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I
Tribute to a Reformer 

N COMMEMORAnON of the Creat Reformation 
it is fitt ing to recognize John Calvin's personal 

legacy to Christendom. Roger Nicole (quoting from 
an address by Calvin's countryman , Emile Domner
que)writes. '"John Calvin's death occurred on May 27, 
1564, toward eight o'clock in the evening. For him 
this was a welcome relief from an host of ailments 
that had burdened him for a long time. Yet in spite 
of almost unbearable sufferings, Calvin had taken 
with poise and forethought all necessary steps to 
prepare for his death. In February, he preached and 
lectured for the last time. In April, he said his fare
well to the civil authorities of Geneva, and later to his 
fellow p.'lstors. Late in April Calvin p repared his 
testament. The sum total of his property was 225 
pounds, p robably less than $1,000. Two days after his 
death, his body was bmught in a simple pine box to 
the common cemetery of Plainpalais, Geneva. There 
was no ceremony, not even a stone for his grave, so 
that the place where he is buried is lost altogether. 
These were his express instructions. He d id not want 
any monument. Whal he wanted was that attention 
should be paid to the Word of God and to the glory 
of God. Thus, his epitaph can be expressed in the 
motto that dominated the whole Reformation move
mcnt, Sola Scriptum, "total submission to the Word." 

The enormity of this theme controlled Calvin's 
thinking and his life's work. It was the basis and 
moving force of the Reformation. The many weak-
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nesses which beset the Reformation in its subsequent 
course, and nearly ruined it, stemmed from a lack of 
faithfulness to the dynamiC of the Scriptures. 

The Genius of the Early Reformation 
The early Reformers were not guilty of slogan 

adoration . "Sola Scriptura," wrote Calvin in the 
section of "Christian Life" in his Inst itutes, "comes 
to us in the cross of Jesus Christ. If any man would 
be my disciple, let him deny himself, take up his 
cross, and follow me." Reformation is that simple 
and that exacting. Christ's men and women know 
themselves gripped in their hearts by the regenerating 
power of Christ. H e is in the driver's seat and now 
directs the ways of that heart, its thought, emotions, 
works, hopes, and relationships. This doesn't sound 
bad, but it had for the early Reformers all the pain 
of Joseph tearing himself loose from a pernicious 
woman's enticement, all the agonies of soul which 
Dan iel suffered when he refused the dainties of the 
king's table thereby condem ning a culture that offered 
him everything. 

The Reformation was that radical because it had 
that simple Cod-given vision of life. Those Christian 
believers, against all the limitations of their day, knew 
the balance of personal salvation - a naked soul 
before Cod - and the subsequent obedience as all of 
life relates to the heart's commitment. They knew 
the secret of a heart still before God in meditation as 
weB as the ambitious vision of a God-centered culture. 
And, indeed, the crOSs of Christ is that inclusive. 
Every issue that springs from man's soul is bent 



upward by the Cross, or it stands condemned in 
judgment by that Cross. Christ is the Rock on which 
the redeemed stands with the complete range of his 
concerns, and conversely, what is not founded on the 
Rock is ultimately crushed by that Rock. They knew 
the power of the totalitarian and antithetical demands 
of the Cross. 

The Rise of Humanism 
The Refonnation thus forced Western civilization 

to a decision. For the Spirit of Cod came lIpon a 
benighted world and discovered it unto the Word 
of Cod. The Spirit opened the hearts of some so that 
they understood. The flame was small, hesitant first, 
then burning brightly, and then a blaze. Men and 
women of vision held that Word high. They held it 
high in palaces and barns, and the effects were un
avoidable. The sixtcenth century community had to 
take a stand. Some bowed before the Word and 
accepted its sway over the totality of life. Some con
tinued the status quo in the hierarchical church of 
Rome. Some refused its hea ling power for their lives 
and society. Thus, Humanism entered Western civili
zation, never to loosen its grip on its life utterances 
again. Humanism's confessed faith in man as the 
acme of meaning brought along its unmatched elan 
to prove man's greatness. As such it latched on to 
whatever human imagination and industry had pro
duced, and infused it with man-centered faith. Marco 
Polo had spread his tales of the Mongolian empires, 
Diaz had sailed Cape Hope, Columbus had discovered 
the New World, Cabot had traversed the American 
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continent, Magellan had sailed the globe, Cabral had 
reached Brazil, Copernicus had scanned the universe, 
and Gutenberg had given Europe its printing presses, 
bringing all the exciting news within the grasp of 
Europe's citizens. Humanism tuned it all to man's 
supposed inherent greatness and goodness. It severed 
man's work and possessions from service for Cod's 
sake and established the absolutism of property as an 
end itself. It rejected authority from a Source above 
man and injected the drive for ' democracy with the 
venom of revolutionism. It took hold of the early 
manifestations of the Renaissance and molded the arts 
and letters into odes to the glory of man. 

