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WHAT TIIINK YE OF THE CHRIST, 

WHOSE SON IS HE ~ 


I N THE MARCIN of my reference Bible alongside 
this text there is the notation, "The inescapable 

question." While it is true that this question is in
escapable and that we must be confronted with the 
need for decision concerning its challenge, I do not 
think that it is the business of the Christian college 
to urge time-dated responses to this question as part 
of the classroom formulary. In fact, I don't think it 
is the primary purpose of a chapel service to urge 
that kind of decision. W e arc not here to do the 
work of the Christian church but to do the work of 
the Christian college. Therefore, 1 would call your 
attention to some of the answers which have already 
been offered in response to this question and to ex
plore some of the implications of these answers. 

First, we might look at the answer offered by the 
Jews to whom the question was originally put. They 
said that the Christ was the son of David. Now in 
the fashion that the Jews construed Davidie descent, 
they immediately cut the Christ loose from any divine 
origin. They placed the Messiah in Bethlehem as the 
natural son of David. The Pharisees might like to tidy 
up the recent geneology a bit, but coming from the 
Davidic line the Christ was to become an earthly 
Messiah. Obviously, any group as nearly perfect as the 
Pharisees did not need a Saviour, but they could use 
a political deliverer. They would welcome the kind of 
Messiah that would rid them of the opprobrium of 
subjugation to a foreign power. 

In addition, a Messiah might be instrumental in 
getting rid of that detestable tribute. Not only was a 
Messiah the shortest route to national respectability 
but he was also the shortest route to a tax cut. Perhaps 
a tax cut would pump enough additional funds into 
the Palestinian channels of trade to get the econ-
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amy moving again. In any case their Messiah could 
not possibly take the form of a carpenter from Naza
reth in Galilee. Nothing good can come out of Galilee. 
It is on the wrong side of the tracks, so to speak. A 
Messiah out of Galilee can not meet Pharisaic specifi
cations. The whole point is that both the first-century 
and the twentieth-century Pharisee can get along with 
an earthly Messiah. And as to atonement, the attitude 
in the twentieth century is the same as it was in the 
rust eentury. It can be summed up in a shrug of 
indiHerence. 

From the contemporaries of Jesus down through 
the ages there have been those who looked upon 
Jesus as of the Davidic line, but they did not empha
size his Messianic role. They recognize that he did not 
fulfi ll the Messianic hopes of the Jews. They see him 
as the son of Joseph and Mary of Nazareth from the 
carpenter's shop, but they admire him only for his 
ethical insights and his moral teachings. The disparity 
between the educationa l background of Jesus and his 
ethical utterances causes them to marvel at the latter. 
So they are willing to refer to him as the Master. 

This does not mean that we have to search for 
supernatural explanations and begin to talk about any
thing so unscientific as the virgin birth or, presently, 
after the Master's death, about something so scientifi
cally preposterous as a bodily resurrection. Why can't 
we be content to say that Jesus preached well and 
lived well the life of love and meekness which he 
preached? We can benefit from ethical leaders, can 
we not? 

In fact , in man's long upward struggle for the 
delineation and attainment of human values, there 
have been a number of ethical heroes. There was 
Moses in the Old Testament among the early Hebrews. 
The Greeks had their Socrates. Perhaps Jesus is next 
in the chronology. The Medieval Church could point 
to its Francis of Assissi. There was Savonarola in the 



Renaissance. In the twentieth century many have 
singled out Albert Schweitzer. Undoubtedly, there 
will be other candid ates in the future. All deserve our 
ad miration - but perhaps Jesus more than any other. 
H e had a highly developed sense of God-conscious
ness. Jesus was the most nearly perfect reflection of 
the latent deity in us all 

W hat are some of the implications of this kind of 
ethicism : First, it assumes that Jesus is not the super
natural Son of God. Though diHering in their empha
sis, yet, with the Pharisees, the modern devotees of 
ethical culture insist that there is no need for an 
atoning sonship in Christ. Man needs moral reforma
tion, not spiritual transformation. In this eHort, man 
can follow a Gahlean Jesus. He does not need the 
Christ, the Son of the living God. 

The foregoing ethical religion, in turn, means that 
man is not really dependent. He is free to work out 
his own destiny on the basis of his own work and 
according to his own notions as to what he ought to 
be. If we listen to the message of Sartre's No Exit, we 
learn that man should b e freed from even the inter
ference of a sidelong glance from his fellowman . 
Sartre sounds with blatant defiance one more variation 
of the theme of man's self-sufficiency. 

There was also the time in the ministry of Jesus 
when He was asked to play the role of civil judge. 
You remember that a man came to Him and wanted 
Him to decide between him and his brother cOncern
ing an inheritance. Jesus forthrightly refused the role. 
This refusal has not prevented men from assigning to 
Christ the role of civil judge or some kind of moral 
referee. 

The German philosopher, Immanuel Kant, con
cluded, and I think rightly, that one cannot adduce 
any air-tight theoretical arguments for the existence of 
God. Did this send Kant to the inscripturated Word 
for a revelation of God in Christ? By no means. 
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Rather, Kant turned to man's ethical situation and 
looked for some practical arguments to establish the 
existence of a sovereign deity. 

Kant observed that man acts as though he is under 
moral obligation. from the fact of moral obligation, 
Kant argued to the need for moral freedom. And from 
the fact of moral freedom he argued to the need for a 
moral referee who must be omnipotent. Obviously, the 
omnipotent must be God. But all Kant's complicated 
argument cannot hide the fact that Kant's moral man 
can save himself if he acts out of a good will. 

If we now tum to Benjamin Franklin's ethicism, we 
have an emphasis that is less philosophical but no less 
humanistic. Franklin wanted his God to be a moral 
judge who would assure him the ample rewards which 
his full life so richly deserved. You recall Franklin 
had improved the postal service. He had made some 
improvements in home heating. He had made a key 
advance in the knowledge of electricity, not to men
tion his diplomatic successes in the interest of the 
newly independent thirteen colonies. So as a substi
tute for the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of 
the world, Franklin would install a moral bookkeeper 
to record the fact that the credit side of Franklin's 
moral ledger was marked impressively in Franklin's 
favor. 

A few years ago in one of his children's concerts, 
Leonard Bernstein demonstrated some of the possible 
elaborations which one can produce from a single 
musical theme. Choosing the first four notes from 
that well-known prohibition-era song, "How Dry I 
Am," Bernstein demonstrated a few of the possible 
musical elaborations. He went on to inform his audi
ence that there are eighteen major musical works 
which have been built around this basic theme. 

In man's religious life we have an analogous situa
tion. Ever since the fall of Adam and Eve in Paradise, 
man has worked and reworked the theme of human 
self-righteousness and freedom. It really makes no 
difference whether the tune comes from Socrates, from 
Seneca, from Ralph Waldo Emerson or from a present
day Liberal Protestant pulpiteer, it all comes down to 
the same old tedious humanistic no hum." It always 
comes down to the same four-note progression, "How 
Good I Am." 

Thc roles which I have suggested hardly begin to 
exhaust man's ingenuity in finding substitutes for sub
stitutionary atonement. Jesus has also been cast in the 
role of a defeated social reformer who suffered martyr
dom. All the approaches suggested have this in com
mon; they do take some account of the Christ and his 
work. A mOre prevalent approach these days is that 
of complete indifference or decision by indecision. 
W hen Christ intrudes, many would hurry him out of 
their lives as hastily as they can. The swineherding 
Gadarenes of the New Testament account are a model 
for this reaction. 

You remember that at one juncture in his ministry 
Jesus crossed over to the eastern shore of the Sea of 
Galilee. There he was immediately confronted by a 
demoniac. Nearby, a large herd of dogs was feeding. 
The gospel according to Mark informs us that the 
number totaled two thousand. That certainly is a lot 
of hogs in any country at any time. We do not know 

the reason for so large a number of hogs in one place. 
Maybe they were owned by the G.H.C., that is, The 
Gadarene Hog Cooperative. Perhaps Orin Lee Al 
Rashid of the East Jordan Farmers Organization had 
in the past imposed a general hog withholding action. 
We may be rather sure that two thousand hogs were 
more than the daily receipts at the Gadara Stockyards. 
At two hundred · pounds and twenty dollars per 
hundred this herd represented a loss of about $80,000 
as they disappeared beneath the surface of the Gali
lean Lake. 

It all happened because this strange man put in 
his appearance. At one moment there was this raving 
madman and the calmly grazing herd of hogs. At 
the next moment by some "hocus pocus" the madman 
was sane but the hogs had vanished following a 
precipitous dash into the lake. What kind of a man is 
this? He must certainly be some kind of magician. 
He must possess some kind of occult power. There 
seems to be no direct empirical explanation for the 
event. I t defies the scientific postulate of causality. 
The calming of the demoniac was followed by the wild 
action of the hogs without any physical contiguity 
between the two events. Sure, we've heard that some 
people have extra-sensory power, but even so the 
whole thing has us mystified. 

One thing is certain, there is something going on 
here which cannot be controlled by a scientific ap
proach to animal husbandry. Fizers doesn't produce 
anything which will prevent a recurrence of this kind 
of loss. The best hog insurance at the moment is a 
quick expulsion of the stranger to the opposite shore. 

You ask what we Gadarines think of the Christ? 
Well, we really don't know. The fact is that we do not 
really care to know any more about Him. At least 
this much is certain, we don't care to learn any more 
about him if it is going to put the rest of our hogs in 
jeopardy. If it comes to a mutually exclusive choice, 
we'll take our hogs. Call us witless materialists if you 
will. We are indifferent to labels. We've made our 
decision. As soon as we have recovered from our 
financial loss, we hope it will be a case of "out of sight, 
out of mind." You can be sure that if we relate this 
incident to our philosophers, they will assert with your 
John Dewey that there can be no mysterious power 
outside of nature that can interfere with natural Jaw. 
So let's try to forget the whole thing. 

On another day, as the result of an interrogation as 
to opinions concerning his identity. Jesus elicited from 
Peter that wonderful confession, "Thou art the Christ, 
the son of the living God." Peter made a confession 
which could stand as the foundation for all the sub
sequent growth of the Christian Church and the 
coming of Christ's kingdom. Not based on beggarly 
human aspirations, Peter's confession meant more than 
he fully understood. Later he also fell into peevish 
and jealous arguments as to who was to benefit most 
in the establishment of Christ's kingdom. And a short 
time after, he wanted to prevent the Christ from going 
to the end of the road which led to substitutionary 
atonement. There was little appreciation at this time 
for the fact that presently the disciple must serve and 
rule in a spiritual Kingdom. But for all this, Peter's 



confession emphasized the deity of our Lord and His 
exa1ted position as the Anointed, that is, the Christ. 

And what does the regency of the Anointed imply? 
First, as the Son of Cod, the Christ was able to atone 
fully for the sins of His people. There will be no place 
for boasting self-righteousness in His kingdom. Second
ly, Christ as the Son of Cod is worthy of rule in a 
spiritual kingdom. Competition for high places of 
authority must come to an end. Any ruling that must 
be done will have to be done as a vice-regent. And 
when we have placed the position of vice-regent in its 
proper perspective, we 6nd that it is really the position 
of a servant. 

Let me continue now somewhat in the fashion of 
allegory. The servant, even when highly exalted to the 
title of vice-regent, does not inaugurate any policies of 
his own. For example, he does not dcal with the 
enemies of his king according to his own notions of 
foreign policy. He always replies to the enemy's 
urgings for enclaves, accommodations, cease-fire agree
ments and appeasements with the one authorized 
reply, "Thus saith the Lord." 

Similarly, the cabinet minister in charge of eco
nomic affairs does not begin his work with thoughts as 
to how he may enlarge his own villa first of aU. His 
first thoughhl are not busy with the idea of a new 
chariot for himself. Nor does he, Ahab-fashion, try to 
attach another vineyard to his private holdings. No, he 
is constantly asking, "How can 1 help extend the 
boundaries of my Lord's kingdom?" 

Even in education, where freedom would seem to 
be the hall-mark of a vice-regent's success, even there 
subscrviance must be the rule. As Shakespeare might 
say, even there the role of the servant may not be 
lightly vaunted o'er. For example, i.n compiling and 
collating the concl usions of the king's archeologists, 
paleantologists and other studen ts of man's past, the 
minister of education does not accept any legends 
which contradict the royal chronicle as it narrates the 
facts concerning the origins of the kingdom. 

The minister of education sends his fellow servants 
to the farthest limits of the kingdom in order that they 
may learn about the orderly conduct of kingdom 
affairs. This they do so that they may more fully ap
preciate the great wisdom of their Lord. And they will 
also joyously praise their king to his face as from time 
to time they have special audience with him. It is 
also interesting that the minister of education allows 
the fellow servants to explore in various parts of the 
kingdom according to their particular interests. They 
work according to their interest and ability. 

However, there is one severe stricture placed upon 
the servants who work for the ministry of education. 
They are not to give aid or comfort to the foreign 
agents which infiltrate into the kingdom from time to 
time. These foreign agents are wont to tell the servants 
that they are not free as long as they are in the service 
of the king. How can one be free who listens to 
authOrity and obeys in fai th? The foreign agent pre
sumes that the servant will be quite ready to listen 
when he is told that the life of obedience is not 
worthy of a free rational being (one who is guided by 
reason ). Past experience has shown the enemy agent 
that this is the thrust that really strikes home. The 

enemy goes on to insist that it is the servants them
selves who are the rightfu l rulers. Complete autonomy 
is the only way for the completely rational. Plato was 
on the right track when he wanted to make philos
ophers the kings. 

