determining the age of the earth con
sider a dissenting minority in the age question to be 
almost - perhaps entirely - unthinkable. The level of 
certainty in the two cases is very, very different. 

Some methods of obtaining the age of the earth and 
the universe are understood by scientists to be crude 
methods, and only of secondary value. Some op
ponents of the great-age concept have attacked these 
secondary methods. It is a mistake to point out the 
crudity of these methods fo r the purpose of debunk
ing the great-age concept. The best methods, such as 
the one using the speed of interstellar light and the 
one using uranium, thorium, and potassium radio
activity, are the methods to scrutinize. (Many times 
in scientific work several methods of varying worth 
are used to achieve the same end. For example, an 
extremely important quantity to the chemist is the 
quantity known as "Avogadro's number"; because of 
its importance, its value has been determined by 
about sixty independent methods of varying accuracy.) 

The use of interstellar light in determining the age 
of creation arises from the long time - millions of 
years in some cases, billions in others - it takes for 
light we now see to travel from distant stars. If it is 
assumed the light we see actually left these stars, some 
stars are billions of years old. 

Studies of the radioactivity of uranium, thorium, 
and potassium indicate great age of the earth. Uran
ium and thorium disintegrate into products eventually 
yielding "isotopes" of lead; potassium disintegrates 
yielding argon. The time necessary for a given amount 
of disintegration is easily measured in each of these 
three cases. By measuring the relative amounts of 
uranium, thorium, or potassium and lead or argon in 
a rock, the age of the rock can be calculated. There 
are methods of determining whether or not element 
ratios have been disturbed by extraneous factors. Ages 
are considered reliable when independent method.~ 
check each other. There are now a large number of 
independent, reliable determinations, all indicating 
some rocks are billions of years old. 

The carbon-14 method is limited to ages less than 
about forty thousand years, while the earth age dis
cussed is in the range of billions of years. Conse
quently, discussion of carbon-14 is quite irrelevant in 
the earth-age discussion. 

Could it not be that Cod created the universe only 

thousands of years ago, with a built-in apparent age? 
God could have done so, and we can never have 
scientific evidence to the contrary. If we think he 
created the earth with an apparent great age, we 
should not attempt to prove that the evidence indicat
ing great age is weak. God would c~rtainly not create 
weak evidence. It is very difficult to understand why 
some teach that God created the universe with great 
apparent age, while they also attack the dating 
methods which indicate great age. 

The apparent-age question must be evaluated the
ologically, not scientifically. Would God have created 
clues lead ing us to something other than the truth? 
Probably he would not. Probably creating Adam as 
an adult, assuming this is how he was created, is not 
the same as creating rocks appearing to be billions of 
years old and creating star light on the way from the 
stars. If God did create only thousands of years ago 
star light on its way to us, and if we believe he tells 
us this, he is also telling us we have no evidence of 
the existence of anything outside a small fraction of 
our own galaxy. It would then be improper to speak 
of other galaxies. 

It is not pleasant to find it necessary to differ with 
those who accept 24-hour creation days. For their 
concept of Scripture, a concept which includes the 
idea that Scripture teaches the scientist certain scien
tific matters, agrees with our view of Scripture. We 
may not accept the Scripture-tells-us-very-Iittl e con
cept of the theistic evolutionist. Perhaps those of us 
who have a high view of Scripture can help each other 
and in the foreseeable future arrive at the same con
clusions. 

o 0 0 0 

In these two articles we have discussed three of 
the admittedly arbitrary five component parts of 
evolutionary theory. In each case we have discussed 
the testimony of Scripture, which takes precedence 
over the evidence of science. In two of the three 
cases the scientific aspects of the problem have also 
been discussed, and in both cases the evidence is con
sistent with Scripture. We have concluded that bio
logical evolution, including evolution of man, is not 
true, whereas the great age of the earth is a likeli
hood. 

Is it not meaningful that the very question raised 
by the evolutionists are questions answered in Scrip
ture? He who believes Scripture learns certain things 
about science which the unbelieving scientist learns 
only after arduous years of work. With more diligence 
in ascertaining the meaning of Scripture, we may in 
the future be better equipped to meet the onslaughts 
of those who accept biological evolution, and whoever 
else attacks the infallible Scripture. 
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A LOOK AT BOOKS 


Herman Ridderbos: PAULUS; ONTWERP VAN 
ZIJ N THEOLOGIE, 653 p. Kampen: J. H. Kok, price 
f.39.5Q. 

Not too frequently does the Reformed community 
experience the thrill of receiving from onc of its 
spiritual mentOrs a book which holds within its pages 
the promise of a large degree of permanent worth . 
Too many of our books arc penned for the purpose 
of meeting immediate and pressing needs. Such we 
need; but without volumes fill ed with more solid and 
substantial learning we would remain impoverished 
indeed. A book of this second sort, dealing with the 
theology of Paul as this comes to expression in the epis
tles which the Bible ascri bes to him, comes from the 
pen of Professor Herman Ridderbos, highly respected 
and unusually competent New Testament scholar. In 
the past many have profited from his De Komsl van 
het Koninkri;k (1950) and Paulus en Jezus ( 1952) . 
The discerning reader will Quickly recognize the close 
relationship which the present volume on Paul sustains 
to those volumes and other writings of the author. 