Humanism, though filled with divisiveness, contra
dictions and self destruction, has, nevertheless, con
sistently shaped Western civilization and, as a philos· 
ophy of life, has captured the loyalty of leaders in 
every sector of human endeaVOr up to the present. 
Today's prevailing secularism is its offspring. The 
only theories of interpretation which can claim any 
degree of respectability in today's academic circles 
are Humanist inspired . 

And the Reformation Glory Depa rted 
This mllch cannot be said of the further develop

ments of either the Great Heformation or Roman 
Catholicism. The latter, caught in its dualism of 
nature and grace, though an historic force of some 
consequence, never affected the direction of Western 
civilization. 

The successors of the early Reformers ·all too soon 
lost the breadth of vision of the fathers . Their 
interest gradually nanowed to discussions of doctrinal 
matters. Their strength was consumed in battling 
theologica l heresies. Their concern for life limited 
itself to problems of personal piety. Casuistry, Moral
ism and spi ri tualization followed in its wake. Even 
when Reformed theology was conducted with vigor 
there was a notable lack of concern for the impact 
of the Word of Cod on society and culture. While the 
Synod of Dordt was in session the great French 
humanist, Descartes, met with the headmaster of the 
Latin Academy, a few blocks away from the Synod's 
meeting place, and discussed the implications of 
humanistic rationalism for education. While the 
Church triumphed doctrinally, Humanism slew its 
thousands in the educational world. Meanwhile Re
formed theology found itself hard pressed to keep its 
own ground. Modernism, Anabaptism, and Pietism, 
and more recent trends in Fundamentalism and Neo
orthodoxism dominated and took over the scene. The 
Reformation world vision gradually receded to a force 
of little consequence in shaping the destiny of Western 
civilization. 

The Bankruptcy of Humanism 
Like a flower cannot bloom for long once it has 

been severed from its roots and put in a vase, so a 
civilization that has known the source of the Christian 
faith and abolished it must, sooner or later, face doom. 
Humanism spawned a dozen gods, and idol worship 
demands heavy sacrifices. "No Cod, no Master," 
shouted the rebels in Paris' streets, and to this day the 

fall-out of the great Revolution rains its blight upon 
thc Western world. Upheaval and suffering marked 
the years following. Marx drew the full revolutionary 
consequences and his prophecy reverberated in count
less hearts, "Laborers unite, you have nothing to loose 
but your chains." His gospel, however, brought 
neither unity nor bliss. But one thin g the people main
tained in common, guarding it carefully: God played 
no role in life. "God emeritus," Shailer Matthews 
called it. "They amputated God from the heart," said 
Christophcr Morley, '"scarcily leaving a twinge where 
the arteries were sewn up." Searching for a balm for 
life's many wounds, the humanists turned to science, 
and the positivists became humanism's avant-garde of 
whom Samuel Miller said, '"Everything became 
natural, biological, social and quite clinical to them." 
And they are still with us in the universities. Observ
ing their paganism, Paul Ramsey made a parody, 
Psalm 151, "0 come let us sing unto SOciology, let us 
heartily rejoice in the strength of our group conscious
ness." 

In the meantime the bill ran frightfully high. 
A great war eru pted in 1914 that wasn't supposed 

to have been. '11's all right," the humanists said. "A 
war to end all war." The Roaring Twenties followed, 
until they collapsed into the Dire Thirties. A new 
philosophy sprang up from ("he humanist hot bed, 
Fascism. They said it could not happen, but enlight
ened man returned to the jungle, and World War II 
left millions dead and maimcd. It seemed that the 
day belonged to the gloomy existentialist, "marooned 
in his cellophane wrapper, filled with anxiety about 
death," as someone observed, "yct drumming up 
enough courage to face the absurd, the gloom, the 
alienation," of which Sartre spoke and Kafka and 
Camus too. 

Life threatened to fall apart. 
The theorizers sat down and said, '"We need 

unity! Let the government provide unity I" The voices 
of the blind echoed gratefully, '"Let the state bind us 
together, lest we be scattered." Again the vacuum 
was filled. With benevolent concern the state saw the 
children of the land and decreed that they attend one 
schoo!, a school on a common basis, "by leaving 
religion out." If there should be parents who would 
maintain the God of the Bible as Author, Maker, 
Lawgiver, Upholder, Redeemer and Finisher of aU 
that exists, well those parents are abnormal and they 
may have their own private schools, at penalty of for
feiting their legitimate share in the tax revenu e. 

The state looked at the world of ind ustrial and 
labor relations and ruled that production, energy and 
money are matters upon which we are all agreed if 
we leave them isolated from faith. Hence, be it 
resolved by law that one union in one place of employ
ment will serve all the workers best. Are there now 
people who say that work is not just selling energy, 
that the class struggle is Marxist, that work is service 
to Cod, and that justice in labor must be rooted in 
the Scriptures? Well, then they better come around 
or be excluded from work. 