What an enticing appeal1 Yet the minister of edu
cation has a counter-admonition for those in his de
partment. He has a counter-poise for the weighty 
arguments that favor complete autonomy. He points 
to the fact that by the law of their nature, servants are 
bound to serve and to obey. They are rational beings, 
to,Pc sure, but they cannot entertain all possible 
hypotheses. In fact, it is precisely the kind of propo
sitions which are offered by the enemy that they must 
reject totally. Moreover, as servants of the king they 
have been released from the yoke of rationalism's 
logic. The servant seeks to think his Lord's thoughts 
after Him even though there may arise paradoxes in 
the servant's fore-shortened perspective. 

How does the servant know that he is going the 
right way? Surely, he cannot give proof through 
rational and empirical arguments. The minister of 
education repHes, '*fell the enemy you know your 
Lord has your welfare at heart because you know that 
he loves you. Tell him that your Lord gave his life 
as the purchase price for yOur freedom, freedom from 
sin. 'Creater love hath no man than this than that he 
lay down his life for his friend .' And we are h is friends 
because we keep his commandments. 

Tell the enemy agent that when one is content to 
live the life of a servant, he is really more than a 
friend. He is gi.ven the status of a brother. Brother
hood makes one co-heir with the Only-begotten-Son
of-the-Father. There is no one in the Kingdom that 
has more freedom than the Son. and if the Son shall 
make you free, you shall be free indeed. The Son is 
the Christ, the Son of the living Cod. 

"For the Christian mind earthly well
being is not the summum bonum, as pain 
and death are not the worst evil. Eternal 
well-being is the final aim and end of things 
here. This means that success and prosper
ity within the earthly set-up cannot be re
garded as a final criterion. Nor indeed can 
happincss within time be regarded as a 
fina l criterion." 

E.'l:cerpts from 
The Christian Minll- Harry Blamires 

ihe increasing obsession with sexuality 
and vice in literature is defended to-day by 
an irrational and emotive exploitation of 
words like serious, retllistie, sincere, and 
uuthentic which carry spurious 'moral' 
overtones. " 

Excerpts from 
The Christian Min4 - Hany Blamires 



WHAT IS 

HAPPENING in the 

NETHERLANDS? 
IV. 

LOUIS PRAAMSMA 

A GAIN WE ASK the question : what is happening
fi to our sister-church in the Netherlands? With
out any doubt the dean of theologians in this church 
is Prof. Dr. C . C. Berkouwer, a man internationally 
known both for his erudition and kindness. I n his 
younger years he was an apologist of Asscn (1926) as 
is evident in his book: fl et probleetn der Schriftcritiek 
( The problem of criticism of Scripture) ; during this 
time he was an opponent of Karl Barth. 

Knowing him only from these years it would seem 
rather simple to assess his prescnt position concerning 
Scripture. But Prof. Berkollwer has changed and, as 
a, Hervormd colleague rightly observes, 1t is not so 
sunple to Bnd out precisely what his position is...• 
Another clearffiinded Hervonnd observer d istin
guishes three phases in the development of Ber
kouwer's theology as far as the doctrine of Scripture 
is concerned." According to him Berkouwer defended 
the absolute authority of Holy Scripture in his 
first phase, and even as late as 1949 he criticized a 
creedal statement of the Hervormde Kerk, because it 
d id not express itself on the fornurl authori ty of Scrip
ture. In his second phase, however, he stressed the 
contents of Holy Scripture; he stressed the fact that 
the Bible is not a formal authori ty but an authority in 
its contents; in other words: the message of salvation 
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in Christ is authoritative. And in the third phase the 
existential scope of Scripture is underlined; there is 
not and there never can be any neutral information in 
Scripture, or any theoretical exposition ; all revelation 
is always correlated with personal faith. 

P rofessor H . Berkhof wrote of the revolutionary 
t~ndency of this conception of Scripture which, in his 
vlew, must lead to some fonn of criticism; as a matter 
of fact he detected traces of such crit icism alread y in 
Berkouwer's second volume on Eschatology in which 
he implicitly criticized the Bible by detracting from 
its infonnation on the signs of the times preceding the 
return of Christ, by his actualistic reinterpretation." 
This was a keen obs e r va tio n , and Berkhof s 
prophecy that Berkouwer's second volume on Holy 
Scripture would become of central importance has 
been fuI611ed. Since these words were written, De 
Heilige Schrift II has appeared. I t is a great work in 
which, for the first time, a Refonned theologian tries 
to analyze aU the implications of the concept "organic 
inspiration" and it shows again all the erudition, all 
the scholarship and all the flexibility of Berkouwer's 
mind. It is, of course, quite impossible to do justice 
to this book in this short article, but 1 want to make 
somc observations in connection with the present 
situation in our sister-churches. 

In the first 1Jiace it is most clear that Berkouwer 
knows the works of Kuitert, Koole and Baarda, and 
that hc agrees with their method and accepts their 
results: he quotes them without any trace of criti
cism.' 

In the second place: Berkouwer does not get 
tired of stressing the fact that the Bible has no formal 
authority. This is a very meaningful, a very pregnant 
idea; it means much more than a mere protest against 
fonnalism in our use of the Bible. I t marks a de6nite 
limit both in the way in which the Bible has been 
written and in our hearing of the gospel. As far as 
that writing is concerned Berkouwer criticizes the 
term "instrument" and "instrumental"; he shows a 
de6nite hesitation to use the term "verbal" and he 
concludes here: "Theopneusty ( i.e. inspiration ) is not 
formal, not genera ll y instrumental, but connected with 
the reality of salvation of which Scripture witnesses.'" 

Men have spoken in terms of their own times and 
within the limited horizons of those times of the reality 
of salvation. It is fo r this reason that we should not 
apply to them a formal concept ion of incrrancy; error 
is not making a mis take in factual information, but 
making a mistake in the proclamation of salvation. It 
is possible, therefore, according to Berkouwer, that 
there are notions in Scripture which are not in con
formity with reality, but which have nothing to do 
with the scope of revelation." We should recognize 
this completely human factor so much that we never 
should try to harmonize the gospels (or other parts 
of the Bible ); Berkouwer calls these attempts of 
harmonization even harmfur and he adds that the 
variat ions in the gospels are not caused by a special 
purpose of the Hol y Spirit, bu t by human motives, 
and that, because the gospels do not have the inten
tion to offer a b iography of Jesus, we should not C"x
peel any exactness of facts in them: In all these areas 
Berkouwer criticizes the formal atti tude of any reader 



who would say: "This is a totally inspired book and 
therefore it is totally inerrant and therefore I must be
lieve all its factual and doctrinal information"; he 
favors the existential attitude of the man who, in 
listening to all the words, finds their scope in the 
proclamation of salvation. 

The big question which arises here time and again 
is how Berkouwer really knows what is "in conformi ty 
with reality"; which standard he uses; and how he 
really knows when and where the purpose of the 
Spirit ends and the human motives start; when and 
where the exactness is present or absent; in other 
words this is the burning question whether this 
method does not inevitably lead to a dualism in 
Scripture. 

My third observation is that Berkouwer, in my 
opinion, is too much and too easily impresscd by the 
great scientific progress of the last decades . Time and 
again he refers to "our time with its breath-taking 
widening of all horizons of knowledge.... This ter
minology reminds one of that great period of human 
cultural history which is called the "Enlightenment" 
in which, aecording to its philosophers, the darkness 
of the former ages had been dispelled by the light of 
human reason; and of that other period in the history 
of the church which is called the timc of Modernism, 
in which modern man ( who had read his Darwin and 
who would read his Freas ) could no longer accept 
the supernatural concepts of the Bible. I t is beyond 
dispute that in both periods the most progressive men 
were convinced of the breath-taking widenin g of all 
horizons of knowledge; and it is ah a beyond dispute 
that much of the knowledge of those particular times 
has been rendered out of date and that the deepest 
knowledge has been kept by the people of Cod with 
their Bible. 

Berkouwer stresses the importance of the scolJe of 
Scripture when he speaks of the widening horizons. 
Because our present knowledge differs from that of 
the Bible-times we can criticize the limited knowl
edge of its authors without doing any harm to that 
scope. But this remains the nagging question: how 
do we know that scope? In my opinion we know it 
by means of all the clements of knowledge of the 
Bible which are coherent as the cells of a body. 

My fourth observation follows: Berkouwer accepts 
criticism of Scripture; as a matter of fact he is able to 
quote Grosheide for the use of this term when it is 
related to that faculty of the human mind which is 
always sifting and sorting ou t in all areas of science. 
He warns in his second volume as he did in his first 
against all hypercriticism, a warning with which any 
critic wholeheartedly agrees. But his method must 
lead and does lead to a criticism of that human form 
of the Bible which, in his opinion, is time-bound and 
ca n be - in a way - subtracted from the scope. As 
far as Genesis 1·3 is concerned, Berkouwer writes that 
it is possible to find here a "symbolizing" ( inkleding) 
or "figuration" ( uitbeelding) of the reality of creation 
as a good and blessed act of Cod, and of man's fall 
and guilt. In this connection he quotes Kuitert about 
the scope of the stories to the effect that the contents 
of the kerugma is that the relation between crea tion 
and sin is irreversible. He repeats this idea on the 

following pages. H e tells us that he does not reject all 
symbolizing and figuration , but only such as weakens 
the radical dissociation of creation and sin. The depth 
of our guilt and of" the apostasy from God are indi
cated in human reproduction and depiction ( mens~ 
Hjke weergave en uitbeelding ). '· 

There is no essential difference between the views 
of Kuitert sketched in my former article and those of 
Berkouwcr. And the same is true of those of Baarda . 
Berkouwer refers to the fact that the exegetes of a 
former period ( Grosheide and Greydanus) made ob
jections to the form·critical method; but he holds that 
a good use of this method is possible and that only u a 
continued refined research-work in details" of the 
Synoptic problem protects against "uncontrolable ar
bitrariness'" (of the simple reader of the Bible )." 
The nagging question remains : how is that simple 
reader of the Bible to be protected against the un
controlable arbitrariness of those men of science who 
fabricate legends and symbols in the Bible where he 
has found information of things which his great Cod 
and Father really did? 

Berkouwer criticizes Creydanus who had written 
something on the importance of the inner attitude of 
the scholar in these words: "This is an internalizing of 
the problem without perspective..... I looked for the 
words of the former Kampen exegete and still found 
some perspective in them. Here they are: "It is most 
important from a principial point of view, in order to 
find an answer to the Synoptic problem, to know one's 
inner attitude to the historic parts of the gospels; 
whether one believes that Jesus Christ is the Son of 
God in the sense in which it is presented here, God 
and man at the same time, crucified for our sins, resur
rected from death and the grave, ascended to heaven, 
and whether or not one believes the miracles told 
therein. If one accepts as true the stories of the Gos
pel, the problems of the possible literary relations of 
the gospel become not only subordinate ques
tiens, they are also eas ier to solve. But if one denies 
Christ's divinity, resurrection and miracles, for in
stance as told in Matthew 8:1-17, John 11 etc., and if 
one supposes that the Lord cannot have spoken the 
words related in Matthew 11 :27, John 5:21 etc., then 
the difficult question arises how these things could be 
said of the Lord or put into his mouth. And , in as far 
as one will not suggest intentional deceit of the au
thors, one is forced to take his refuge to the forming 
of legends, unknown authors and \vcitings, mutual 
dependence, in order to explain the slow genesis of 
our gospels in the form in which we have them..... 

1. 	 Prof. Van Niftrik of Amsterdam: "By Bcrkouwcr is het 
niet :w t.'envoudig cr achtcr te komen waar hij nu precies 
staat" ( In; Is de Gere!ormcerde wereld !;efanderd? 1966, 
p.371). 

2. 	 Prof. H. Berkhof of Le:tden in : The method of Berkouwer', 
Theology. ( In : Ex Auditu Ve,bi, 1965, pp. 37-55) . 

3. 	 O.c. pp. 51, 52. 
4. 	 pp. 306, 307, 316, 439. 
5. 	 p. 51. 
6. 	 p.92. 
7. 	 p . 224. 
8. 	 p. 210. 
9. 	 pp. 68, 98, 251, 300, 312, 325, 326. 

10. pp. 320, 32 1
11. p . 273. 
12. p. 435. 
13. Bijbels Handboek II , 1935, pp. 97, 98. 
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SABBATH 

OUESTION 
GERARD VAN GRONINGEN 

FROM THE VERY BEGINNING of the Reformed 
churches existence in Australia and New Zealand, 

the proper observance of the Lord's Day has been a 
focal problem. I recall that when I arrived in Aus
tralia in 1958, local discussions on the subject were 
numerous but in few instances were they productive. 
Sermons on Lord's Day 38 were printed but various 
emphases came to expression in these. Sessions were 
wrestling with the problem of disciplining members 
who worked on Sunday and because of it were not 
able to be faithful in attending worship services. And 
was the use of the Lord's D ay for pleasure, visiting 
relatives and new job seeking reason for discipline? 
ground for personal admonition? Should specific in
struction in Catechism room, from the pulpit and in 
the church papers nol set forth clearly how the Lord's 
Day was to be observed? the sessions asked, There 
was a call for guidance. Who was to give it? 

Discussions on the Lord's Day in local and classical 
church papers began to appear in ew Zealand with 
increasing frequency after some ministers from the 
Orthodox Presbyterian church arrived to serve as 
pastors of various Reformed congregations. These 
men were well acquainted with the Westminster 
Confession's statement concerning the "Christian 
Sabbath." They found most Reformed church mem
bers ignorant of these. So, explanations and applica
tions of the Westminster Confession's teachings was 
presented for thought and guidance. 