Professor Hidderbos hcre presents the theological 
world with a work which second to none deals in 
depth with the message which Paul was commissioned 
to bring to the nations in his day. The choice of the 
subject alerts the reader to the fact that this is no 
small undertaking. Of all the New Testament writers 
none looms so large or has left so strong a mark on 
Christian thought through the centuries as this mis
sionary-preacher-pastor. In any discussion of the 
facts and meaning of the gospel of Our Lord Jeslls 
Christ the words of Paul must necessarily come under 
consideration. Here within the compass of one volume 
the wide range of that apostle's message is analyzed 
and systematized and clarified with unusual insight, 
amazing erudition and balanced argumentation. What 
was already apparent in the professor's earlier works 
now bears an even richer and riper fruit. No book 
within the past few years has so charmed and chal 
lenged the reviewer as this one. Each time he turns 
to it, new treasures are uncovered for him. It is not a 
book that can be finished within a week, within a 
month, not even within a year. 

To review within the space of a few col umns such 
a scintillating and stimulating volume is impossible 
without doing it gross injustice. Like some large 
piece of embroidery it charms both by its com
prehensive and commanding sweep and by its metic
ulously executed dctail. Hardly a question which has 

been raised by scholars concerning Paul's message 
escapes the writer's attention. 

The first chapter constitutes a instructive survey of 
approachcs to Paul and his message taken throughout 
the ages. Particular attention is paid to the many 
d ivergent interpretations which have won adherents 
for a time during the past century and a half. And 
it is against this background that Dr. Ridderbos states 
his approach. He urges that the historical survey in
dicates how easy it is to hinder and to narrow one's 
understanding of Paul's presentation of the gospel by 
selecting one or more facets and absolutizing these at 
the expense of othcr equally valid emphases found in 
the Pauline epistles. "The entire content of this 
proclamation ( i.e. by Paul) finds its unifying character 
in this, that it is the proclamation and explication of 
the eschatological salvation-time ( "heilstijd," dispen
sation of grace and /or salvation ) which followed 
upon the coming, dcath and resurrection of Christ" 
( p. 40 ). In the light of this judgment he lists the 
basic elements of Paul's theology which he caUs 
"grondstructuren" ( basic structures, patterns, motifs). 
Mention of these should convince the reader of the 
seriousness with which Professor Ridderbos has at
tempted to justice to aU aspects of the teaching and 
preaching of the apostle: ( 1) the fulness of time (the 
revelation of the mystery ); (2) the mystery of Christ 
(eschatology and Christo!ogy ); (3) the First-born of 
the dead (the last Adam ); (4) In Christ , with Christ 
( the old and the new man ); (5) Manifested in the 
f:l esh ( Flesh and Spirit) ; ( 6) Christ the Son of God 
and the Image of God; (7 ) the First-born of all 
creation; and (8) Christ the exalted and coming Lord 
( Kurios). This is followed by ten chapters, each of 
which treats some dominant theme or thread which is 
woven into the fabric of the epistles - life in sin, the 
revelation of God's righteousness, reconciliation 
(atonement ), the new life, the new obedience, the 
church as people of God, the church as body of Christ, 
baptism and Lord's supper, the building up of the 
church, and the return of our Lord. Each of these 
ten themes is thoroughly treated. Repeatedly reference 
is explicitly made to the Old Testament, against the 
background of which the author believes it is alone 
possible to grasp the profound signifi cance of Paul's 
gospel for the believer and the church of a ll ages. 
Thus he distantiates himself vigorously from all those 
scholars who would explain Paul largely in the light 
of his Hellenistic environment. Throughout the au
thor is full y aware of the many who differ morc 01' 

less from his positions. These contrary views he men



tions simply and clearly, seeking to show the in
adequacy or incorrectness of those positions by care
ful exegesis. In this labor he does not hesitate to 
differ from other Reformed scholars, some of them his 
colleagues and friends. 

The volume is relatively expensive, even for the 
proverbially bulging American purse, yet only a pit
tance in proportion to its worth. 

Would you and your fr iends present a token of 
esteem to your pastor or yOur theologically-articulate 
friend? Consider buying this book as a gift. Really, 
no Reformed pastor or profcssor or high-school teacher 
should be without it. For this reason we hope that 
this volume will soan appear in English translation, 
so that many who now have no access to it may profit 
from its pages. 

Because of our high esteem for the professo r and 
his product, however, we feel constrained to pos it a 
few questions. Here we will not deal with any of the 
details on which undoubtedly there will remain dif
ferences of opinion among Reformed readers. 