This is an amazing development, you say. Indeed. 
And it couldn't have happened if Humanism didn't 



have a parallel approach in politics which paved the 
legislative way for Humanism's victory in the two 
most vital areas of Hfe, learning and daily bread. 
The governing principle of the political parties in 
Anglo Saxon tradition is the same "neutrality-toward
Cod" ideal. We are cordially assured that "religion is 
wonderful in the home," but quite unnecessary in 
politics and public life. There we need no more than 
the commonly accepted principles of good will, good 
sense and fair play, as summed up in Walter Lipp
mann's "Public Philosophy." 

But only a few years later Lippmann had his 
moment of pessimistic clarity; "We ourselves were so 
sure that at long last a generation had arisen keen and 
eager to put this disorderly earth to right ... and 6t 
to do it . .. we meant so well, we tried so hard, and 
look what we have made of it. We can only muddle 
into muddle. What is required is a new kind of man." 

He could have heard it earlier from T . S. Eliot, 
"Here was a decent godless people, their only monu
ment the asphalt road and a thousand..lost golfballs." 

Arthur Krock, veteran Washington newsman, in 
his forthcoming memoirs, states: "The United States 
merits the dubious distinction of having discarded its 
past and its meaning." 

The present wave of corruption, rebellion, frustra
tion, crime, disregard for authority and life , drug 
addiction, racial strife, divorce and juvenile delin
quency have. undoubtedly, a variety of causes, but it 
would be extremely shortsighted not to identify 
Humanism as the one deeper cause which is respon
sible for the distress of modern life. 

Harvard University's husbancl-and-wife experts on 
delinquency, Drs. Sheldon and Eleonore Glueck, have 
published a study presenting evidence that a much 
bigger crime wave is yet to come. 

The New Reformation 
Christendom must rediscover the boundless author

ity and power of the Word (I saiah 40:8). Believers 
are strong when they live and speak from the Word . 
They are weak when they impose limitations on the 
Word . Rather, the Word must impose its own direc
tion for use on the believing community. As Chris
tians of the Reformation we have generally recognized 
the all -sufficiency of the Word in our personal salva
tion. We confess that the Holy Spirit overwhelms us 
with the Word in regeneration, repentance, and faith . 

When it comes, however, to applying the Word to 
broader life. and especially to society around us, 
differences spring up in the Reformed community. 

There are some who accept the Word for personal 
guidance in their role in life and society. Armed with 
it they enter upon society and sit down with the 
Humanists to map out the d irection of a course of 
nction, design policies and strategy, and figure out 
solutions for problems. 

There are other believers, however, who rejcct this 
course of action. To be sure they are deeply aware 
of the fact that Christians must move into the world 
and have all sorts of contacts with unbelievers with 
whom they share a great task in society. But for 
them it is very important at which stage they enter 
into this contact. They feel that the Word of God 

must have full sway in the whole process of studying 
its application to life and society. 

Thus, as believers, they isolate themselves with 
the Word of God when it comes to designing the 
Christian philosophy of life and society. Though 
paying careful attention to the Humanist, they, as a 
Christian community, want to be alone with the Word, 
as they ponder in its Light the direction of society, 
the problems of the day, and the policies and solutions 
that are suggested from its midst. Thus, in together
ness, in complete submission to the Word of God, 
they avail themselves of the sovereign power of the 
Word of God at aUleveJs of consideration. And only 
then, when the Word has spoken at every step along 
the way, do these Christians feel prepared to enter 
the societal arena, assume their responsibilities, and 
take part in deliberations with other groupings in 
society. Their actions and their message at this stage 
have been tuned to the Word of God; it is the out
come of that Christian community's wrestling with 
the Word of God. Though the proposals of the 
Christian community may not be accepted by society 
at large, the Word , nevertheless has had its sway; 
society has then rejccted God. The outcome of it all 
can be safely left in the hand of God. This means 
that, in order for the Word to be voiced consistently 
and pertinently we need an organized Christian social 
movement in the various major areas of life. such as 
polities, labor and industrial relationships, science and 
arts, as we have them already in education in the 
form of Christian schools and colleges. 

Such a Reformation will not strive for earthly 
strongholds. Communal faithfulness to the Word of 
God, at all levels, may lead to persecution, although 
it must be kept in mind that such solidified Christian 
action has tremendous blessings in store for the nation 
which even the Humanist may well discern and 
recognize. 

The New Reformation, if it is to be a Reformation 
of consequence, will have to agree not to accept any 
limitations on the full sovereignty of the Word over 
the entire range of human experiences and relation
ships. It must refuse the Humanist's invitation to 
conduct deliberations within the framework of his 
organized neutralistic establishment. Only that 
dialogue in society is worthwhile and of benefit to 
society when the Kingdom Community speaks with 
authenticity and relevance. It is only an organized 
Christian social movement that can proouce that type 
of dialogue. Thus, also, not a few individuals, but 
the whole Christian community comes to grips with 
applying the Word to the broader aspects of life. 
This, in turn , will present a great challenge to the 
Church. The people will turn to the Church hunger
ing for the Word. TIley will eagerly seek the 
strengthening of their faith and fellowship with other 
believers. True Reformation begins within the Church 
of Christ. From there, in great personal holiness and 
devotion, the members go into life, and, in the unity 
of the Body of Christ, with the audacity of the earl y 
Reformers, they hold high that Word of God in 
society. T he New Ref.ormation is that big, that simple, 
and that radical, a Reformation of consequence. 
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KUITERT IN TilE UNITED S1'ATES 

AND CANADA 
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SIMON KISTEMAKER 

W BY DO WE FOLLOW the teachings of Dr. 
Kuitcrt so closely? Why do we read so much 

of him and about him? Why do we pay such close 
attention to what he says? Why do we talk so often 
abou t the so-called "new theology"? 