Reactions to these writings were not slow in com
ing. Some asked questions, others suggested that the 
position was too absolutistic. Others, taking a position 
in harmony with the Gereformeerde Kerken's thinking, 
openly disagreed with the theological basis of the 
Westminster Confession's teaching and therefore also 
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with the applications. The result was more confusion 
for some church members. Sharp disagreements be
tween various leaders came into focus. 

The next step was to bring the Lord's Day prob
lem to the higher bodies of the church. But before 
this was done, ministers discussed the various posi
tions in their fraternal gatherings and conferences. 
In this way the position held by each minister became 
quite well known by colleagues. Elders discussed the 
problems involved in Lord's Day observance in their 
informal fellowships and they in turn reflected their 
minister's positions or their own general background. 
Some indicated positions taken on the basis of per
sonal study and reRection. When the problem came 
to the Synod of the Reformed churches, the church 
leaders had pretty well adopted and indicated their 
personal views. 

The New Zealand Synod of 1964, having received 
o....ertures to deal with Sabbath observance, appointed 
a Sabbath committee and charged it "to formulate an 
agreea report on Lord's Day Observance as outlined 
in Scripture and Confession." The committee took up 
its mandate in a serious manner and presented a 
report in which six themes were discussed. 1) the 
Sabbath is a creation ordinance. This section included 
a reference to the Sabbath in the Decalogue and the 
place of the law in both the old and new covenant. 
2 ) the Sabbath in the N.T. dispensation. 3 ) problem 
texts which seem to indicate a difference between the 
O.T . and NT. in respect to the Sabbath. 4) the 
Sabbath in early church time. 5) the Sabbath law and 
works of piety, mercy and necessity. 6 ) the applica
tion of this Sabbath law to specific problems. 

This report presented and defended the view of 
the Westminster confeSS ion. The Scriptures were in· 
terpreted in keeping with this confessional position 
and the applications were in conformity with the 
strong emphasis on the Lord's Day as a day of rest 
and worship. 



The Synod also had to deal with an overture from 
a session in which the Synod was requested to "decide 
that chapter 21, para. 7, 8 of the Westminster Confes~ 
sion be declared not binding on our churches." 
Grounds presented in the overture were: the state
ments in the Westminister Confession have either no 
Scriptural foundation or are at variance with Scripture 
and in general conflict with the Heidelberg Catechism, 
Lord's Day 38. 

It seemed as if a head-on collision was unavoid
able. The Synod held an extensive discussion taking 
up much of two days. The first conclusion that was 
formulated reads: "The overture of the session be 
regarded as a gravamen and therefore be taken under 
study." The overture was recommitted to the session 
for reformulation after which it was to be sent to all 
sessions for study. The report was to be sent to all 
sessions as a guideline on the Sabbath and the Sab
bath committee was to study the gravamen and report 
on it to all sessions six months before the next synod. 

Later on the same day that the Synod had con
cluded its Sabbath discussion the Westminster COll
fession was declared "to be adopted as a part of the 
official standards of the Reformed churches of New 
Zealand with these exceptiolls : a phrase from chap. 20, 
para. 4 - on the civil magistrate; chap. 24, a phrase 
in para. 4; chap. 25, part of para . 6; and chapter 31 
para. 1 amended and para. 2 deleted." This means 
that the statements on the Sabbath were adopted un
altered. 

The gravamen was reformulated by the session. 
There was no new material presented, the grounds 
were developed with exegetical and theological refer
ences and comments. All sessions studied it. The 
Sabbath committee reported on it to all sessions. 
When the Synod met again in early 1967 the opposing 
views on the Lord's Day were set forth more clearly 
and forcefully than before. A suggestion was pre
sented to Synod by a session that Synod should not 
decide on the issue until a study had been made by 
all Refonned churches. This was really a suggestion 
that the R.E.S . be requested to study the entire sub
ject. 

The Synod, faced with the gravamen, was now 
faced with another problem: the nature of a confes
sion and its authority. Is a confession to be taken 
literally? Is a confession an exact statement of truths? 
Or does a confession set forth a system of doctrine? 
(which could mean that not all statements are of equal 
validity and authority ) . The Synod was not able to 
give well fo rmulated answers to these questions so it 
decided that another study was imperative before it 
could resolve the problem of the Lord's Day. Hence 
the decision on the Lord's Day as such is postponed 
until clari ty and hoped for agreement on the formal 
and prior problem concerning the nature and authori
ty of a creed is achieved. 

While the events referred to above were taking 
place in New Zealand, the Australians were increas
ingly becoming interested and began to participate 
in the New Zealand discussions. Fraternal delegates 
to the New Zealand Synods took part in discussions 
and reported to the Australian churches. Some Aus
tralian written contributions appeared in New Zealand 

publications. The editor of Trowel & Sword, a 
monthly publication supported and subscribed to by 
members of both churches, wrote a series of editorial 
paragraphs supporting the "new Gereformeerdc view." 
A minister of one of the Australian Refonned churches 
took issue with the editor, expressing ,his views in 
some articles published in Trowel & Sword. 

In the meantime, some sessions in Australia were 
forced to deal with Sunday observance problems. In 
one large city church an elder and his son established 
an industrial plant which was operated on a seven day 
week basis . Some fellow elders protested. The indus
trialist had his answers ready. "The Old Testament 
Sabbath demanded rest from labor. New Testament 
Sunday does not. The church had added Old Testa
ment requirements to the New Testament Sunday." 
In effect, he had adopted the "new Gereformeerde 
view" and applied it to his industrial circumstances. 

The session sought advice. The editor of Trowel & 
Sword was requested to write on the subject (which 
he did as referred to above). The session also re
quested Classis Victoria for advice. The Classis did 
not deal with the specific situation in the local church, 
but adopted the following nine statements for guid
ance to the churches: 

I 	The fourth commandment is fulfilled by 
Christ and has to be understood from this 
fulfillment. 

II The real meaning of the Sabbath as token 
of the rest which is fulfilled in Christ and 
given by Him, is maintained in the N.T. 
time and ought to be put in its proper 
form in our Sunday observance. 

III 	The Sunday is not the N.T. Sabbath (Col. 
2,16,17). 

IV 	The Sunday has, under the guidance of the 
Holy Spirit, become the day on which we 
remember the resurrection of the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 

V 	The Sunday is the day of corporate worship 
for the church ( Lord's Day 38). 

VI 	The Sunday calls us to live all the days of 
our life as people redeemed by our Lord 
Jesus Christ. 

VII The Sunday is a foretaste of eternal life. 
VIn The Sunday should not be abrogated; on 

the contrary we should be grateful for this 
special day on which we are reminded of 
our risen Lord and H is redemption and we 
are called in to His rest and therefore into 
the joy of His service. We should be on 
our guard against the dangers of licentious
ness and intolerant legalism. 

IX The fellowship of the congregation with 
the Lord is of such a great Significance that 
we should strive after the utmost limitation 
of all Sunday labour. 

Objections to the Classical statements were raised 
immediately and especially against point III. A for
mal protest was sent to Classis by one of the Profes
sors. Meanwhile, other faculty members were ap
proached to express their views on the Lord's Day 
problem. Three of them drew up a statement which 
was addressed to all min isters and sessions of both 
denominations in which an urgent call to further study 
and communal discussion be undertaken before any 



further public deliverances should be set forth . A 
series of problems and questions were enumerated to 
provide evidence that the problem is complicated and 
difficult. 

I t was indicated that aside from situational 
problems, there are hermeneutical, exegetical 
and theological problems involved in the Lord's 
Day problem and these had not been sufficientl y 
dealt with to date. In the statement two sugges
tions were made: 1. to present the entire prob
lem to the RE.S. for study and advice; 2. to 
publish a symposium of exegetical. confessional 
and practical studies as an initial step in the 
communal study. 

Classis Victorial having received the protest against 
its decisions, decided to bring the Lord's Day problem 
to Synod. The professor's protest was also forwarded 
to Synod. The Australian Synod, meeting in Novem
ber '()l. decided to request the R.E.S. to place the 
Lord's Day problem on the agendum for the 1968 
Synod to be convened in Amsterdam. The Synod also 
stated that Classis Victoria should not have adopted 
point Ill. Cf. above. It went on to say the Lord's Day 
must he considered a day of worship and all members 
in the churches must do their utmost to observe the 
day as such . Synod did not deny the Lord's Day is a 
d3y of rest. It decided not to make a pronouncement 
on the very point that is being debated and on which 
advice is sought from the R E.S. 

A symposium proposed by some of the professors 
was also prepared. The undersigned functioned as 
editor. Essays were requested on: 1) the O ld Testa
ment material on the Sabbath; 2 ) the New Testament 
material; 3) the Lord's Day in Church History; 
4) the new Gerefonneerde view (also called the 
Evangelical view by Luther); 5) the Westminster 
Assembly's view of the Sabbath; 6) the teach ing of 
Lord's Day 38 and the historical setting of this creedal 
statement; 7) Lord's Day keeping from a practical 
and pastoral point of view; 8) a summary essay. The 
writers represent the Christian Reformed church in
cluding the editor (3); the Heformed churches of 
New Zealand - also O.P.e. men (2); the Reformed 
churches, of Australia (2); and the Presbyterian 
church of Australia ( 1). 

The symposium consisting of 107 pages, single 
spaced typed foolscap pages, was bound with a heavy 
paper cover. One hundred and ten copies were pro
duced - an insufficient number. Attempts to have the 
symposium published in a paperback edition have not 
been successful to date. Possibly some more mimco
graphed copies could be produced in the future if 
demands for the symposium continue to come. 

Summing up the present situation in the Austra
lasian Reformed churches in regard to the Sunday
Sabbath problem we see that : 

1. The New Zealand Reformed churches are con
fronted by two views, and discussions and decisions 
on these are held in abeyance until a study is made 
of th e nature and authority of the confessions. 

2. The Australian Reformed churches, having 
stressed that the Lord's Day is a day for worship, 
decided to request the R.E .S. to study the entire 
Lord's Day problem. 

SYNOD 1967 of the Christian Reformed Church 
said that "Professor Dekker has erred in making 

ambiguous statements and using them in an abstract 
way," and the brother was admonished for his errors 
in this regard. 

The present writer has described this decision as 
one of "vague inconclusiveness." Synod did not de
fine its use of the two elusive words "ambiguous" and 
"abstract.'" Synod did not say how or in what manner 
the writings or statements in question were ambiguous 
and abstract. Synod did not say how these utterances 
fai led to meet scriptural and confessional standards. 
Thus after five years of "intense concern which our 
churches have about these matters" ( from report of 
Synod's advisory committee brought to the adjourned 
session in August 1967 - Acts of Synod - 1967, p. 734). 
the Church has on its hands a decision that settled 
nothing, as many on all s ides freely admit. Thus after 
five years of "intense concern" and after an historic 
prolonged session at which Synod dealt with the mat
ter, the Church is just where it was when the period 
of "intense concern" started. 

Actually this last statement is not correct. It must 
be revised. The Church today is not where it was 
when the discussion started late in 1962. The Church's 
position is less favorable than it was then. At that 
time there was little reason to doubt that the Church 
held steadfastly to its grand teaching of sovereign and 
efficacious grace in a definite atonement, a teaching to 
which the Church has held consistently and without 
equivocation for the more than one hundred years of 
its life. Now, in view of Synod's failure to deal con
fessionally and unequivocally with doctrinal questions 
that lie in this sensitive central area of the fa ith. the 
shadow of ambiguity has been cast over this alto
gether crucial and b lessed teaching of the Church. 
When the Synod dea lt vaguely and inconclusively 
with this important doctrinal issue in terms of ambi
guity and abstTactness, by that very act Synod brought 
the Church and its message under the shadow of am
biguity even more than the one individual involved. 

The natural rejoinder to what has jllst been said 
is that the Church still has its confessional standards. 
These have not been changed. How then can one 
justifiably speak of ambiguity in the Church's teach-

Rev. Edward H eerema is pastor of tlte BrlUienton, 
Fla.. Christian Refonned Crnlrch. 



EDWARD HEEREMA 

ing? And why then be so collcerned about Synod's 
decision? Why not let it rest and have the Church 
live with it? 

Let it be said that the present writer would find it 
personally very desirable to do what these questions 
imply. A disputation of this sort in which even a 
decision of synod is challenged, a decision arrived at 
under rather special circumstances, is not lightly or 
easily entered into. But the compulsion of duty moves 
one to act and to speak. Several elements enter into 
the making of that sense of duty. One element stems 
from personal involvement in some ~tirring history of 
the Presbyterian churches in our land. This hi~tory 
had to do with the birth of what is now called the 
Orthodox Presbyterian Church in protest against the 
liberalism of the larger church now known as the 
United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. There were 
doctrinally sound men who refused to go along with 
the organization of the new denomination because, 
they said, the Church has not officially changed its 
confession. The answer to this correct statement of 
fact was simply this: the Church no longer takes its 
confession seriollsly. ( How true this was then. Of 
course, its full truth did not become completely ap
parent until the slow, relentless movement of time al
ways involved in such things brought forth the Con
fession of 1967 and the Westminster Confession was 
placed in the museum, with the new creed plainly 
contradicting the old at many pOints.) The only 
reason for referring to this history at this pOint is to 
underscore the fact that it doesn't mean as much as 
it should to say that the Church still has its teaching 
as given in its confession (s). The question is properly 
raised whether the Church did take its confession(s) 
seriously in the doctrinal controversy over the love of 
Cod and the atonement. A classis tried to get the 
Church to face this issue confessionally in 1963 and 
fa iled. A synodically appointed study committee 
worked on this matter for three years and came to 
Synod 1967 unanimously with recommendations call
ing upon Synod to declare that certain statements 
which had been made were biblically and confes 
sionally unwarranted. But again Synod failed to deal 
with the issue confessionally. When an important 
doctrinal question is not dealt with in clear-cut con
fessional terms, the position of the confession in the 
Church is thereby weakened. For this reason, there
fore, the claim is made here that the Church is in a 

less favorable position today after Synod 1967 that 
it was in 1962. 