We would ask, 6rst of all, whether it is really 
defensible to present Pau l as a theologian . Doesn't 
this tend to create an erroncous impression in the 
mind of the reader, especially in our day when theol
ogy has become such a highly-disputed science? Paul 
as apostle whose sermons and writings have at least 
in pari been preserved under the Spirit's guidance for 
the church of all ages was chiefl y preacher and pastor. 
Paul does not seem to discuss at length, to define 
with meticulous detail, to presen t and evaluate op
posing points of view. In season and out of season he 
proclaimed, and that according to his own affirmations 
by divine revelation and constraint. Although his 
divinely inspired and therefore authoritative writings 
are a veritable "gold mine" for Christian theologians 
as well as missionaries and preachers, it seems less 
than legitimate to label his writings as providing us 
with a theology. In addition, may not this title which 
does color the book throughout strengthen the al to
gether too prevalent notion that Paul had a fu ller 
(and perhaps better or worse?) theology than had 
James and Peter and John? 

We also wonder why this vol ume, which aims at 
providing us with a true perspective into Paul's pres
entation of the gospel, omits from consideration what 
the book of Acts records as his words. Even though 
written down by another than Paul himself and likely 
only in the fonn of "summaries," are not those records 
- because they too were produced under the special 
gu idance of the Spirit - fully as reliable in telling us 
what the aJXIstle thought and said as are his own 
writings? Perhaps a consideration of such passages 
would have thrown an even fuller light on Paul and 
his work precisely because they show him proclaiming 
the glory of God's grace in Christ Jesus in face-to-face 
confron tation with people in many different life
situations. 

Does, perhaps, the strong, sustained emphasis 

which the writer places on the "salvation-history" 
( heilshistorisch ) approach of the apostle, with a re
lated stress on "corporate-personality," tend to throw 
an obscuring shadow across the equally emphatic in
sistence of Paul on the personal ("for me") dimen
sions of Christian proclamation and the faith-response 
to which it challcnges the hearer? Rightly the author 
reacts against the preoccupation with the "ordo 
salutis" which has at times characterized the Reformed 
approach to Paul's message. However, isn't this there 
too, and that possibly in a more pervasive way than 
the author seems to indicate? Also, the seemingly 
uncritical assumptio n of an intimate relation between 
this "corporate-personality" motif and the general 
Semitic background in which it flourished has some
what puzzled the reviewer. At several poin ts the 
author does not hesitate to disavow any correlation 
between Paul's theology and the Hellenistic world
cul ture in which the apostle lived and labored. But 
much as we appreciate Dr. Ridderbos' insistence on 
the basic "Jewishness" of Paul's appropriation and 
declaration of the gospel message, we cannot help but 
wonder whether the book intends to imply that the 
Semitic background ( here much broader than the Old 
Testament Scripturesl) could be more easily and 
legitimately integrated by the apostle into the Chris
tian message than what came out of the Craeco
Roman world. 

AU these questions in some sense lead up to the 
final ones. Why is there not in this volume a chapter 
which in some depth and detail treats Paul's under
standing and use of the Old Testament Scriptures? 
We realize that the esteemed professor did not intend 
to deal with the question of the "source" or "sources" 
( if we may speak in the plural, in the light of what 
Paul also says, "For I received of the Lord" etc.). Yet 
that this was of central significance in and for Paul's 
apostolic message cannot be denied. Time and again 
those JXIrtions of Scripture are referred to, quoted and 
even made determinative for his argument as he seeks 
to declare the Christ of God. Without a treatmen t of 
this crucial aspect of Paul's own teaching to which 
he himself referred so consistently, it seems that much 
of the unity, authority and comprehensive swecp of 
Paul's «theology" becomes somewhat inexplicable. 

These questions and comments, however, should 
not be construed as reflecting adversely on the book. 
As a study of Pa ul's thought it stands today wi thout 
a peer. Unreserved ly it is to be recommended, and 
no Reformed preacher shou Id undertake to preach 
on any "'pauline" passage without consulting this work 
in depth. It will prove to be a healthy corrective for 
much superficial and one-sided preaching on the 
glorious gospel of Cod's work and word in Christ for 
a lost world . We cannot refrain from expressing the 
sincere hope that amid all his many tasks Dr. Bidder
bos will find time in the not-toa-distant future to en
rich our understanding and appreciation of Cod's 
Word with still another study in the field which he 



knows so well and treats so competently. He is, in
deed, a workman in the Word who need not be 
ashamed. May the gracious Lord of the Church give 
him many more years of faithful and fruitfu l service. 

- PEl'Ell. Y. DI-; JONG 

J. L. Koole : VERHAAL EN FElT IN HET auDE 
TESTAMENT, 63 p. Kampen: J. H. Kok. 

Among the issues facing the church few are more 
basic and crucia l than that of the reliability of the 
facts recorded in the Old Testamen t. Although this 
is by no means the first encounter of the church with 
this question - witness the attacks levelled already 
against God's Word in the days of the early church 
fathers - it now confronts us in new form and with 
new dimensions. 

This should oecasion no surprise. Evangelical 
Christians have for years taken the position that if 
the Bible is not dependable in its account of what it 
claims took place, then the way is wide open to the 
denial of every miracle, even the resurrection of our 
Lord. Christianity by such an approach is progres
sively reduced to little more than spiritual ideas and 
ideals. The wilful wanderings of theologians today 
should reinforce this conviction. We find, however, 
that many who claim to be evangelical and confess 
Christ as Savior and Lord according to the orthodox 
confessions no longer are willi ng to champion the 
historicity of what the Old Testament relates as facts. 