Simply because in Kuitert's approach to under
standing the Bible the trustworthiness of Scripture is 
at stake. That is the heart of the matter. When he 
says that the Christian's certainty of faith does not rcst 
on the theory that the Bible is infallible, immediately 
the question concen1ing the trustworthiness of the 
Bible arises. 

Kuitcrt puts it this way: The Christian's certainty 
of faith is not based on the doctrine of the in fallibility 
of the Bible; it is not based on the historical trust
worthiness of the Genesis stories about creation and 
paradise. In fact, the Christian must stop talking 
about an infaUible Bible, bee.'luse such talk is merely 
repcating a 17th century conception of understanding 
Scripture and such repetition does not help us at all 
in finding new ways and avenues for creative theology. 
Instead, we must ask ourselves the question : on what 
is our fait h based? It is not based on a human concep
tion of Scripture but on the esscnt ia l account of Jesus' 
death on the cross and His resurrection from the 
grave. Concisely, the cer tainty of om faith fi nds its 
basis in the content of H oly Writ , and the content of 
Holy Writ is Christ. 

Dr. Simon Kmemakcr is ProtesSOt' of Bible lit Dordt College, 
Sioux Center, lotoo. 

Certainly, we agree with Dr. Kuitert that there is 
no Christ without Scripturc and no Scripture without 
Christ. We meet Christ in the Bible and the Bible 
witnesses of Christ . But the question is: where does 
that witnessing of Christ begin? Do the fi rst chapters 
of Cenesis witness of H im with the same assurance 
and trustworthin ess as the first four books of the New 
Testament? Does the believer find Christ, who - says 
Kuitert - reigns ovcr Scripture, in the account of 
creation, paradise, and fall? Or does he find Christ 
only in the account of H is death on the cross and H is 
resurrection from the grave? Are the cross of Calvary 
and the empty tomb the focal point of trustworthiness 
because Jesus' death and resurrection really happened, 
while the stories of creation, paradise, and fall are not 
trustworthy because they re.'llly did not happen? 

Dr. Kuitert sees a distinct difference between thc 
first chapt ers of Genesis and the account of the Gos
pels as far as historical trustworthiness is concerned. 
The Gospel aCCOl1nts relate that which really hap
pened, but the story of creation is not a description 
based on history. The story find its origin in the folk
lore of the Chaldean world, and the people of Israel 
in time captured this narrative, remodelled it, and 
dedicated it to Jahweh. The terms llsed in the Baby
lonian version of creation and the Biblical creation 
clearly indicate that these nyo stories are parallels. In 
shol't, Genesis one displays traces of transmission. 

Is it true, however, that Genesis one is related to 
the Babylonian version called Enu ma Elish? The 
eminent Old Testament scholar, the late Dr. Edward 
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J. Young does not think so. Says he in Studies in 
Genesis One, 

In the 6rst place we must emphasize the fact that 
Genesis onc and Enuma Elish are two entirely 
different types of document and do not belong to 
the same literary genre. Genesis one is a semi
poetic account of creation, told as straightfor
ward narration. The great central theme of the 
chapter is the fact of God's creating heaven and 
earth and his monergism in preparing the earth 
for man's habitancy. Enuma Elish on the'other 
hand is a nature myth in which elements of 
"creation" are more or less incidental. It lacks a 
statement of absolute creation such as is found in 
Cenesis 1:1 and it lacks an account of p rogress 
in the preparation of the earth such as occurs 
in the remainder of Genesis one (p. 40 ).

If we keep in mind that the Babylon ian account is 
saturated with superstition and idolatry, we have great 
difficulties imagining that the nation Israel led by the 
Spirit of God adopted the Babylonian account and 
that a man as a prophet of God changed the story 
so that it became acceptable to Jahweh. We have dif
ficulties believing that the nation Israel, the covenant 
people of Jahweh, had not received divine revelation 
about the origin of the world, the creation of man, 
an d the fa ll . We find it strange that thc nations sur
rounding Israel had a creation story while God's 
people lived in ignorance about the origin of the 
earth and man. 

Furthermore, granted that there exists a close con
nection between thc Babylonian account and the Bib
lical account of creation, why must we believe that 
the Babylonian version is the original account and 
that the Israelites adopted a modified version? In view 
of the fact that the Biblical tradition gives an actual 
historical report of all mankind (see Genesis 10 and 
11 ), we know that divine revelation steadily degen
era ted among the nations which served idols. The 
patriarchs and the nation Israel in later times, guided 
by the Spirit of God, preserved the pure knowledge 
of creation, paradise, and the fall . Israel did not 
borrow; Israel prescrved the oracles of God entrusted 
to her. 