Ambiguity in Interpreting Synod's Decision 
In further support of the claim that the Church's 

position is weaker than it was in 1962 because the 
shadow of ambiguity has lengthened to becloud the 
church's central message of grace, we must take note 
of the fact that Synod's vaguely inconclusive decision 
means different things to different people - a develop
ment which could have been predicted in view of the 
language of the decision . We refer especially to a 
certain consistent line of interpretation which occurred 
nrst in a news article in the Grand Rapids Press. Here 
it was stated that Synod's decision "did not in any way 
limit his freedom to continue teaching and writing 
essentially the same things" (see article by the present 
writer in T ORCH ANI) TRUMPET, Dec. 1967 ). Essen
tially the same line of interpretation appears in an 
evaluation of Synod's decision in the October 1967 
issue of the Reformed Journal over the initials "B.S." 
We take these initials to represent the name of Profes
sor H enry Stob of Calvin Seminary, and we do well to 
listen attentively to this respected writer's views. 

''The reference to 'ambiguity' means," we are told , 
"that in Synod's judgment certain statements of 
Professor Dekker are of doubtful meaning and there
fore open to various interpretations, some good and 
some bad. There is no suggestion here that the mean
ing intended by Professor D ekker is bad or in any way 
unacceptable. Nor is there a suggestion here that 
Professor Dekker is guilty of equivocation. It is merely 
declared that the meaning of some of Professor Dek
ker's statements is obscure and that in their presence 
the unwary may be tempted to wander into ambiv
alence." 

With regard to the word "abstract" we are told that 
this "'means something else. It means that in Synod's 
judgment Professor Dekker did not wholly disengage 
himself from the nonhistorical, nonkerygmatic, non
existential mode of thinking that has in the past in
fected large tracts of dogmatic theology. . ." The 
question naturally presents itself: did the word "ab
stract" mean precisely this to a majority of the dele
gates to Synod? Did it, really? And, if "ambiguous" 
meant simply "obscure" to the majority of the dele
gates, then are we to think that this majority believed 
that these "obscure" statements reflected a rather 
definite "mode of thinking" as described by Professor 
Stob? 

With this interpretation of the two key and vague 
words "ambiguous" and "abstract" before us we now 
see in its true light the statemen t Stob makes as to 
the meaning of Synod's deliverance regarding the 
central issue of the discussion. We ar.e told that on 
the substantive issue Synod's action means this: "PI"O
fessor Dekker, and all who in substance share his 
views, are accordingly left free to proclaim the truth 
of God's agapic love to all men arul to clwllenge 
every man to believe that Christ died for him" (italics 
by EH). 

Serious questions can be asked about the content 
and thrust of this statemen t, itself not without am
biguity. Does this statement , for instance, mean to 



suggest that those who disagree with these views hold 
that God in no sense d irects his agapic love to all 
men? Furthermore, the statement is hardly an ade
quate summary of the views in question. A far more 
adequate and accurate summary would be as fo llows: 
"Cod loves all men indiscriminately with the same 
redemptive-redeeming love. Motivated by and car
ry ing out this love for all men Christ died for aU 
men. However, only the elect are achJally saved. In 
bringing this gospel of divine love to all men one can 
approach any person indiscriminately and say to him 
<Cod loves you' and <Christ died. for you'" (see T ORCH 

AND TRUMPET, May-June 1967, p. 4 ) . This teaching, 
Professor Stob says, is now a fully allowable teaching 
in the Church, according to the decision of Synod 
1967. 

Is Professor Stob saying what the majority of the 
delegates wanted to say in August of 1967? Is this 
all that the admonition to Professor Dekker meant? 
This in terpretation plainly means that so far as the 
doctrinal issue debated these past five years is con
cerned Synod said absolutely nothing. Let every doc
trinally sensitive member of the Christian Reformed 
Church ponder this seriously. And let every one of 
the honorable men who were willing to make conces
sions in August 1967 for the sake of the peace of the 
Church ask himself whether this must be the result 
of his generous and sincere gesture. At the same time, 
however, let it be frankly acknowledged that the 
vaguely inconclusive language of Synod's decision 
leaves room for the kind of interpretation Professor 
Stob has given, unsatisfactory as that interpretation 
may be to many. 

With reference to Professor Stob's commentary on 
Synod's action we would make two further observa
tions. The first pertains to the terms "nonhistorical, 
nonkerygmatic, nonexistential" in his definition of 
Synod's term "abstract." Anyone even slightly con
versant with modern trends in theology would do well 
to ponder the profound implications of these terms 
thus used in the present context. It would be well 
if we were told what elements in theology the writer 
subsumes under the "mode of thinking" thus defined. 
The question must be asked: what determines the 
Church's theology and message? Are the Church's 
theology and message detennined by the factors we 
discern in our historical and existential situation, or 
in the preaching situation? Or are they determined 
solely by what the Scriptures teach as this teaching is 
construed in the Church's confessions and accepted 
ex animo by every office-bearer in the Church? What 
determined that which the greatest misSIonary called 
"the whole counsel of Cod" and which he faithfully 
declared ( Acts 20:27 )? The second not wholly un
related observation on the professor's commentary on 
Synod's action is that nowhere does he refer to the 
Scriptures or the confessions in evaluating the validity 
of Synod's decision. 

Ambiguity in the Church's Message 
As suggested above there should be no surprise at 

the appearance of this interpretation of Synod's deci
sion, in view of the language used in that decision. 
Indeed, such surprise should have been ruled out in 

the light of an incident at Synod 1967 reported by 
John B. Hulst. In the light of certain declarations of 
his personal belief "Prof. Dekker was asked if these 
statements meant that he was now willing to agree 
that 1t is unwarranted to speak of one love of Cod 
which is redemptive in nature for all men distribu
tively.' To this Prof. Dekker responded with an em
phatic <No'" (TORCH AND ThlJMPET, October 1967, p. 
4). 

What then is the upshot of Synod's decision in this 
matter? The upshot of it is that the Church has been 
placed in a position of ambiguity so far as its central 
message of grace is concerned. It seems perfectly cor
rect to conclude from the mixed reaction to the vague 
deliverance of Synod 1967 that it is now altogether 
proper in preaching and teaching to give either one of 
two answers to the question "For whom did Christ 
die?" on the one hand we can say with the Campen
diu.m of the Christian Religion (the latest text of 
which was approved by Synod 1957 ) that "Christ died 
for all th01le whom God in sovereign grace has chosen 
to be His people" Lesson 15, Q-A 41 ). On the other 
hand it now would seem to be equally proper to an
swer the question thus: Christ died for all men. It 
should be quite obvious to all that this ambiguity at 
so central a point in the Church's theology and mes
sage must inevitably involve ambiguity in other closely 
related areas of the Church's teaching and preaching. 
Indeed, to the present writer it seems clear that to 
follow the lead of the two professors calls for a com
plete overhauling of the Canons of Dort, Or an honor
ary retirement of this great statement of faith to the 
museum of venerated theological relics, much as the 
Uni ted Presbyterian Church in the USA did with the 
Westminster Confession in 1967. 

Yes, let us see how this shadow of ambiguity 
reaches some of the most sensitive areas of the 
Church's theology and message. Here is ambiguity. 
By Synod's decision, we are told, it is now permissible 
to teach that Christ died for all men. Therefore it is 
now permissible to hold that Christ died for those 
who go to hell as well as for those who go to heaven. 
Of what real significance then is an atonement that 
ambiguously gains heaven for some and hell for 
others? 

Here is ambiguity. According to some it is now 
permissible, by Synod's decision, to teach that Christ's 
atoning death satisfied for the sins of aU men. Satis
faction is of the very essence of the atonement, as the 
Heidelberg Catechism makes clear in so many places 
(see Q-A's I , 12, 13, 14, 16, 40, 60,61). According to 
some, then, we are to understand that Christ's death 
fully satisfied the holy demands of Cod's justice for all 
men alike. And yet there are many who will suffer 
eternal punishment for their sins. In other words, there 
are those for whose sins satisfaction is made twice 
once by Christ on the cross and again by the unbe
liever in eternal tonnent. Shall ambiguity so dreadful 
be permitted to becloud the Church's teaching and 
message at so delicate and vital a point? God forbid. 

Here is ambiguity. When we say that "Christ died 
fo r us" we mean that Christ djed in our stead, in our 
place, as our~ substitute ( Heid. Cate., Q-A 39). So we 
speak in heartfelt gratitude of the substitutionary 



atonement, or vicarious atonement. To say that Christ 
"died for" all men is to say that Christ took the place 
of all men in his sufferings for sinners. What 
ambiguity this brings u{Xln this hallowed {Xlint of 
saving truth when it is said that there are those hosts 
of men in whose place Christ bore the full wrath and 
curse of the just and holy Cod u{Xln their sins, and 
yet these many shall bear the curse of Cod in eternal 
judgment. 

Further illustrations are hardly needed to make 
the point clear. Ambiguity at the central point of the 
de6nite, particularistic or limited atonement leads liS 

into ambiguity in all crucial matters of the meaning 
and efficacy of our Saviour's redemptive work. This 
ambiguity is not relieved by the teaching that finally 
it is only the elect who are actually saved. The 
present writer regards "election" as absurd in the views 
we are contesti ng, an irrational element coldly ab
stracted from the love of God in the redeeming intent 
of the atonement wrought by the Son. This unreiieved 
ambiguity is confessionally intolerable, it is intellec
tually intolerable, and it is spiritually intolerable. 

Intolerable Ambiguity 
This shadow of ambiguity over the inner sanctuary 

of Our personal relationship to our blessed Saviour is 
indeed spiritually intolerable. There is no more pre
cious fact and reality to the Christian than the love of 
God . In the existential storms of history, in the face 
of the awesome possibilities of destiny, in that place 
where man stands alone and all of life's secondary 
props have fallen away, what is it that gives amazing 
strength to the heart of the child of God? It is the 
great supporting conviction that God loves him, loves 
him with that love that has its uniquely glorious ex
pression and its sure warrants in the gift of his Son 
for a sinful world. Therefore the Christian joins the 
apostle in voicing the exultant cry of victory with 
which he concludes the grand eighth chapter of his 
letter to the Romans: "For I am persuaded, that 
neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, 
nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers, 
nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be 
able to separate us from the love of God, which is in 
Christ Jesus our Lord." 

What is this love that stirs the apostle so, this love 
that is "in Christ Jesus our Lord?" Is it a love that 
embraces all men d istributively and indiscriminately? 
It seems impossible that one can read the eighth 
chapter of Romans and come to that conclusion. Here 
we have Cod's love for those whom he "foreknew ... 
foreordained ... called ... justified ... glorined"' 
God's elect ones. Jesus was speaking of this same 
intimate love when he said, "My sheep hear my voice, 
and r know them, and they follow me: and I give 
unto them eternal life; and they shall never perish, 
and no one shall snatch them out of my hand" (John 
10:27-28). What a grievous misunderstanding it is to 
speak of this love as embracing all men alike, those 
who go to heaven and those who go to hell. Of what 
real personal meaning and blessedness is a love that 
indiscrim inately and ambiguously loves onc man to 
eternal splendor and another to eternal tragedy? Such 
"love" is a mockery, and not the solid rock on which 
the redeemed stand all aglow with the unwavering 

conviction that he who bought them with his blood 
and ceaselessly intercedes for them saves them "to the 
uttermost" ( Heb. 7:25 ). For, let it be noted, there is 
an indissoluble tie between the high-priestly work of 
Christ in bringing the perfect sacrmce for sin on 
Calvary and his high-priestly work of intercession at 
God's right hand (see Romans 8:32-34 ). If Christ's 
atoning sacrince was intended in God's love for all 
men, then his intercession at God's right hand must 
also be for aU men. If the "for us aU" of Romans 8:32 
is to have universal reference, then the "for us" of 
8:34 must also have such universal reference. This 
means that Christ is engaged in ceaseless intercession 
for those whose eternal lot will be utter alienation 
from Cod in hell . Such teaching brings us to the very 
nadir of religious belief and to further intolerable 
ambiguity. 