Since this issue of its reliability in recording what 
are declared to bc God's mighty acts affects the total 
message of Scripture, church members everywhere 
shou ld alert themselves and others to the important 
dimensions of this question. This Dr. Koole, professor 
at the Kampen Theological School, sets out to do for 
them. This booklet is presented to the reading public 
as the first in a series a brief but incisively and clearly
written presentations of major theological problems. 

Dr. Koole treats th is subject as thoroughly as the 
limitations of space allow. Anyone reading the 
materia l will acquaint himself with some salient 
aspects of the discussion. Since it is impossible to 
deal with the many issues, major and minor, which 
are raised, we must con tent ourselves with a survey 
of the contents. In the introductory chapter the author 
states his problem. Thereupon he d iscusses Israel's 
relationship to history. This brings him and the reader 
face to fac.oe with the unique form of Old Testamen t 
writing of history ( historiography ) and what is meant 
by its reliability. Although the first and last st:ctions 
are the briefest, they provide the setting and state 
some of the conclusions of the writer. 

Our readers will sense at once that this subject has 
immediate relevance for the Reformed brethren in the 
Netherlands. For some years the decisions of the 
synod of Assen (1926) on the facticity of specific 
details recorded in Genesis 3 have been seriously 
questioned. A recent synod declared that said decision 

"no longer functions fully (completely ) in the church." 
This led to the appointment of a committee to report 
on what that decision of a reCent synod involves, also 
in so far as it relates to the nature and reliability of 
Biblical history. Koole opines that the issue is basic 
to the faith-life of the church today because of ( 1 ) 
the development of science in our day which requires 
that we take its findings (not : its theories or prcsup
positions ) seriously; (2) the increase of Biblical 
studies in our day which have produced a deeper 
awareness of the role which the human factor played 
in the inscripturation of the Word; and (3) the inescap
able importance of the nature of history for us who 
live in a fas t-changing world. 

The first chapter signalizes the importance of his
tory for Israel as Cod's people in relation to the cov
enant and the covenant-word of Jehovah. Here the 
total man is always involved by God. In the life of 
both individuals and peoples there is a "before" and an 
"after" which indicate the decisive role which history 
plays in man's life, as it confronts us inescapably with 
making choices. In dealing with how Israel wrote 
history, Koole stresses strongly the presence of "arious 
"literary genres." All Biblical historical writing, he 
claims, must not be read in the same way. W hile 
objecting to the evolutionary hypotheses with which 
most higher critics worked in the past, he makes men
tion of their contributions to OLIT understanding of 
various kinds of writing found also in the historical 
book.. 

The fourth chapter mentions the conAict between 
science and Scripture. Koole is convinced that this is 
basically an unreal one and can be solved when the 
church learns to read the Old Testament correctlyl 
Here we find several indications of his position . Re
lying heavily (almost exclusively, perhaps) on Luke I , 
he stresses strongly the human factor. In objecting to 
the "old" approach to the Scriptures, he, to the re
viewer's mind, contrasts much too sharply historical 
reading and fa ith-reading. The presence of inaccura
cies in the account should not d isturb us. In this con
nection he mentions the "contradiction" between 
Josh ua 8:3 and 8: 12 and suggests that since the writer 
could not choose between two conAicting traditions 
handed down to him. he inserted both in his account. 
"The Holy Spirit wanted to employ human weaknesses 
and errors (geb"eken) in his service." 

M lIch of the book. and perhaps that which in
terests the reader mosl directly, is devoted to intro
ducing the four main areas of debate: the historical 
character of GeneS is 1 through 11, the miracles of the 
Old Testament, the statistics which in our editions 
con flict with each other, and the rGiation between 
Biblical accounts and archeological data. 

ln this connection many questions and problems are 
introduced. None is dealt with at length or in depth, 
but the presentation is clear. Koole claims these prob
lems arise from Scripture itself and should be faced 
honest ly. To be sure, there is a sincerity, openness and 



frankness in the booklet which should be appreciated. 
He not only insists that the believing church should 
be involved in the work of theology; he writes so 
plainly that no reader need be in doubt as to his 
stance. What distresses us deeply, however, is that 
he presents this material as if now for the first time 
these objections to the reliability of Scripture are being 
raised and faced honestly. Nowhere does he indicate 
that for generations many theologians have discussed 
them. Nor does he even suggest that these men in 
the past have presented their answers for the strength
ening of the church's conviction that the Bible in its 
details as well as in its totality, in what it actually 
says and what it announces as the meaning of the 
recorded facts, is completely trustworthy. Too easily 
many a reader will be able to conclude that in the 
past almost everyone read the Bible wrong. Perhaps 
this is not Dr. Koole's intention, yet this conclusion 
seems imbedded in his whole approach to and d iscus
sion of the issues. Although he states his own views 
most circumspectly - "it seems," "perhaps," "it could 
be"- the reader is frequently left in a fog. No men
tion is made of what the Bible says of itself. While 
affirming Biblical inspiration and claiming a unique
ness for the redemptive message of Scripture and its 