However, Dr. Kuiterl maintains that the writer of 
Genesis did not intend to give his readers a literal, 
historical account of creation and the fall of man. 
The writcr speaks 6guratively and transmits the in
formation contained in the first chapters of Genesis in 
symbols. 

Of course, a studen t of the Bible may assert that as 
the reference to the tree of life in Revelation 22:2 
must be understood symbolicall y and nOlliterally. He 
proves his point by showing that the book of Revela
tion is best interpreted symbolically and that the 
reference to the tree of life is located in a passage 
which must be understood symbolically. But that stu
dent of the Bible does not jump to the conclusion 
that, because the tree of life in Revela tion 22 is not 
interpreted literally, the information about the tree of 
life in Genesis 2 and 3 cannot be understood literally. 
The student must prove from the book of Genesis 
that the information given in chapters 2 and 3 is ex
pressed symbolical1y. 

Every one who reads the 6rst chapters of Genesis 
must come to the conclusion that God communicates 
reality; that is, these chapters are a true description 
of those things which really happened : creation cul
minating in man with whom God made a covenant, 
the disobedience of Adam and Eve in Paradise, and 
the promise of the Redeemer who was to come forth 
out of the seed of the woman. Moreover, throughout 
the New Testament refcrences to the first chapters of 
Genesis - with the obvious exception of Revelation 
22:2 - are understood literally and historically. 

Professor Dr. W. H. Gispen, professor of Old Testa
ment at the Free University, wrotc an excellent study 
of the 6rst three chapters of Genesis. The book pub
lished in 1966 has the titlc Schepping en Paradijs. 
Gispen does not agree with Ku itert on interpreting 
the 6rst chapters of Genesis symbolically. In relation 
to the account of creation, he says, 

If we take this story as part of the entire Scrip
ture of Old and New Testament, then we have 
at the same time a standard or norm to draw out 
those facts which also for us must be certain. The 
New Testament is decisive for us. That what is 
aceepted by Jesus and the apostles as historical 
fact, must also be accepted by us: for example, 
the creation of male and female (1:26,27 ). the 
historicity of Adam ( cf. Rom. 5) ; (p. 12). 

Scripture plainly indicates that the Drst chapters 
of Genesis are not some kind of special history. The 
context of Genesis, as well as the New Testament, 
forces the reader to accept the account of creation at 
face value, for there is nothing in the account 
which compels us to regard the information given as 
a special kind of history writing. 

Why does Dr. Kuitert say that we must stop talking 
about the doctrine of infallibility? How docs he under
stand the trustworthiness of Scripture? In which 
direction does he want to go? 

Kuitert stresses the fact that our certainty of faith 
must not be grounded in a theory of an infa llible 
Bible but that it must be based on trust in Chri st 
revealed in the Gospels. Presumably, for Kuitert the 
terms infall ibility and t rustworthiness are not out of 
place when they are used with reference to the Bib
lical message of salvation; he may wish to apply the 
rule: the Bible is infallible in those parts in which it 
wants to be infallible. For him, Adam and Eve are 
not important as historical figures and therefore fa ll 
outside the scope of infallibility and trustworthiness. 
The message of salvation as it comes to us in Jesus 
Christ is authoritative and all important. 

The believer testifies to the truth lhat salvation in 
Jesus Christ is all important. But he has received 
this truth through the agency of Scripture which 
testifies of Christ. In Scripture, the believer hears the 
voice of God and he knows that this special revelation 
in all its parts belong to God. Therefore, he fcels un
easy when he must use a Bible which through wear 
and tear has lost its cover and in the course of time 
the first few pages of Genesis. To be sure, he can 
still read the message of salvation in that worn and 
tom Bible, but he knows that he no longer has the 
entire Biblc. 



THE 
ECUMENICAL 
MIRAGE 

by C. STANLEY LowELL. Grand Rapids: Baker 
Book House, 1967. 205 pages. 

J . B. HULST 

The Ecumenical Mirage is a fascinating book 
written by a man who has served several 

Methodist churches and is presently editor of Chf.lTCh 
And State and associate d irector of Americans United 
for Separation of Church and State. 

The Ecumenical Mirage is fiUed with surprises. 
One would expect Rev. Lowell to promote the ec· 
umenical movement, for he was at one time an en
thusiastic ecumenist. But, instead of promoting the 
movement, he insists tha~ "Ecumcnism has not proved 
to be a liberating or empowering concept for Chris
tendom" ( p. 43 ). On the other hand, when one notes 
Rev. Lowell's involvement in Americans United for 
Separation of Church and State, there are many state
ments in the book which can be easily predicted. This 
predictable element is especially evident in the later 
chapters. 