And So . . 
Dear fellow church member - this ends what I 

have to say about the decision of Synod 1967 in the 
most important matter that confronted it, a matter 
that engaged the Church's "intense concern'" for five 
years. I t had not been my intention to write about 
Synod's decision. Awareness of the problems that 
Synod faced in reaching its conclusion in the matter 
and appreciation for the excellent things Synod 1967 
did in other important areas made me feel it would 
be proper to see how the Church lived with the deci
sion. But the appearance of the "certain consistent 
line of interpretation" of that decision referred to and 
dealt with in this essay placed me under compulsion 
to speak. 1 do not believe a majority of the brethren 
at Synod meant to say what this une of interpreta
tion" says it did. The loyalty of the delegates to the 
confessions of the Church was amply demonstrated in 
other areas. But, the simple fact is that the vague 
language of the decision invites the kind of interpreta
tion dealt with here. Now the shadow of ambiguity 
lies across the face of the Church. That shadow must 
be lifted. The Christian Reformed Church has a very 
special theological heritage and thus a special pl ace 
among the churches of Christendom. In the whole 
spectrum of reflection and teaching by Christian 
churches on God's greatest gift to men, namely, his 
grace in Christ, this Church with few others has 
sought to hold consistently to the sovereignty, purity 
and efficaciousness of that grace. Now, in the after
math of Synod 1967 ambiguity beclouds this special 
area of brightness and blessing. This shadow of 
ambiguity cannot fail to weaken the Church's precious 
heritage and to betray her special place in the family 
of chHrches. And this in a day when men and 
churches, becoming increasingly spiritually disori
ented, need so desperately to be confronted with the 
God of holy sovereignty and matchless love at the 
crucial point whcre sinful man stands before the face 
of God. Thi s shadow of ambiguity must be removed if 
the Ch urch is to be true to her character, her history 
and her confession. Therefore, the conclusion seems 
inevitable, hesitant as one may feci in saying it, that 
the task which confronted the Church in 1967 still 
confronts lhe Christian Reformed Church today. The 
job has really not been done. 



THE UBIQUITY OF THE PINK 
PEPPERMINT 

A Roman Catholic family moved 
into the house next door to a Chris
tian Reformed family. After they 
had become acquainted, the Ro
man Catholic housewife felt free, 
over a cup of coHee, to say to the 
Christian Reformed housewife, "I 
understand a little of what yOllr 
church believes, but one thing 
puzzles me. What is the significance 
of peppermints in your religion?" 

This was not a facetious ques
tion. This Roman Catholic woman 
had noticed her neighbor buy pep
permints in the local super market 
every week. She had heard the 
neighbor children ask on the way 
to church, "Do you have the pep
permints?" And she had visited 
one of our Christian Reformed 
Churches and noticed with what 
regularity a large percentage of the 
congregation surreptitiously slipped 
onc of these peppermints into their 
mouths. ( A whole article could be 
written describing all the subtle 
means people have devised for 
popping the peppermints into their 
mouths undetected.) So, on the 
basis of her observations, she asked 
her question. 

What is the significance of pep
permints in our religion? 1 don't 
believe it's a matter of doctrine. 
A glance at the index of Professor 

Berkhof's Systematic Theology re
veals no section on the doctrine of 
the ubiquity of the pink pepper
mint, or any reference to the pep
permint at all (pink or white, Or 
green or chocolate). Is it a matter 
of church order? No, the pepper
mint has been omitted from the 
Church Order Commentary also. 
We can only conclude that eating 
peppermints in church is one of 
those meaningless habits which, 
with the passing of years, has be
come a tradition. 

I don't know how the tradition 
started Or how it retained its pop
ularity. Maybe it's based on the 
principle that "a little bit of sugar 
makes the medicine go down in a 
most delightful way." But what
ever the reason, it is a tradition 
which, even though it may be 
harmless in itself, makes us look 
ridiculous to others. 

At this time in the history of our 
church, we are especially con
cerned about mission outreach and 
our witness to the world. It might 
be well to take a critical look at 
ourselves and rid ourselves of the 
strange little habits that might 
make not just us, but our worship 
itself, seem ludicrous. 

LoUISE M. H ULST 

UNDERESTIMATING OUR 
CHILDREN 

Every now and then someone 
tries to sell me on the idea of a 
"children's church" on Sunday. The 
proposal follows the familiar pat
tern adopted by many "progressive 
churches." Children meet with their 
parents for the "preliminaries" of 
worship and then are dismissed to 
some room - sometimes an adjoin
ing chapel- where they continue 
their worship in more elementary 
dimensions. The reason commonly 
given for this "children's church " 
is that boys and girls in the pre
adolescent groups are too immature 
to derive benefit from the kind of 
sermon generally heard in our Re
formed churches. Why ask these 
youngsters to sit through a doc
trinal sermon, or even a substantial 
practical sermon, when in terms of 
interest investment and powers of 

Mrs. !-,ouise Hulst is the wife of 
Rev. John Hulst, pastor of the 12th 
Ave. Christian Refonned Church 
of Jenison, Mich. 

assimilation they can profit so much 
more from a "simple" message, 
supplemented, perhaps, with man
ual activities or with a mm? 

It is concerning these "powers of 
assimilation," mentioned above, 
that 1 write these lines. Through 
the years of my ministry I have 
become increasingly aware that we 
tend to underestimate a child's 
powers of assimilation. From what 
appears to be inattentiveness, in a 
given instance, we too quickly con
clude that the child is not listening 
and that nothing is being absorbed. 
I am ready to say quite categori
cally that the average child gets 
more from a typical doctrinal ser
mon than we realize. Right this 
moment I have on my desk a batch 
of papers written by a group of 11 
and 12 year old catechumens. I am 
delighted with what they have 
written. Let me tell you what the 
assignment was. 

Recently I preached a sermon on 
The Lord's Supper. In the intro
duction I gave a brief survey of 
the interesting developments in the 
Netherlands with regard to the new 
evaluation of the Roman Catholic 
Mass. I quoted· some of the star
tling things being said by sueh top 
Roman Catholic theologians as 
Edward Schillerbeeck and Piet 
Schoonenberg who have been cre
ating quite a stir with their bold 
statements about the spiritual pres
ence of Christ in the E ucharist. 
These men are saying that Christ's 
presence in the Supper is to be 
understood in personal, spiritual 
categories rather than in those of 
substance. This re-thinking of the 
Mass has aroused the Pope. His 
encyclical, Mysterium Fidei cer
tainly can be interpreted as a 
warning to these Dutch theologians. 

I asked the catechumens, men
tioned above, to write me a para
graph summarizing what 1 said in 
that sermon introduction. I felt this 
was a good test of their powers of 
assimilation, the more so since the 
material in that introduction was a 
bit academ ic. The papers lying on 
my desk have convinced me again 
that we often underestimate those 
powers. To be sure, the papers are 
not of equal grade, but in the gross 
they are most gratifying. Some of 
them gave me a chuckle. One boy 
writes: "The pastor said there is a 
leak in the Roman Catholic 



Church." Another writes: "Some 
Dutch preachers by the name of 
Edward and Pete made the Pope 
angry." 

No, I am not going to promote 
anything that resembles a "chil
dren's church," or even a "children's 
sermon." Without over-playing my 
conviction I am going to continue 
to assume that these children take 
in more than we realize, even when 
they appear to be inattentive. With 
some prudent modification of ter
minology here and there, and, per
haps, with a few more illustrations, 
we ministers of the Word can oon
fidently continue as we have been 
doing. And when we saturate our 
sermons with prayer, depending 
not upon ourselves but upon the 
Holy Spirit for an effective trans
miSSion of God's truth, why 
shouldn't we believe that this truth 
is reaching these young hearts? 

LEONARD GRI,.F..NWAY 

Dr. Leonard Greenway is pastor of 
the Ninth St. Christian Reformed 
Church of IioUand, Mich. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. E. J. YOUNG 
The Refonned community was 

shocked and saddened to learn of 
the sudden death of Dr. Edward 
J. Young of Westminster Seminary 
on Wednesday, February 14. Each 
generation is privileged to see some 
men of surpassing brilliance appear 
on its horizon; Dr. Young was one 
of those men . His life has been 
marked by a scholarship that has 
been unsurpassed, but to an even 
greater degree by a humility that 
was manifested by his absolute faith 
in God and his infallible Word. It 
is this humility coupled with his 
scholarship that has brought to the 
Heformed world a wealth of mate
rial that has stood as the most 
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respected of conservative, Re
formed interpretation of Old Testa
ment Scriptures. Because of this 
unique combination of humble ac
ceptance of the inspired and in
fallible Word of God and a world
renowned scholarship in the Seld of 
Old Testament, Dr. Young's passing 
is an event of singular consequence 
for the evangelical world. 

To recount the many titles that 
have come from his pen would re
quire several paragraphs. Suffice it 
to say that his three volume com
mentary on the Prophecy of Isaiah, 
which was providentially finished 
just before his untimely death, was 
considered by himself to be his 
greatest contribution. Thi<; com
mentary can truly be called the 
greatest work on the prophecy of 
Isaiah since John Calvin. It has 
surely dealt a severe blow to the 
critical treatment of Isaiah that 
has held sway for almost a century. 
For the truth of the Word of God, 
Dr. Young has been raised for pre
cisely a time like this. 

The passing of Dr. Young is not 
only a great loss to the Reformed 
community. It is an even greater 
bereavement to Westminster Sem
inary. He came to the Seminary in 
1936, just a few years after it was 
founded by Dr. J. Gresham 
Machen. For 32 years he taught in 
the Old Testament department, and 
influenced hun d r e d s of men 
through his person and scholarship. 
His presence will certainly be 
missed at the Seminary. 

Although we are saddened by 
the death of Dr. Young, we do not 
despair. For this event too is in the 
providence of God, and will surely 
work together for the good of God's 
people. Even in the prcsence of 
raging sorrow, we believe and 
know that "God doeth all things 
well." Let us therefore fervently 
pray that God will raise up men 
who will continue to hold aloft thc 
glorious truths of Scripture and the 
Reformed faith , and let us receive 
inspiration from the life of such a 
man as Dr. Edward J. Young who 
trusted that, though God's ways 
are above our ways, his ways are 
nonetheless always the best. 

HENRY VANDEN HEUVEL 

Rev. 11enry Varnlen Heuvel is 
pastor of the Princeton Christian 
RefoNned Church, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 

KINGDOM AND CHURCH 

Are you in kingdom work? That 
is, are you a minister or missionary 
or Christian school teacher? Are 
you in full time service? Such ques
tions reOect a misconception con
cerning the basic teaching of the 
New Testament, namely, the king
dom of God. 

Sometimes Christians illegitimate
ly narrow the kingdom of God 
to the church-institute, that is, the 
organized church. They unbib
lically restrict the scope of the 
kingdom activities, not realizing 
sufficiently that a Christian is sub
ject to his King in every aspect and 
zone of life. For them the kingdom 
is primarily, and often solely, the 
church-institute. 

In reaction to this unbiblical 
shrinkage of the kingdom, some so 
elevate the non-church institute 
aspects that they neglect the prime 
importance of the 0 r g ani zed 
church. In their zeal to give a 
proper place to Christian organiza
tions, such as school societies, labor 
unions and political parties, they 
have unscripturally dethroned the 
church as organization. Desiring to 
stress that all of life is religion, they 
have negated the primacy of the 
church-institute. Realizing that all 
of life is worshio, they have leveled 
the church-institute to just another 
form of worship alongside of the 
worship performed by a machinist 
or athlete or truck driver in his 
daily occupation. They picture the 
kingdom of God as a Hne composed 
of several equal segments, one of 
which is tJle church-institute. 

Both of these views are unbib
Iical. On the one hand, the king
dom of God is not the same as the 
church-institute. It is much broader 
and affects every terrain of life. 
Jesus Christ puts his claim on all 
governments, political parties, busi
ness organizations and cultural so
cieties. And as the Christian at
tempts to recognize Christ's author
ity and to follow his will in these 
non·church institute areas, he is 
working directly for the kingdom 
of God - just as much as is a mi n
ister of the gospel. 

But, on the other hand, it is like
wise unhiblical to place the church
institute upon the same level as 
other Christian organi7..ations such 
as a Christian school or labor 



union. It is not just another seg· 
ment of a straight line. 

Rather, the church-institute is a 
circle with a circle. It is the heart
throb of the wider circle of the 
kingdom of God. From the smaller 
circle - the church as an organiza
tion - goes forth the impetus to be 
good kingdom workers in other 
parts of the kingdom; and not vice
versa. The church-institute reminds 
the kingdom subjects that they have 
responsibilities in the area of edu
cation, science, business, arts, etc. 
But it is not the task of the Chris
tian labor union, for example, to 
point kingdom subjects to their 
duties in other kingdom spheres, 
such as the family or sports or the 
ecclesiastical church. As a matter 
of fact. the ecclesiastical church is 
the one part of the kingdom that is 
ecumenical - universal All other 
parts exclude some kingdom mem
bers. The schools exclude the non
school members. The business 
world excludes the science world. 
The Christian labor organization is 
restricted to laborers. Only the 
church-institute is ecumenical, i.e., 
it alone embraces all the kingdom 
members: male and female, slave 
and free. employer and employee, 
educator and laborer, artist and 
farmer. scientist and salesman. 

Accordingly, it is the church
institute that receives the pre
eminence in the Bible. Christ did 
not establish Christian political 
parties or Christian labor unions
although, he implied that it is the 
Christian's duty to do so - but he 
did establish the ecclesiastical 
church. At the close of his earthly 
ministry, he climaxed the entire 
message and mission of his king
dom by addressing the church-in
stitute as represented in the 
Apostles. He said : "All authority 
has been given me in heaven and 
on earth. Go. therefore, and make 
disciples of all the nations, baptiz
ing them into the name of the 
Father, and the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit" (Matt. 28:18-19). 

The New Testament epistles were 
addressed to the central circle of 
the kingdom, the church-organiza
tion; and Paul went about estab
lishing officers in it - ministers and 
elders. He did not establish officers 
in any other visible manifestation 
of the kingdom. 

Thus, while it is important to re

member that there are many more 
kingdom manifestations and activ· 
ities than the church-institute; it is 
also important to remember that 
the church-institute is the most 
significant manifestation of the 
whole kingdom of Christ. 
_____ - EDWiN H. PALMER 

Dr. Edwin Palmer is pastor of the 
Grandville Ave. Christian Reformed 
Ch'lrch, Grand Rapids, Mich. 