reliability, the divine factor and consequently the 
"mystery" of the Scriptures which the church has so 
long confessed by faith are too lightly dismissed from 
the reader's mind . Not for a moment would we deny 
that the believer has "problems" with God's Word ; 
not even that some of these problems spring from 
Scripture as we by God's grace possess it today. And 
these problems ought not be swept under the rug. 
But precisely because this book only raises problems 
and, we believe, at ti mes magnifies them out of their 
proper proportion, it will hardly prove helpful in 
strengthening the church's convictions in the fierce 
spiritual battle against the spirit of this age. The path 
on which this book would set our minds to reRect on 
the "story" and "fact" of the Old Testament record 
has been proposed and pursued before, be it in 
slightly d ifferent form and with other arguments. It 
seems so interesting and intriguing. But as it leads 
step by step through the deepening mists of un
certainty and doubt, it brings those who fo llow it con
sistently to the abyss of spiritual ruin. We pray 
fervently that none of the readers will be tempted 
to follow it. 

- PETER Y. DE JONG 

RfsponSf TO THf BOOK RfVlfW on II SUPS In fAITH " 

LEnER FROM REV. W. VANDER HAAK 

The February, 1967, issue of TORCH AND TIlUMPET 
carried a review of the catechism curriculum material 
produced by the Committee on Education for grade 
six. The course is entitled Steps in Faith. In this 
review the Rev. Henry Vanden Heuvel lodges some 
very serious criticisms against this course and comes 
to the conclusion that "this book cannot be com~ 
mended to the constituency of the Christ ian Reformed 
Church without serious reservations." The criticisms 
that led the reviewer to this conclusion appear to me 
to be wholly unjust and unwarranted. Let us examine 
these criticisms in the light of thc evidence. 

The first criticism concerns the entire catechism 
curriculum as produccd by the Committee on Ecluca

tion. The reviewer takes exception to delaying the 
introduction of the compendium until the ninth grade. 
This, of course, is his right. He is not justified. how
ever, in concluding that the postponement of com
pendium study will contribute to a lessened doctrinal 
consciousness of our young people. The curriculum 
materials for grades three through seven are solid ly 
doctrinal and follow the systematic approach to doc
trine, that is, the order of the Belgic Confession. To 
conclude that the systematic approach to doctrine 
rather than the basically experiential approach em
bodied in the Catcchism and Compendium - w:ill con
tribute to a lessening doctrinal consciousness is un
warranted, to say the least. 
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The second charge is that, in the particular -course 
under review, "the author does not attempt to teach 
by way of doctrinal propos itions; rather he invites the 
pupil to learn by discussion." This type of criticism 
reveals that the reviewer did not familiarize himself 
with the materia l under review. 

Steps in Faith comprises the following student 
materials. First, there is a book of programmed in
struction. This book, consisting of 133 pages, is filled 
wit h frames of factual information regarding the doc
trines under discussion. There is only one adequate 
description for this material: this is a book of factual 
information with biblical support regarding doctrina l 
propositions. The course is built upon this book. The 
programmed instruction is used at bome by the stu
dent. By filling in blanks, and checking his answers 
for accuracy, the student learns to understand the 
su bstance of the doctrine contained in each lesson. 
Incidentally, statistics prove that this method of learn
ing is one of the most effective means available today 
for teaching factual information. Over a period of two 
years this materi al was classroom-tested in various 
churches in our denomination. In some of these classes 
students were tested both before and after the course. 
The evidence confirmed the conclusion that pro
grammed instruction is very effective in teaching the 
facts of doctrinal knowledge. 

The teaching materials for this course also include 
a book designed to sti mulate classroom discussion. 
Because this book contains diSCUSSion material , it is 
necessarily open-ended. requiring the student to makc 
judgments, decisions, choices, or even to reject all 
a lternatives. The purpose of this book is to '-lid thc 
student in assimilating the doctrina l information 
gained from the programmed instruction and to appl y 
this information to his Hfe. Its unique value is that 
it makes the catechism insh·uction eminently prnctical. 
It is undoubtedly true that even many adult Chris
tians have difficulty in relating doctrine to life and 
translating the practical implications of doctrine into 
Christian living. The effect iveness of discussion in the 
classroom, with nctive participation by the students, 
should be known to all who have ever engaged in 
teaching. It is up to the teacher to see that the dis
cussion is guided to a predetermined conclusion, as 
spelled out in the tcacher's manual. The reviewer 
states. "'The author docs not attempt to teach by way 
of doctrinal propositions; rather, he invites the pupil 
to learn by discussion." That the pupil is invited to 
learn by discuss ion is true but th at the author does 
not attempt to teach by way of doctrinal propositions 
is absolutely untrue. The statement, "The studcnt has 
not been given a foundation lIpon which he can base 
the opinion that is requested," would lead one to 
believe thnt the reviewer failed to pay significant at
tention to the programmed instructional material. 