The first chapler is well introduced by the opening 
sen tence: "Ecumenism is an indubitable fact of our 
time" ( p. 11 ). Lowell makes clear from the beginning 
that, when he writes about ecumenism, he is not think
ing of "a desire for togetherness and cooperation" 
(p. 12). Rather he has in mind that "drive for Chris
tian unity which envisages bringing all churches, in
cluding the Roman Catholic, under one ecclesiastical 
tent'" ( p. 12). This type of ecumenism - an "all
embracing unity of ecclesiastical structure - is a fact. 
It is a fact recognized, not only by Dr. Blake and 
Bishop Pike, but also by Dr. BiUy Graham who said at 
Belmont Abbey College: 'Jhis is the beginning of 
something so fantastic it could change aU of Christen
dom and will affect you, your children and their 
child,en" ( p. 21 ). 

In further defining the fact with which we must 
live, the author contends that present-day ecumenism 
has a very wide range which includes Protestant 
churches, the Orthodox Church, and the Roman Cath
olic Church. And then he adds : "A basic stipulation 
of this merging program ... is that the Pope shall be 
in some sense the titular head of this combined en
terprise" (p. 13). This contention is supported by 
several quotations which demonstrate that "most 
ecumenists acknowledge this" (p. 13). 

Chapter Two is entitled "The Ecumenical Assump. 
tion." The ecumenical assumption has never been 
demonstrated . But, says Lowell, "'the ecumenical as· 
sumption is that the bringing together of all Christian 
bodies . . . would be the best possible thing that 
could happen to them" (p. 27). This assumption has 
produced an intolerant attitude toward those who 
question or challenge it. And it has also led to "the 
most tortured exegesis" of Scripture (p. 35) . 

. , 

Further, the author asserts that "the ecumenical 
movement has no real foundation in the Scriptures," 
and thus asks the question : "ls it a good thing?" (p. 
36). In the closing pages of this and in subsequent 
chapters he answers the question negatively: "One 
church can easily become too much church" (p. 37 ). 

"Ecumenism And Sterility" is the title of Chapter 
Three. Instead of giving new impetus to the Church 
and its mission, ecumenism has resulted in "a slow 
process of bureaucratic strangulation" (p. 44). This 
strangulation, according to Lowell, comes from ab
sorption in the mechanics of union and "the surrender 
of distinctives which is invariably involved in church 
union" ( p. 44). 

The author then goes on to show that ''The prac
tical consequence of ecumenism is the end of missions" 
(p. 49 ) . The statistics on pages 49-57 are shocking 
and sound a clear warning to a11 who are in any way 
concerned with the mission of the Church. 

The chapter ends with a plea to recognize that 
ecumenism, not only means the end of missions, but 
also erodes the strength of the Church itself. This, to 
our mind, is one of the best and strongest chapters in 
the book. 

The following chapter, "Proliferation And Health," 
has as its basic thesis the contention that, "while unity 
has never been a stimulating condition for the Church 
of Jesus Christ'" (p. 66), "the creative forCC6 of the 
Christian faith have been unleashed ... by prolifera
tion" ( p. 65 ). Reference is made to the Reformation 
and Counter-Refonnation, the "'arch-proliferator" John 
Wesley, and various sects to show that proliferating 
groups have been very useful to the Church. The 
Second Vatican Council, "called because of the Prot
estants" (p . 79), is cited as "perhaps the most drama
tic instance of the power of proliferation upon the 
church ..." ( p. 79). In summary Lowell writes: 
"History teaches that refonns come about only under 
challenge and only when the challengers are firm to 
the point of proliferation away from the group to be 
reformed. This is why division has been good for the 
church. A church incapable of proliferation is dead" 
( p. 83). 

Chapter Five bears the caption "The New Ap
proach Of Rome." Rome remains basically unchanged, 
Lowell insists. Romc's goal is also unchanged: "It is 
the goal of Trent and the goal of Vatican I - the 
restoration of Christian unity. Christian unity means 
the ecclesiastical monolith with the Pope as its head" 
( p. 118) . But, while Rome and its goal remain un
changed, Rome is prepared "to wheel and deal" (p. 
119 ). Thus Rome has taken a new approach in her 
dealings with Protestantism. This new approach is 
expressed in a willingness to recognize the reality of 
other churches, an openness to Protcstant churches, 
and a "come home appeal" addressed to whole com
munions rather than to individuals. This new approach 
also reflects a willingness "to stretch its theological, 
liturgical and structural limits .. . " ( p. 119). But, 
again, the goal remains thc same - "one fold" (p. 119). 
"But the structure destined to emerge from this dialec
tical process will be the papal structure of the past 
ages" (p. 119). 



In the sixth chapter Lowell states that Protestant
Catholic d ifferences are fundamental and far-reaching. 
In fact, these differences are so basic that real unity 
between Protestantism and Catholicism is impossible. 
But the ecumenists press on, and there is "a serious 
possibility that they will succeed in bringing most 
of the existing Christian bodies into communion with 
Rome and into acceptance of the primacy of the Pope 
as the visible symbol of Christian unity" (p. l34 ). 