AMI LLEN N1ALISM TODAY, by 
William E. Cox. Presbyterian and 
Reformed Publishing Company, 
Phila., Pa., 1966, paper, 143 pp. 

The author is a Baptist minister. 
who for some years preached the 
Scofield Bible "religiollsly," then 
upon closer study turned from its 
dispensationalism and premHlen
nialism. 

He considers "amillennial" an 
unfortunate tenn, meaning literally 
"no millennium," whereas we do 
believe "the thousand years" as we 
understand the Bible to teach it. He 
suggests "'biblical milJennialist," and 
holds that this was the view of most 
all the church fathers and the Prot
estant Refonners, and is held by 
most reputable commentaries and 
seminaries. 

He rightly insists that clear Bible 
passages must always serve to ex
plain those more figurative and 
symbolic; and so Revelation 20 can
not rightly serve as the main basis 
for premillennial teaching. 

Cox is convinced that there is far 
more "realized exchatology" than 
the "pre's" admit; many 0.1'. prom
ises having been clearly fulfilled, 
those conditioned on Israel's obe
dience often met by disobedience, 
and some to be fulfilled spiritually 
in the church, of which Israel was 
the type and forerunner. 

Amillennialism holds to but one 

spiritual bpdy of the redeemed; to 
the now-present and progressing 
kingdom of God; to the one bodily 
and visible return of Christ; to the 
one resurrection and one judgment. 
The iast days," or the millennium, 
started with Christ's first advent 
and will end with his second com
ing. 

When Christ suffered and died 
for man's sin. Satan was bound, d. 
Matt. 12:29. Col. 2: 15. So Rev. 20 
tells of his being chained "that he 
should deceive the nations no more" 
during the millennium. But that 
does not mean satan is now power
less entirely; he goes about as a 
roaring lion. 

Author Cox frankly "disagrees 
with many of the presuppositions 
of covenant theology." There are 
a few other adverse criticisms a1so. 
but the book, written in popular 
style, helpfu lly sketches the strong 
position of biblical millennialism. 

CoRNEAL H OLTROP 

A. 1'. Robertson: THE CLORY 
OF THE MINISTRY, 243 pp. Baker 
Book House, 1967 (price $2.95) 

This is another volume in the 
Baker series entitled "Notable 
Books on Preaching." Here one of 
the outstanding pastors and profes
sors of the Southern Baptist Church 
of two generations ago addresses 
himself to Paul's evaluation of the 
Christian ministry as contained in 
II Corinthians 2: 12 through 6: 10. 
Robertson shows himself to be not 
onl y a careful but also an inspiring 
student of the Greek New Testa
ment, urging that every preacher 
make it his first duty to come to 
grips with the Biblical text. Ex
cellent insights are provided into 
several of the passages here con
sidered. Although the reader may 
question the validity of some of the 
applications made by the author, 
he cannot escape the stimulation 
and encouragement offered from 
the Word by one thoroughly ac
quainted with the pains and per
plexities which so often accompany 
the commission to serve as Cod's 
ambassador. 

PETrn Y. DE JONG 
Rev. Corneal H oltrop is emeritus 
minister of the Christian Reformed 
Church. 
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PETER DE JONG 

A MISSION PRINCIPLE 

O NE OF THE MOST difficult lessons that the 
Western Christian Churches have had to learn in 

their missionary practicc has been that they must treat 
the converts and the churches whom the Lord has 
raised up through their witness as equals. Our 
churches have been earnestly trying to put that lesson 
into practice, especialJy since the early 19505. In 1953 
the Synod adopted as one of its mission principles. 

j . A church duly constituted has equal standing 
in dignity and law with all other churches. The 
sending church, recognizing this, will increasing
ly encourage the new church to assume her full 
responsibility (Acts, 1953, p. 85.) 

For helping the church to frankly recognize this 
sound biblical p rinciple a good deal of appreciation is 
due to Dr. H arry Boer who by his zealous speaking 
and writing did much to publicize it. It is worth our 
while to recall a few of the many things he has writ
ten on this subject. In his 1955 doctoral thesis ( Pente
cost and the Missionary W itness of the Church, p. 204, 
H.) he wrote on "1be Indigenous Church." 

'The pattern describing the growth of the 
Church of New Testament times is a very 
simple one. The Church grew by the addit ion of 
C01loertS to existing congregations and by the 
organization at converts into new and fully in
dependent chW'cMs. The importance for us of 
this simple pattern can hardly be overestimated . 
It involves the rejection in principle of the 
method by which we of the West have in many 
places pursued the missionary task si nce the 
days of William Carey, and points to a better 
way. A characteristic feature of our approach in 
significant miss ion areas has been the withhold
ing of a fu lly independent Church life from the 
converts which were gained by our witness. Too 
often we have placed thcm and the Churches 
into which they were formed in a state of de
pendence upon the missionaries and the mission. 
Our approach has frequently departed from the 
N.T. pattern in this crucially important respect: 
it has made missionary control of the Church 
which its wi tness b rought into being a normal 
and extended stage between the beginning of the 

Rev. PetCT' De long is pastor of the First Samia, On
tario, Christian Reformed Church. 

witness and the coming into being of t ruly in
dependent Churches. It has inserted a pr~tracted 
stage in the missionary pattern of which the 
N.T. knows nothing." 
"It has .. been a feature of much miSSionary 
practice to retain control of the churches that 
were coming into being." 
"'This dependence. however is against the nature 
of the Spirit who lives in the believers and not 
infrequently leads to open or covert revolution 
or, if not to this, to less than a fuJI deployment 
of the power, talent and devotion that is latent in 
the suppressed presence of the Spirit." 

When, in the course of time, Dr. Boer became in
trigued by his dream of a united seminary that would 
transcend doctrinal as well as tribal and geographic 
differences, and when questions arose about the char
acter of such a mixed faith seminary, one of his 
strongest and most frequently used arguments, was 
that we must recogn ize the sacred biblical principle 
of the rights of the national churches. He wrote, for 
example, in The BallnU ( May 2, 1958, p. 28). 

the African church exists as a full y independent 
church. The church on our field in particular 
was recognized by our Synod last year as a sister 
denomination. Are we willing to respect the right 
of that church and of churches aSSOCiated with 
her to judge what is best for them in their situa
tion, and to help them to the best of our ability 
to discharge their responsibility? That is the 
question before us." 

Three weeks later he wrote even more vehemently, 
regarding the idea of a seminary on our own field, 

"the church does not want such a school. Per
haps she could be forced to accept such a school 
if we were willing to apply pressures that would 
be an insult to her independence. Perhaps we 
can acknowledge the Benue church as a full
fl edged sister church in 1957 and in 1958 tell her 
that she mu~t dance. a~cording to our tune. But 
is that the kmd of missIonary body we are? H ave 
we labored all these years to bring this church 
into being only to deny her the right to be master 
in her own house ...?" (May 23, p. 7 ). 

Two years later he wrote in h is report for the first 
half of 1960: 

"Presumably no one at home wants to force a 
separate school down the throat of sister 



churches against their will, and presumably there 
is no one on the Seld who would want to with
hold such a school from them when they clearly 
express a desire for it." 
"It is, I think, compatible altogether with mission 
policies long followed on the Nigerian field that 
final decisions affecting deeply the life of the 
Church should be made by the Church." 

THE DECISION OF 1959 
The Synod of 1959 after very thorough study of 

the matter felt keenly that it must reckon with the 
rights of its s ister churches, but did not feel that 
this consideration should be permitted to override its 
O\Vll commibnent to the Reformed faith. Synod there
fore decided "( 1 ) The Christian Reformed Church 
participate in the TCNN only to the extent of loaning 
Dr. H. Boer as teacher of Reformed Theology in the 
TeNN." It gave as its first ground for this decision 
"a. This arrangement honors the autonomy of the 
Benue and Tiv churches." A little later Synod ex
plained its action in a fourth point: '1n response to 
the invitation to be a member of the TCNN Synod 
expresses its appreciation, but regrets that in view of 
its total commitment to the Reformed faith it cannot 
sec its way clear to be co-responsible for the college 
which may present many different doctrines. However 
it would like to be helpful, especially because the Tiv 
and Benue churches are interested in the college. It 
is glad to offer the services of a minister on its teach
ing staff and to support him and provide him with a 
home." In a final point Synod instructed "the Christian 
Heformed Board of Missions and the Nigerian Gen
eral Conference to maintain and develop the Reformed 
Pastor's Training program in Nigeria with a view to 
hopefully establishin g a Reformed Theological Sem
inary" (Acts 1959, pp. 46, 47). 

THE TlV REQUEST 
Now let us look at these and subsequent develop

ments from the side of the Tiv churches, the larger of 
the two churches in Nigeria with which we are con
cerned. 

Our churches in their labors in Nigeria, contrary 
to allegations that have been made about our ecu
menical commitments there, have always been un
compromisingly committed to preaching and applying 
the gospel in complete accord with the Reformed 
faith. In 1939 Our Synod decided to authorize taking 
over part of the Sudan United Mission field only after 
it had been assured by a special report of our Board, 
which stated: 

I ts (the SUM's) proviso that we be willing to co
operate with the rest of the S.U.M. work in Ni
geria cannot mean, in the light of other state
ments it has made, any curtailment whatever of 
our authority to conduct mission work along the 
Reformed lines which we consider essential. 

Later, when we took over responsibility for the Tiv 
field, it was said: 

Not only the missionaries of the Dutch Reformed 
Church Mission of South Africa, but also the 
native elders of the Tiv Church would agree to 
the transfer (of the field to us) only if we would 
promise to contin ue teaching the Reformed Faith 
as had been done by the missionaries of the 
Dutch Reformed Church ( T he Banner, Aug. 15, 
1958, p. 9). 

When ten years ago our churches were pressured 
to agree to the TCNN, primarily on the basis that the 
African churches desired it, two of our missionaries 
who had been working among the Tiv seriously 
questioned that claim. One wrote, "Whether this en
tire movement comes from the native church is a ques
tion worth contesting. From what I can gather on the 
field the real beginnings of the movement had its 
origin with a few missionaries." Of the Tiv he said, 
"They are eager to accept a handout such as we pro
pose to give them (the building of the school, library, 
etc.), but in aU honesty there are some serious misgiv
ings as to the nature of the school, its interdenomina
tional character, the kind of pastors that will graduate 
from the school ..." The other wrote of the Tiv 
church, ''THIS CHUHCH NEVER REQUESTED A 
UNITED school. The to-be-organized theological 
school was the only school possibility offered to them." 

In November of 1966, well over a year ago, the 
T iv church which has been growing at a fantastic 
rate - it is the fastest growing church in the world 
according to one of our missionaries - becoming con
cerned about its increasing need for more pastors, de
cided to write our church as a sister church requesting 
Our help to obtain a Reformed seminary in Benue. 
The first ground of their request was that of principle: 

"It is necessary that we have teachin~ in the 
Reformed fa ith that is both correct and right. 
Thus when we come together with our brethren 
and their teachings they wiD not be able to 
change us by their teachings and we will be 
strong in our faith . Even more, we will have 
something to give them. 1£ we do not have this 
seminary we will be lost among them and other 
teachings will swaUow us up. We will not have 
roots to stand fiI"01." 

The second ground they advanced was the prac
tical consideration that their need for pastors was such 
that only a seminary in their area would be adequate 
to meet it. 

HOW NOT TO TREAT A SISTER CHURCH 
What kind of reception has this reasonable re

quest of the sister church received by us who are com
mitted to the principle that we must recognize the 
Tiv Church as our equal? It has been criticized, con
demned, and bandied about for mOre than a year. It 
is my feeling that the treatment accorded this request 
of a sister church, which we are supposed to respect, 
has been disgracefuU 

Does this seem too strongly stated? Just look at 
the record and judge for yourseU. In a Banner report 
on Synod (July 28, 1967) it is stated that Rev. L. Van 
Essen informed the delegates of Synod concerning the 
request of the Tiv Church for a Reformed Seminary. 
Having done so, Rev. Van Essen branded this request 
as invalid , explain ing, "We can only interpret this re
quest as a desire on the part of the Tiv Church to ac
quire another post-primary institution to be used solely 
by the Tiv." The reader of this report is given no in
kling that there is any mention of the principle involved 
in the request. And the statement that the requested 
school is to be used only by the Tiv has turned out 
to be untrue! Is this the way to deal with the official 
request of a highly respected sister church? 



Dr. Boer, who has expressed himself often about 
how we arc to respect our equal and independent 
sister churches on the mission fields, wrote on the 
Tiv church request in the D ecember, 1967 Reformed 
Journa l. From him, certainly, one would expect 
courtesy and fairness in the way the subject is handled . 
But one who reads the article does not find this. There 
is no acknowledgment that consideration of principle 
entered into the Tiv request. Their request is attrib
uted to a narrow, anti-ecumenical tribalism, which 
is flatly contradicted by what the church actually 
said l That church urged its need for thoroughly Re
formed training in order to be able to do justice to 
its ecumenical responsibilities among Christians of 
diverse beliefs. To this primary reason for request, 
Boer's extensive article devotes not one word. Instead 
the Tiv request is flagrantly misrepresented. To con
clude his treatment of the matter Dr. Boer, who 
has always insisted on the rights of the native churches 
to "be masters in their own house," urges that our 
Board and Synod defer to the superior wisdom of our 
missionaries and summarily deny the request of the 
sister church. Is this the way Christians should treat 
one another? 