There are several statements in this review which 
simply do not ring true. The review states, "Therefore, 
instead of teaching that the Bible is Cod's infa llible 
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Word revealed to men, the author suggests several 
opinions as to the nature of Scripture." It seems in
credible to me that the reviewer could make such a 
statement. Nowhere in thiS material does "the author 
suggest several opinions as to the nature of Scripture." 
While the doctrine of the infa llibility of the Word is 
taught specifi cally at the seventh grade level and the 
curriculum for the course under review called for the 
teaching of the various forms of writing in the Bible 
(poetic, historical, doctrinal, and so forth ), it is im
possible to read the lesson on Scripture in both the 
programmed and discussion material without being 
impressed with the emphasis on the unique and sole 
authority of Scripture as Cod's special revelation to 
man. 

An illustration will bear this out. On page 8, of 
the Programmed Instruction, frame 33 reads, "Some 
Bible books give us a clearer revelation of Christ than 
others. There are also different kinds of books in the 
Bible. But the whole Bible is Cod's revelation to us. 
Paul says. 'All Scripture is given by inspiration of 
God' ( 11 Timothy 3:16 ). We must accept the whole 
[This was the word to be fi lled in by the student} 
Bible as Cod's Word to us." ( See also frames 41 , 42a, 
43, and 44 on page 9 ). 

Another untrue statement taken from the review 
reads: "There is no positive statement regarding the 
virgin birth of Christ." The author of the review ap
parently overlooked the following material in the 
Programmed Instruction : page 45. frame 17; page 48, 
frame 36; page 50. frame 47. The curriculum plan 
called for teaching different aspects of the marvelous 
fact of the incarnation at d ifferent age levels. The 
fifth-grade course stresses the humiliation involved in 
the incarnation. The course under review teaches the 
necessity of Christ's having a human nature in order 
to bear the penalty for our sins. The seven th-grade 
book deals specifically wi th the fact of the virgin 
birth . This curriculum plan was drawn up to avoid 
dup lication of the several aspects of the doctrines 
covered. It is certainly unfair to criticize a particular 
course because it does not teach everything that could 
be tau ght about each of the doctrines discussed. 

Perhaps the most unjust criticism came to expres
sion in the following statements expressed in the 
review. "The suffering of Christ is made to appear as 
if it wcre the rcsult of the misunderstanding of the 
people to whom He was sent , rather than the curse 
of God aga inst sin." Again , "No mention is made at all 
[italics mine] of Scripture's doctrine of the wr;tth of 
Cod agai nst the sin of man as the reason for thc ter
rible sufferings of Christ. There is no teaching in this 
manua l about the nature of the curse that rested upon 
Christ because of our sin. Instead the emphasis is 
upon man's failure to understand Christ wh('n He 
taught. when He cast out demons, and when He told 
His disciples that He had to suffer and die. These 
are the causes [italics mine] for His suffering accord
ing to the Ix>ok and the manua l." 
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Apparently the reviewer overlooked all of lesson 
eight in the Programmed Instruction. The lesson title 
is, "My Sin Punished by a Holy God ." This lesson 
teaches God's attitude toward sin because of H is at
tribute of righteousness. Following this lesson the 
reason for Christ's suffering and death, as the judg
ment of God against sin, is mentioned again and 
again. We can only cite the references in the Pro
grammed Instruction: Lesson 9, frames 2, 3, 18; 26, 
27,28,30,32,34; Lesson 10, frames 1,3, 5, 6, 18, 19, 
27, 28,29; Lesson 11, frame 38; Lesson 12, frames 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 24, 26, 27. This thought carries 
through in the rest of the Programmed Instruction. 
See page 77, frame 23; page 79, frame 46, 47, 48, 49; 
page 121, frames 13, 14, 15, 16. The same truth ap
pears in the Summary Questions and Answers, in the 
Memory Texts, the Worship material, and in the class
room'" discussion material. Anyone interested in the 
facts should take time to check these references. 

The Committee on Education is not averse to 
criticism. In fact, criticism is solicited. For this reason 
specific appraisal sheets have recently been mailed to 
churches using our curriculum materials. These have 
been mailed to all churches having accounts with our 
office - that is, to all churches who have ordered di
rectly from us. Churches that have secured their books 
through bookdealers may receive these appraisal sheets 
by requesting them from the Committee. We are in
terested in having as wide a response as possiblc. Onl y 
in the light of valid criticism ca n this material be 
improved. 

While the Committee welcomes valid criticism, we 
have also been subjected to un just criticism. It was 
disappointing to find th is type of criticism in this 
review. One could wish that the reviewer would have 
studied the material more carefully before writing his 
review. As a denominational agency we are expendin g 
every effort to produce material that is sound ly Re
formed and true to Scripture. We are t ryi ng to utilize 
the best pedagogical methods available in commu
nicating the faith to our youth. This wOrk is so 
crucially important that we need the co-operation and 
support of the entire church. 