Chapter Seven, entitled "Roman Ecumenism At 
Work," considers the ways in which Rome is endeavor
ing to overcome the "apparently insuperable barriers" 
to unity. The barrier "par excellence" is papal in
fa llibility. Lowell shows that Home has endeavored 
to make papal infallibility more palatable to Protes
tants by means of the collegiality of bishops, reinter
preting past pronouncements, and assuring one and all 
that "When the Pope speaks infallibly, he is only pro
nouncing what the church already believes" (p. 150). 
However, Lowen contends that "Nothing is changed 
here. The 1870 dogma stands. The Pope is infallible 
when as the vicar of Jesus Christ he gives moral 
teaching for the whole church. But what if, in the 
practical carrying out of the work of moral teaching, 
there was with the Pope a large college of bishops 
who shared his authority with him? This would seem 
to mean a widening of the base of the papa! power 
with the bringing of other voices into its exercise" 
(p. 143 ). 

"There appears to be a little chance for a new 
Marian dogma in the foreseeable future" ( p. 154 ). 
But amazingly there are indications of a willingness 
on the part of Protestant ecumenical leaders to ac
commodate themselves "to the Virgin' Mary emphasis 
of Romanism." For example, "A Mariological trend 
has been noted among a group of the United Church 
of Canada" (p. 155 ). 

Lowell acknowledges that there is a remarkable 
openness of discussion within the Roman Church. And 
he further admits that "Once a thing like the Vatican 
Council has been let loose, it is hard to stop it at the 
point some leaders desire" ( p. 161 ). He agrees also 
that there is a new approach of openness and friendH
ness to Protestants today. But, having said this, he 
re-emphasizes that "Its purpose is to restore 'Christian 
un ity' under the primacy of the Pope and to bring in to 
this fold not individuals but entire Protestant bodies 
in one or a series of gigantic sweeps" ( p. 162). 

The eighth chapter addresses itself to the "Rules Of 
The Came." Prior to Vatican II communication be
tween Rome and Protestantism was carried on by way 
of monologue "which proceeded solely from Catholic 
to Protestant wi.thout any responding procedure from 
Protestant to Catholic" (p. 166 ). Now, however, fu ll
fledged d ialogue is under way in many places. But 
basic to the rules of this dialogue is the "assumption 
that a single unified structure is Cod's indubitable will 
for the church ..." ( p. 172 ). And what, in the mind 
of Rome, will be the nature of this unified structure? 
The author answers this question by quoting Paul H. 
Hallett : 

The Protestant must have no illusions that Cath
olic ecumenism means that Catholicism is going 
to change in any bas ic way. Any return, cor

porate or individual, must involve recognition of 
the Pope as the vicegerent of Christ. ... There 
can never be a Catholic-Protestant Church or 
even a Catholic- Protestant fellowship of churches. 
The Catholic must say to the Protestant that the 
(Catholic) Church was substantially right and, 
therefore, any endeavor toward reunion wiD be 
a return to unity ( p. 190). 

Lowell also fears that Rome is "using the ecumen
ical movement, or allowing it to be used, to soften up 
the Protestant leadership on such an issue as public 
subsidy for Catholic schools" (p. 177). 

The book closes with an appeal to Protestants to 
openly reject the ecumenical movement. And, ex
pressing his distrust of any "stickings together," Lowell 
calls his readers to seek out and follow leadership 
which, in the words of Clenn Archer, "is proud of the 
Reformation which divided Christendom for the sake 
of freedom and broke the back of the most Ol'lpressive 
spiritual tyranny the world has ever known" (p. 198 ). 

This is, in many respects, a very good book. Its 
analysis of the ecumenical movement is sharp and 
perceptive. It issues a warning, relative to Protestant 
ecumenism and the Protestant-Roman Catholic di
alogue, which we do well to heed. It is true that the 
Christian Reformed Church has not been very much 
involved in ecumenicity outside Heformed circles. 
But, before we contemplate the "taste and see" proce
dure, we should listen carefully to those who have 
tasted and seen that present-da,y ecumenism is a 
"mirage." 

However, there are certain positions taken and 
articulated by Rev. Lowell with which we cannot 
agree. We would certainly want to join him when he 
writes: lbe kind of oneness which Christ extols here 
(John 17:20-23) and the kind He desires for His 
Church could only by the most tortured exegesis be 
made to indicate a structural monolith" ( p. 35). But 
we must part company with him when he writes
referring to such as the Salvation Army, the Quakers, 
the Mormons, the Christian Science Church, and the 
Jehovah's Witnesses - "There are many proliferating 
groups which, while destructive of 'Christian unity' 
have proved to be extremely useful to the church" ( p. 
74 ). There are times when Lowell seems to promote 
proliferation for the sake of proliferation. This is no 
more biblical than the ecumetlical assumption ".. . that 
the bringing together of all Christian bodies under 
one ecclesiastical tent would be the best possible thing 
that could happen to them" (p. 27 ). 