Now the matter has been taken up at our annual 
mission board meeting. There the Board was advised 
on Nigeria matters only by Dr. Boer and another mis
sionary who agreed with him. Who represented the 
Tiv church? Only people who opposed itl And the 
conclusion was that the majority of the board finally 
acknowledged a 10 month old letter of the Tiv church 
but, in doing so, proceeded to recommend full partic
ipation in and expansion of the TCNN and asked the 
Tiv church to reconsider its request for a Reformed 
Seminary in the light of the fact that the board had 
not yet been informed of any consultation with other 
bodies who are affected by their request. In other 
words the Board majority answered the Tiv request for 
a Reformed seminary by saying that it would "help" 
that church by enlarging the TCNN whether that 
church desired this kind of help or not. Does not this 
response to the Tiv request amount to a rebuke? What 
has become of our recognition of the rights of the 
African church, so prominent in our decisions of ten 
years ago? Can anyone discover a trace of it in this 
astonishing procedure? 

RECKONING WITH CHANGING AFRICA 
Dr. Boer has made much of the drastic changes 

taking place in Africa which, he alleges, demand that 
we enlarge T.GN.N. and deny the request of the 
native church . But just what is the nature of these 
current changes in Africa? As every report about 
Africa, including his own, has emphasized, they are 
changes in the direction of African independence from 
colonial control by outsiders. The Africans today will 
not be treated as inferiors by white Europeans. By 
what kind of logic can that kind of change be used 
to justify our own or our missionaries overuling the 
decisions of the African Synod? If it was wrong for 
us to do such things in 1958 and 1959 how docs it 
suddenly become right for us to do them in 1968, 
especially since African self-rule in general and the 
Tiv church in particular have undergone another ten 
years of fantastically rapid development? Is not this 

treatment of the Tiv church decision by our mission 
and board a return to white colonialism in one of the 
most flagrant ways imaginable? Can anyone find in 
the past century of our inter-church relations another 
example of such treatment of the responsible com
munication of a sister church as that which has been 
accorded to the Tiv church? If even considerations of 
ordinary decency would demand that their com
munications be treated with respect should not our 
loyalty to Christ and the plain teaching of his Word 
move us the more to do so? Mter the months of 
delay, opposition, and final dismissal, will bur coming 
Synod take notice of what has been happening and 
belatedly try to do the Tiv Church justiee? Will it 
not at least give it an opportunity to present its own 
case? 

THE MORE IMPORTANT PRINCIPLE 
If the Tiv request were something with which we 

could not in good conscience agree, we might, after 
giving them every opportunity to state their case, have 
to disagree with them and try to persuade them to 
another opinion. Even then we would have to treat 
them courteously, just as we would deal with any 
other Refonned sister church in other parts of the 
world . But the Tiv request deals not with something 
unwise or improper, but with a matter which concerns 
nothing less than the continuing loyalty of their 
church to the gospel. They have said that they must 
have training for their ministry that is uncompromis
ingly committed to the gospel as they believe it. They 
have said that they need it so that they will be able 
to help rather than be hurt by other Christians who 
hold fal se doctrines. They have said, "If we do not 
have this seminary we will be lost among them and 
other teachings will swallow us up. We will not have 
roots to stand firm." 

We, to whom they made this appeal, have always 
held exactly the same profound conviction about the 
gospel. We have also said that we cannot, in view of 
our total commitment to the Reformed faith, be satis
fi ed with anything less than a seminary that teaches 
that faith. We cannot, in good conscience, support a 
semi nary that, in various ways, must compromise of 
contradict the Reformed faith. Everyone who holds 
office in our churches, at home or on our mission 
fields, has solemnly promised before God "diligently 
to teach and faithfully to defend the aforesaid doc
trine (the Reformed doctrines, in particular those ex
pressed in the Canons of D ort) without either directly 
or indirectl y contradicting the same by - public 
preaching or writing," and has promised further "to 
refute and contradict these (errors condemned by the 
Synod of Dart ) and to exert ourselves in keeping the 
church free from such errors." Are we as a church 
now ready to break our solemn promises to the Tiv 
church and to God Himself? Will we insist on train
ing their mini stry in a way we have promised , before 
God, to oppose? Will we refuse them the ri ght to the 
kind of training we ourselves promised to maintain 
and p romote? I hope that our churches, when they 
wake up to realize what has been happenin g, will 
reject an y thought of such treachery and will insist 
on honoring our commitments to fellow Christians and 
our Lord . How can we do less? 



INTERPRETING GENESIS 2AND 3(I) 

SIMON KISTEMAKER 

W HAT IS HISTORY? 
To pose the question, especiaUy as it relates to 

the second and third chapters of the book of Genesis 
is to go to the root of a controversial issue. Presently, 
many Christians are seeking a satisfactory answer to 
the question of history in Genesis 2 and 3. Whereas 
in fonner years they accepted the literal interpreta
tion that Christ was born forty centuries after Adam 
and Eve were created, they now believe that the 
human race is much older than the traditional figure 
of 4,000 years. If in Genesis 2 Adam is introduced as 
a human being speaking Hebrew, who calls his wife 
ISM , a derivative of the Hebrew word ish (man ), in
dications are that the writer of Genesis does not relate 
factual history as a reporter on the scene but as a 
prophet who interprets visionary revelation in terms 
acceptable to the times in which he lives . 

That the question concerning the history of Cene
sis 2 and 3 - often it is a question of the 6rst eleven 
chapters of Genesis - is not a question of today or 
yesterday in Refonned circles is evident when we 
briefly consider the doctrinal controversies in the Gere
formeerde Kerken oHhe Netherlands during the years 
1917 to 1926. In these years, the names of Rev. J. B. 
Netelenbos and Dr. ]. G. Geelkerken were very closely 
connected with the interpretation of history in chap
ters two and three of Genesis. 

Rev. J . B. Netelenbos 
In 1919, the question concerning the historical 

criticism of Scripture was formulated by Rev. J. B. 
Netelenbos, at that time minister of the Gereformeerde 
Kerk in Middelburg. From the hand of this minister 
came the brochure, The Basis of our Faith, in which 
he disputed the doctrine of verbal inspiration. Wrote 
Rev. Netelenbos, "It must not be understood as if Cod 
imparted inspiration word for word. This is the point 
of view of those who defend mechanical inspiration. 
T£ we continue in this trend of thought, only the divine 
factor in the Scriptures is recognized, the human factor 
is denied . We must take account of the human im
perfections in the Scriptures and therefore make a 
distinction between the essence and the external ap
pearance of the Scriptures, between the truth which 
God has revealed and the images and fo rms which 
the writers of the Scriptures use to express that truth. 
Cod did not inspire these images; He did inspire the 
appearance relative to the distinctive personality of 
the prophet, the environment in which he lived, etc. 
Thus the formulation of the thoughts of God in the 
Old Testament is oriental. 1 accept the facts of Gene
sis 2 and 3; that is, there has been a fall which through 
temptation and sin came from the world of devils to 
the human race. However, this fact is reported in 
oriental (onn, viz. in mythical fonn." 

Dr. Simon Kistemaker is Professor of Bible at Dordt 
College, Sioux Cente1', Iowa. 

The Synod of the Gerefonneerde Kerken meeting 
in Leeuwarden the following year (1920) declared that 
Rev. Netelenbos' view of organic inspiration was in
correct because both thoughts and words, both content 
and fonn are inspired by God. Synod declared the 
view of Netelenbos to be in con8ict with the Scriptures 
and with the confessions of the Church (notably, the 
fourth and fifth articles of the Belgic Confession). 
Synod declared that Rev. Nctelenbos propounded 
tcachings which affected the authority of the Word of 
God, that they undennined the assurance of faith, and 
that they caused the certainty of hope to be re
linquished. 

Rev. Netelenbos, in making the distinction be
tween fonn and content of the Scriptures, taught that 
with respect to Genesis 2 and 3 such facts as paradise, 
the trees, the serpent in its speaking as well as in the 
curse received were, for him, no evidence of historical 
reality but rather indications of an oriental manner of 
speaking. 

Synod deposed Rev. Netelenbos. 
Yet deposition of a minister who raised questions, 

among other things, concerning the historicity of the. 
fall did not end the doctrinal controversy in the 
Netherlands. Only a few years later, the matter dif
ferently formulated was introduced again, this time 
by Dr. J. G. Geelkerken. 

Dr. J. G. Geelkerken 
In the even ing service of Sunday, March 23, 1924, 

Dr. J. G. Geelkerken, minister of the Gerefonneerde 
Kerk of Amsterdam, preached a sermon on Lord's Day 
3 of the Heidelberg Catechism in which he explained 
the details of Genesis 3. In this sennon Dr. Geel
kerken said, '1£ Cod, then, gives us His revelation 
about this, He speaks of the state of heavenly glory 
and of the state of perfection in words borrowed from 
our present earthly dispensation. Otherwise we would 
not be able to understand anything of it; then He 
would speak to us like someone speaking to a blind 
person about colors. Also, it is often difficult to 
decide how all the details which Cenesis 3 gives uS 
have to be interpreted. There are almost just as many 
expositions as learned expositors. Think of the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil , the serpent and the 
speaking of the serpent, the tree of life, etc.'" 

When this sermon was delivered, at least one per
son, Mr. M. Marinus, in the audience disagreed and in 
due time registered a complain t with the consistory. 
This body, however, was of the opinion that the com
plaint was unfounded. But when Mr. Marinus brought 
his case to Classis Amsterdam and this c1assis not 
only accepted his appeal but brought it to the Boor of 
the Particular Synod of North Holland, the matter 
became of general concern to the denomination. At 
the request of the Particular Synods of North Holland 
and North Brabant, a general synod met in special 



session the 26th of January to the 17th of March, 1926 
in the city of Assen. 

The Synod of Assen did not work hastily, did not 
quicldy formulate a declaration and did Dot lack in 
patience and love. Nevertheless, when Ceelkerken 
had expressed his thoughts during the synodical meet
ings as well as in his brochures, Synod drafted a state
ment which Dr. Ccelkerken was asked to sign. This 
doctrinal statement of Assen 1926 reads, 

The undersigned has taken cognizance of the 
statement of Synod that the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil, the serpent and its speaking, and 
the tree of life must be understood in the actual 
or literal sense according to the obvious intention 
of the scriptural account and that they therefore 
were sensorially perceptible realities, and that 
thus the opinion of Dr. Ceelkerken - that one 
can d ispute whether these matters and facts were 
sensorially perceptible realities without coming 
into conHict with the authority of the Holy Scrip
tures as confessed in articles 4 and 5 of the Belgic 
Confession - must be rejected. 
The undersigned declares that he will conform to 
this decision, shall accept without reservation the 
scriptural account of Genesis 2 and 3 in' the sense 
designated' by the synod ical statement, and shall 
make it basic to all that he teaches in this mat
ter." 

Dr. Geelkerken refused to sign the statement. In 
respect to the doctrine of organic inspiration, Geel
kerken maintained that the Old Testament was writ
ten by and for orientals. When Synod asked him the 
question whether in his opinion the content of Gen
esis 1 to 3 had been influenced by circumstances 
peculiar to the writer's times, he asserted that the 
writer of Genesis 1 to 3 made use of contemporaneous 
imagery; that is, the author expressed divine revelation 
in terms understandable to the people among whom 
he lived. According to Dr. Geelkerken, the use of 
such imagery to express the truth of the creation and 
fall of man has nothing to do with the historical trust
worthiness of the Paradise account in chapters two 
and three of Genesis. Concisely. he did not dispute 
the fact of the creation and fall of man but he wished 
to have exegetical freedom in interpreting this fact. 
He did not wish to be disqualilled because of an 
exposition which was different from the one approved 
by the Church. Therefore, Dr. Geelkerken withheld 
his Signature. 

Synod upon advice of its judiciary committee sus
pended Dr. Geelkerken for three months; but when 
he and his consistory refused to heed this synodical 
injunction, Synod deposed him. 

Again, the deposition of a minister who raised 
questions concerning the interpretation of the first 
three chapters of Genesis did not end the doctrinal 
controversy in the Netherlands. Although the Cere
formccrde Kerken officially remained true to the state
mcnt of the Synod of Assen, yet after some 45 years 
the issue once more became a subject for discussion . 
The Synod of Apcldoom of 1961-1962. upon request 
of one of the ministers, decided to appoint a commit
tee to see whether the doctrinal statement of Assen 
1926 should be reviewed. When this committee two 
years later advised Synod that the Assen statemen t 
should be revoked , many expressed disagreement with 

this advice. Synod of Groningen of 1963-1964 de
clared that "the doctrinal statement of the Synod of 
Assen 1926 no longer functions adequately within the 
Church." Therefore, a new committee was appointed. 
which was given the mandate "to consider the ques
tion whether - and if so, in how far -' the doctrinal 
statement of Assen 1926 must be disregarded and 
eventually be replaced by other statements, especially 
because of the present views on the first chapters of 
the book of Genesis, particularly in connection with 
the sentiments expressed in the creeds." 

I t was evident that the doctrinal statement of 
Assen 1926 could not simply be disregarded, for the 
committce appointed to consider this matter came to 
Synod two years later and requested that the man
date, if the question were to be settled in good order, 
be formulated differently and that the committee be 
extended. The Synod of Middelburg 1965-1966 ap
pointed nine committee members and changed the 
mandate to this extent that the committee should re
lIect on the character of authority inherent in the 
Scriptures. The committee members were Dr. G. C. 
Berkouwer, Dr. W. H. Cispen, Rev. K. C. ldema, Dr. 
J. L. Koole, Dr. A. D. R. Polman, Dr. N. H. Ridderbos. 
Dr. J. Schelhaas, Dr. D. van Swigchem, and Rev. S. 
van Wouwe. 