WM. VANDER H AAK 

REPLY TO REV. VANDER HAAK'S CRITICISMS 

Rev. Vander Haak has criticized my review of 
the book Steps in Faith. Allow me to answer these 
criticisms. The 6rst thing that he comments on is my 
statement that "the author does not attempt to teach 
by way of doctrinal propositions; rather he invites the 
pupil to learn by discussion." As Rev. Vander Haak 
pOints out, the study material that is presented com
prises both a student manual and the hard covered 
book with suggestions for student d iscussions. The 
manual is supposed to be the book that deals with 
doctrinal propositions. The way in wh ich Dr. Hoekstra 
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teaches the sixth grade student is by way of frames 
of factual information regarding the doctrines under 
discussion. But the crucia l word or phrases, apart 
from which the statement in the frame would be 
meaningless or false, are to be supp lied by the student. 
An example is frame 4 in Lesson 12. There the state
ment is, "In order to save us from our sim, God 
(could have jllSt fo rgotten about Our sins; had to 
punish someone with a human nature for our sin 
because of His attributc of righteousness; didn't need 
to punish anyone for our sins because of His attribute 
of lovc; could have punisbed a sheep or a goat for 
our sins as long as it was a bloody sacrifice) ." The 
student is called upon to supply the correct answer to 
fi nish this doctrinal statement. T he author gives the 
correct answer elsewhere on the page, but the point 
is that this is supposed to be doctrinal propositions 
wh ich will be the basis for the discussions found in 
the hard-covered book. The student discovers the 
truth for himself, thus becoming his own teacher, 
rather than being tallght the doctrines from the cate
chism teacher. Everyone of the frames in this manual 
is based on this kind of teachin g. If the student were 
taught propositionally, and then by way of review he 
was given this kind of exercise, it would be helpfu l 
indeed. But this is by no means what the book in
tends to do. This is thc doctrinal teaching. As such 
I feel that it is indeed true that the author does not 
attempt to teach by way of doctrinal propositions. 

Furthermore, the inclusion of wrong choices in the 
answers opens the possibility at least for wrong im
pressions to enter the mind of the sixth grade student. 
Used properly in high school groups, this could be 
successful. But my feeling is that for sixth graders, 
the wrong answers next to the correct answers, will 
allow for the dangerous possibility of serious mis
understanding. Thus in the example above, even 
though the correct answer is provided elsewhere on 
the page, the student has been exposed to some very 
unscriptural answers too. When this is the method for 
teaching doctrine to sixth graders, I have serious 
reservations. Sometimes even the answer supplied by 
the author is not the correct one. Frame 24 of Lesson 
3 is a case in poin t. "We don't work but go to church 
on Sunday because we are created (to need a rest; in 
the image of God who also rested; so that we like a 
day off once in a while)." The answer supplied by 
the author, which the shldent should choose is "in the 
image of God who also rested." But th e Heidelberg 
Catechism and Reformed thinking in general has al
ways maintained that we rest from our labors and 
worship Cod in a special way on Sunday because of 
the fourth commandment. Cf. L.D. 38, Q. 10.'3. The 
s.uggestions for discussion in the hard-covered book 
sometimes deliberately give only the wrong sugges
tions with the result that the student must reject all 
of the suggestions. This is ' true of Lesson 3, where the 
author gives two views of man, each of which is 
clearly an unbiblical view. In my opinion, this type 



of doctrinal teaching is not teaching by way of doc
trinal propositions. 

T he second charge that Rev. Vander H aak raises 
is the statement in my review, "Therefore, instead of 
teaching that the Bible is God's infallible Word re
vealed to men, the author suggests several opinions 
as to the nature of Scripture." I would just remind 
the reader of the fact that in Lesson 1, frames 41 and 
42, the author does give various opinions as to the 
nature of Scripture: the teaching of the Roman Cath
olic Chureh regard ing the addition of extra books 
b esides those in our Bible, and the statement in frame 
42, "Other religious groups, such as the Mormons, have 
extra books written by their own leaders. They claim 
that in addition to believing the Bible it is also neces
sary to believe these extra books written by their 
leaders in order to be saved." But of a more serious 
nature, the a uthor fails to explain the doctrine of the 
inspiration and infallibility of Scr ipture. Where is the 
doctrinal proposition which even mentions the word 
"inerrancy" or " infallibility"? Where is a statement 
that explains the meaning of the inspiration of Scrip
ture? Nor does the hard-covered book give any sta te
ment as to the inspiration and infallibility of Scripture. 
It may indeed be true that the seventh grade level 
course teaches more specifically the doctrine of in
fallibility of Scripture. But this certainly does not 
preclude .its necessity in the sixth grade course. 