Eight committee members have drafted and signed 
a majority report, presented to the Synod of Lunteren 
1967, and one member, namely Dr. J. Schelhaas, has 
writ ten a minority report. 

Majority report 
The point at issue in the Geelkerken controversy 

was not so much the question concerning the author
ity of the Scriptures as the quest for knowledge. In 
1926, Ceelkerken caDed attention to Christian scholars 
engaged in Biblical research, who are able to cast 
more light upon Scriptural accounts which, as yet, do 
not lend themselves to a lucid interpretation. And 
now, more than forty years later, the results of Biblical 
rescarch are applied to an understanding of the first 
three chapters of Genesis, as far as their place in his
tory is concerned. 

A few citations from the majority report will be 
sufficient to elucidate. 

"Moreover, also the content of Genesis 2 and 
3 gives us occasion to understand these chapters 
not as the ordinary writing of history. Of old, 
expressions which ascribe l1uman characteristics 
to the Lord God have been noticed in these 
chapters. God "formed" man "of the dust of the 
earth" and 'breathed into his nostrils the breat h 
of life" (Gen. 2:7). "'And Jehovah God placed a 
garden eastward," ( Gen. 2:8) ... 

It is clear to us, that this anthropomorphic 
way of speaking about God must not be under
stood in the true sense. But why must the chM
acter of a description of sensorially perceptible 
rc.'1lities be attributed to all the other details in 
Cen. 2 and 3? We would rather say that these 
anthropomorph isms, which do not occur to such 
an extent in any other Biblical passage, com
pletely give the first chapters of Genesis their 
own character .... 

To clarify our proposition that Genesis 2 and 3 
occupy a place apart in biblical historiography. 



we finally review somewhat closer what Genesis 
3 relates about the serpent. According to the 
conception current among us, the serpent in this 
story functions as the instrument of the devil. In 
no wise do we wish to say that this conception is 
incorrect ; yet in our opinion, one can hardly 
speak of the obvious intention of Genesis 3. No
where does Genesis 3 call the serpent the instru
ment of the devil - it does not speak at all about 
the devil. 

Furthermore, we must not forget that, in view 
of the facts related in the Old Testament, the 
personal existence of the devil was revealed only 
in a much later phase of Old Testament revela
tion. Therefore it is not an unquestionable fact 
that the author of Genesis 3 knew.of the personal 
existence of the devil. The question arises: if 
the author had known of the existence of the 
devil and if he had wished to portray the ser· 
pent as an instrument of the devil, why then 
did he not say so? 

For example, it is conceivable that someone 
who subscribes completely to the historicity of 
the fall advocates the following conception. The 
author of Genesis 3, who naturally addressed 
himself first of all to the people of his times, has 
made use of the imagery of the serpent which 
throughout the ancient world was regarded as 
the embodiment of demonic forces in both a 
good and a bad sense. By using this oriental 
pattern of thought, the author of Gene.~is 3 was 
interested in portraying the appearance of the 
force of evil; he was not interested in portraying, 
actually, the appearance of the serpent. This he 
makes clearly known, he it indirectly. The ser· 
pent, in fact, is called more subtle than any beast 
of the field , yet further in the story there is no 
trace of actual serpent subtlety. 

In its speaking, the serpent plainly shows its 
enmity to God and man; it displays supernatural 
knowledge and an initiation in the secret of the 
tree; and it possesses the psychological gift of 
deceiving- something which makes one shudder. 

If one actually applies the verdict of the 
serpent, he cannot see it as punishment and 
curse because the serpent does live as a cursed 
animal among the beasts of the field. If one 
wishes to see this verdict as punishment and 
curse, he will come into conilict with Isaiah 
65:25 (The wolf and the lamb shall feed to
gether, and the lion shall eat straw like the ox; 
and dust shall be the serpent's food. They shall 
not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain, 
saith Jehovah ). 

When in the continuing course of God's rev
elation fu ll light is shed upon the author of 
temptation, the serpent and the devil are clearly 
identified ( John 8:44; I John 3:8; Rev. 12:9; 
20:2), yet there is no indication anywhere that 
satan used the serpent as an instrument to de
ceive man. 

Many diHiculties which one faces when he 
ascribes a literal interpretation to the serpent are 
removed when he identifi es the serpent with the 
devil in the light of God's progressive revelation. 
Such difficulties are the necessity of admitting to 
crafty, subtle and wrong capacities of animals 
existing in the state of perfection ( the context of 
Gen. 3: I demands the idea of "cunning," "craf
ty"); the necessity of linking the subtlety of the 
serpent as a characteristic of the animal and the 

suitability of the serpent to serve as an instru
ment of the devil, even though the story does 
not reveal anything of this subtlety; and the 
necessity of regarding something as punislunent 
which is no punishment, and subsequently in
t roduce a discrepancy between Genesis 3 and 
Isaiah 65:25.'" , 

The committee members who have presented this 
majority report did not request Synod to sanction the 
above conception of Genesis 2 and 3, fo r they re
alized that such a view of these chapters evokes many 
probing questions. The Synod of Lunteren 1967 con
sidered the majority report but also gave full atten
tion to the minority report, in which Dr. J. Schelhaas 
carefully analyzes and conscientiously opposes the 
arguments set forth in the majority report. 

Minority report 
Dr. J. Schelhaas, the writer of the minority report, 

defends the doctrinal statement of Assen 1926 and 
does so after a documented discussion on the inspira
tion, the infallibility, and the trustworthiness of the 
Holy Scriptures. Unequivocally he maintains that 
according to our Reformed confessions, the inspira
tion of Holy Writ signifies that the Scriptures in aU 
parts are infa llible and trustworthy and that they as 
originally delivered to us are without inaccuracies. 
Also, he asserts that we ought to subject oursclves to 
everything which the sacred writers convey to us be
cause of the ultimate authority of Holy Writ in all 
areas, also that of natural science. 

The writer of this report is not at all averse to 
Biblical research conducted in the last forty years and 
which today occupies a venerated place. But in regard 
to interpreting the Scriptures, Dr. Schelhaas, heeding 
the advice of Abraham Kuyper, affinns that the exe
gete must bring out of the text its true meaning
exegesis is never a bringing into the text something 
from without, even though material from extra-Biblical 
sources may at times induce one to question a current 
conception. To be sure, Biblical research has not 
provided one unassailable fact which invalidates any 
statement in the Scriptures. 

The trend of thinking fostered in the majority re
port is restrained by Schelhaas' Scriptural approach 
to the arguments pertaining to Genesis 2 and 3. Sys
tematically, Dr. Schelhaas reviews each proposition 
and, for example, writes: 

'1hat Genesis 2 and 3 contain many human 
characteristics ascribed to God is not unique, for 
such language is also used with respect to Jacob, 
Abraham, Moses, Elijah and others. That such 
expressions may not be understood literally is 
evident because we can speak aoout God only in 
human terms. God infinitely excels man and 
that which is human. When we explain expres
sions which describe human characteristics we 
may never forget God's majesty. However, the 
matter is different when it concerns expressions 
about man, animal, nnture, and human history. 
This could be written in a manner which is cam
mon to us. The story about man, animal and 
history ought to be understood literally, unless 
basic Scriptural objections prohibit a literal in· 
terpretation. If one understands the anthro
pomorphisms about God literally, then he forfeits 
reality; if one does not understand what is said 
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about man and the Garden literally. he is out of 
touch with reality. 

Therefore, expressions which ascribe human 
characteristics to God cannot at all serve as an 
objection to the literal conception of the four 
details in Genesis 3 mentioned by Assen 1926 
( that is, the tree of knowledge of good and evil, 
the serpent, the speaking of the serpent, and the 
tree of life ). 

Explicitly Genesis 3: 1 mentions that the 
serpent is an animal. One cannot escape the 
unassailable reality of that infonnation as long 
as he believes the word of the inspired writer, 
unless one can prove from Holy Writ that the 
author meant something else with his lucid state
ment about the serpent. 

The Hebrew word, translated subtle, can very 
well be rendered clever; in view of Genesis 1:31, 
this is the acceptable meaning of the word. That 
the rest of the story does not elucidate the 
cleverness of the serpent is not necessary. The 
choice for the serpent may have been occasioned 
because of this cleverness, and thus the reason 
for this choice has become evident. Also, with 
this interpretation, mentioning cleverness is in 
itself sufficiently explained. 

To ascribe a profounder meaning to the his
tory in Genesis 3 is simply a demand of that 
which is written. '{he serpent is an animaL How
ever, it speaks words which no animal can con
ceive. Therefore, it must be accepted that the 
serpent has been used by a certain evil one, 
possessed with great intelligence, to be able to 
direct his attack on man. This is not a putting 
something into the text, but an exposition of the 
text. 

Neither can the demonic forces as they ap
pc.'"Ired outside of Israel serve as an explanation, 
because no demonic force has ever been por
trayed in this manner outside of Israel. 

To conceive of such an attack far excels hu
man capability. Also these indirect indications 
confirm the explanation that the serpent has been 
the instrument of satan. 

When people first began to know about a 
personal devil cannot be ascertained. The date 
of composition of the book of Job cannot be 
determined. That which was said later can very 
well have been known earlier. Speculations about 
the time in which people knew of a personal 
devil therefore have no value, because in Genesis 
3 we have to do with a direct revelation of God. 

They who doubt the four particulars in Gen
esis 3 have as yet failed to gather Scriptural ev
idence to prove that those particu lars were not 
sensorially perceptible realities. They have 
failed to give an acceptable interpretation of 
Genesis 3 without challenging the authority of 
Holy Writ and yet disregarding the sensorial 
perceptibility of the serpent, of its speaking, and 
of the two trees ...' 

In short, Dr. Schelhaas claims that the impossibil
ity of maintaining the doctrinal statement of Assen 
1926 must be proven from the Scriptures. But since 
there is no Scriptural evidence, the validity of the 
Assen statement must be affirmed. 

What is history? And particularly, what is history 
in chapters 2 and 3 of the book of Genesis? History 
means that which happened, but it can also mean a 

description of that which happened. What kind of a 
description is given in the first chapters of Genesis? 
These are some of the questions asked today. 

There is also Assen 1926. And unless scientific in
vestigations and Scriptural research prove that a literal 
interpretation of Genesis 2 and 3 is no longer accept
able, the doctrinal statement of Assen 1926 stands. 
Besides, if it is true that Assen 1926 cal\. no longer 
be maintained because the doctrinal statement does 
not function adequately, then it is also true that 
the doctrine of the infallibility of Holy Writ is robbed 
of its essence, meaning and power. 

1. Acta dt!T Buitengewone Generak 5!1node van de GeretQT
meerde Kerken in Nederland, Kampen, J. H. Kok, 1926, 
Bijlage p. 37. 

2. Gp. cit., pp. 53£. 
3. Rapport Auen. Utrecht, A.K.B., pp. 7£. 
4. Op. cit ., pp. 8f. 

EDWIN H. PALMER 

STRANGE AS IT MAY SEEM, Hellians are exactly 
where they want to be. I t is wrong to picture 

them in Hell against their wishes. As a matter of fact, 
God gives everyone what he wants. He never forces 
people against their will. Everybody freely chooses 
what he desires. 

This freedom of choice is evident while man lives. 
The unbeliever detests God and loves himself. Even 
when he knows there is a God and trembles for fear of 
him, like the Devil (james 2:19) , he refuses to serve 
him. He is a slave of his own rotten, corrupt heart. 
Passionately desiring to rebel against God, he does so. 
He does exactly as he pleases, and Cod does not force 
him to do otherwise. 

The same freedom of choice applies to the be
liever. Although natural man has no desire to seek 
God, God has desired from eternity to seek some men. 
And he has determined that they will love and serve 
him. But he never forces man against his will. 
Instead, he turns his heart of stone into a heart of 
8esh, his dead soul into a living one. Once born again, 
man leaps to embrace the Cod whom he once hated. 
Freely, without compulsion, he chooses what he 
wants; Cod and his wilL 

As in life, so in death. Both the saved and un
saved have precisely what they want. The saved love 
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Cod, want to be in his presence, and are. They are in 
Heaven. 

The lost, however, col,1trary to popular opinion, are 
e.xactly where they want to be - in Hell. They are 
as well aware - as was the rich man in Jesus' parable 
- that there are only two places to be in after death, 
namely, Heaven and Hell. Like the rich man, they 
are not happy where they are. It is Hell! They crave 
for at least a drop of water on the tip of their tongue. 
There is on ly a gnashing of teeth, weeping, wailing, 
the never-dying worm and the unquenchable 6re. 

Yet, believe it or not, the lost are so wicked they 
would rather experience the torment of Hell than the 

presence of God. Undoubtedly, if they could have 
pleasures without Cod, they would choose to have 
them. Or even annihilation. But they know that these 
are not live options. Their only choice. now, is 
Heaven or Hell. They do not want Hell with aU of 
its agony and pain. But neither do they want Heaven. 
They would like the pleasures of Heaven, but not its 
Lord. Neither do they want to be in a place where 
they cannot sin; rather, they want to keep right on 
rebelling against their Maker. So instc.'ld of wanting 
to spend eternity in Heaven, the dweller in Hell is 
exactly where he wants to be ; forsaken by God. After 
all, it is the lesser of two evils. 
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