The third cr iticism that Rev. Vander H aak level.~ 

at my review is the statemen t regardin g the Virgin 
Birth of Christ. T he author does indeed allude to the 
Virgin Birth on three occasions, when he quotes Isaiah 
7:14, Matthew 1:21, and Genesis 3: 15. The explana
tion of the Virgin Birth tha t is given by Dr. Hoekstra 
is presented in frame 36 on p. 48 of the Prognl mmcd 
Instruction Manual in connection with the quotation 
from Isaiah 7:14. There the author writes, "Isaiah 
also tells how we will know when God's one plan of 
salvation will finally be completed . H e writes, ~rhere

fore the Lord Himself will give you a sign : behold a 
virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call 
His name Immanuel'· (Isaiah 7 :14). Here we learn that 
when a certain unmarried woman [italics minc] is 
expecting a baby called Immanuel that God's plan 
of salvation will be complete." It is highly unsatis
factory, in my opinion, to explain the Virgin Birth 
of Christ as his birth from a "certain unmarried 
woman .'· This is however, not the only problem with 
tha t kind of terminology. The ambiguity of thi s 
language is brought to light in Hoekstra's use of nl
most the same wording in a different context. In les
son 19, "My Neighbor," he deals with the second table 
of the Jaw. In the form of class discussion there are 
28 statements listed, each having to do with one of 
the commandments in the second table of the law. 
One of these statements is "Gossiping with your 
friends about that 'terri ble' girl in the church who is 
going to have a baby when she isn't married." What
ever one may think of such a statement as a way of 

helping sixth graders to understand the ways in which 
the commandments are disobeyed , it certainly leaves a 
very poor impress ion in the mind of a child who re
members that Dr. H oekstra said that Jesus was born 
of a "certain unmarried woman." If it is considered 
"terrib le" that a girl has a child out of weylock, what 
prevents the child from thinking that the author's in 
terpretation of Christ's birth carries something of that 
kind of stigma? Furthermore, if the sixth grader is 
ready for the kind of statements that are contained in 
this list in L esson 19, as for example, "Writing nasty 
sayings or drawing dirty pictures on restroom walls"; 
"Looking at movies that show people with not much 
clothing on hugging and kissing each other"; then he 
is certainly entitled to a clear explanation of the Virgin 
Birth that will leave no doubt as to the beauty and 
purity of the birth of Jeslls Christ. 

The last criticism which Rev. Vander H aak raises 
has to do with my reference to the treatment of the 
atonement of Jesus Christ in the book Steps in Faith. 
It is true that th e author ment ions the wrath of God 
and the r ighteousness of God, but in my opinion the 
emphasis is not p laced upon this in the author's treat
ment of the atonement. A few examples will bear this 
out. In Lesson 10, frame 17 we read, "Jesus' birth was 
a part of His suffering mainly because (at that time 
there was no palace in the world that was beautiful 
enough for Him; His father was only a carpenter; H e 
took on a human nature ) ." T he answer to be supplied 
is that he took on a human nature. Again in L esson 
11, frame 1 says, "Jesus suffered because He took on 
a human nature." Frame 2, "Since Jesus kept the same 
human nature all the while He lived on earth, H e suf
fered (on ly when H e was a baby; throughout His life; 
only whcn H e grew up)." The correct answer to be 
supplied is "throughou t His life." The hard-covered 
book carries through on this emphasis upon the human 
nature as the cause for the suffering of Christ. In 
Lesson 10, the q uestion for memorization is, "How was 
Christ able to suffer and to pay for our sins?" And 
the answer is, "Christ was able to suffer and p?y for 
our sins by taking on a weak human nature." The 
questions for memorization in Lesson 11 emphasize 
the fact that Jesus suffered because of the misunder
standing by both his friends and enemies. "WIlt",n did 
Jesus suffer?" And the answer is, "Jesus suffered all 
during His life, but He su ffe red more as He grew up 
and was misunderstood and disliked by men." "Who 
made Jesus suffer by misunderstanding and disliking 
Him?" "Jesus was often misunderstood and disliked 
by both H is enemies and His friends." "In what other 
way did Jesus suffer?" "Jesus suffered by becoming 
poor, by being called a devil for doing good works, 
and by knowing that He would he beaten and cruci
fled at the end of His life." These same emphases, 
namely that Jesus suffered b ecause he had a human 
nature, and because he was misunderstood and dis
liked by his friends and enemies , a re found in frames 
2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 20, 23, 26, 29 of 
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Lesson 10; and in Lesson 11, the frames 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 
la, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 26, z:7, 28, 31, 33, 34. The 
discussion lessons in the hard-covered book give ad
ditional reason for the opinion that the emphasis is not 
upon the atonement as the suffering of Jesus Christ 
under the Jaw of God. Lesson 11 centers around a 
play that the students are to give depicting the kind 
of suffering that Jesus endured. His suffering is com
pared to that of a preacher who returned to his home 
town to conduct the services, only to be misunder
stood and eventually run out of town. Lesson 12, "A 
King Gives His Life," presents the death of Christ 
from the point of view of the Jerusalem Times, with 
editorials, news items, and interviews regarding the 
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crucifixion of Jesus Chri st. The emphasis in these 
lessons is clearly not upon the atonement as the 
bearing of our sins under the wrath of Cod, and I feel 
that this emphasis must constantly be present when 
the suffering of Christ is discussed. One has only 
to compare the examples given here with the Heidel
berg Catechism in Lord's Day 5, 6, and 15 to see 
where the emphasis ought to be placed. 

I am happy that the Committee appreciates criti
cism. But T am unhappy that Rev. Vander Haak feels 
that my criticism is unjust. I would leave it to the 
discriminate reader to judge on the basis of his own 
reading of the book in question. 

HENRY VANDEN H EUVEL 
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