We were also sorry to find the P.O.A.U. ( Prot
cstants And Other Americans Un ited) position set 
forth. We do not question Rev. Lowell's right to take 
this position regarding the church-state issue and the 
use of public' funds for non-public schools. Nor do 
we believe, however, that he has demonstrated that 
the legislation and programs sponsored by groups 
such as Citizens For Educational Freedom arose out 
of uncritical ecumenism, would mean the end of the 
separation of church and state, or serve as a vehicle 
for concessions to Rome. The author's position on this 
issue seems to uS to be a bit simplistic. 

Never-the-Iess, having said this, we recommend the 
reading and serious consideration of thc contents of 
The Ecum enical Mirage. 
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CRITICIZES TORCH AND TRUMPET 
FOR PLACING A. DE JONGE'S 
LEnER 

The Editorial Committee of Torch 
and Trumpet, 

Dear Brethren : 
As you know I have expressed 

serious cri t icism to one of your 
members for placing the letter of 
Mr. William A. De Jonge in the 
department "Letters to the Editor," 

I am happy, indeed, that I have 
received expressions of regret from 
this member for placing this letter 
without having submitted it to me 
in advance for a possible reply, and 
without checking the facts with mc. 

The facts are that I as editor of 
De Wachter did not commend the 
Prayer for The World Council of 
Churches but made it very plain 
that I was placing it simply to in
form. Further, the letter contains 
unwarranted insinuations to the 
effect that "in all likeli hood I sat at 
the communion table with commu
nists" etc. I t should also be stated 
that, while the letter of Mr. Wil
liam A. De Jonge gives the impres
sion that he is a member of the 
Christian Reformed Church, I have 

learned from him that he is a 
member of the Orthodox Presbyte
rian Church. 

Fraternally yours 
WM. HAVERKAMP 

REPLY TO REV. HAVERKAMP 

We have willingly placed the 
above letter of Rev. Wm. Haver
kamp, and we do not wish to deny 
any part of it. However, we wish 
to point out to Hev. Haverkamp 
and our readers that this letter in 
no way speaks to this issue which 
Mr. De Jonge raised. This disap
points us. Therefore we invite Rev. 
Haverkamp, having addressed him
self to the matter of method, to 
speak now to the heart of the issue, 
namely, the relationship of the 
Christian Reformed Church to the 
World Council of Churches. 

THE EDITORS 

Dear Editor: 
We thank you from the bottom 

of ow hearts for all the information 
the past issues have given us about 
Dr. Kuitert and other leaders from 
our sister church in Holland. We 
are glad that we will get more in
formation in the future issues. We 
need an informed laity in our days; 
and this is an understatement when 
leaders like Kuitert write and teach 
in our university that Adam and 
Eve never lived. That spirit from 
Holland also landed among some 
of our leaders here. 

We are thankful that Rev. 
Schalkwyk informed us regarding 
the great Dr. Abraham Kuyper. He 
was taught the same lies in the 
liberal university where he studied 
and he believed it all and ap
plauded when the professor taught 
this. But that was before his con
version. Cod opened his eyes and 
all his Ufe he fought this ungod
liness and defended with all his 
might the infallibility of Holy Writ. 

Nothing new under the sun, Rev. 
Schalkwyk wrote. We all should 
pray for these leaders: also pray 
that after discipUning these men, if 
they do not repent. that we may 
put them out. If we are not faithful 
to His word, the Holy Spirit will 
move away from us. And we will 
be destroyed with many other de
nominations in our land and in 
Holland. 

The fact that we all should weep 

about is that when these leaders in 
these denominations were not put 
out, Cod's people stayed in and 
were lost with their following gen
erations forever. They went down 
with the ship. We must remember 
Cod's cause and the eternal welfare 
of our children and children's 
children. Humanly speaking, a 
secession at the right time would 
have saved millions. 

Brethren, let us pray and work. 
D. KaRT 

DR. KING A CHRISTIAN? 

A charge directed against Martin 
Luther King in the May-June issue 
of Torch and Trumpet is ... regret
table. In that issue Mr. Edwin Pal
mer assumes the responsibility for 
judging him to be a non-Christian. 
"Nor was Martin Luther King a 
Christian . He called himself Chris
tian, but he was not - if he be
lieved what he wrote. For he repu
diated the historic Christian fai th ." 

Our Reformed Catechism, Ques
tion and Answer 32, defi nes a Chris
tian as follows: "Because I am a 
member of Christ by faith , dnd thus 
a partaker of His anointing, that I 
may confess His Name, present my
self a living sacrifice of thankful
ness to Him, and with a free and 
good conscience fight against sin 
and the devil in this life, and here
after reign with Him eternally over 
all creatures." 

That Rev. King fought freely and 
in good conscience against speci.6e 
and general sins, and was so moved 
by the Spirit, is indicated by his 
public life and written sermons. 
This requi rement for being a Chris
tian needs no further comment. 

A more appropriate question 
with respect to Dr. King's Chris
tianity may be the follOWing: Was 
he a member of the body of Christ 
by faith and thus saved by Christ's 
redemptive work on the cross? Or 
more Calvinistically, is he one of 
Cod's elect? In his writings, Dr. 
King frequently mentioned Cod's 
redemptive work. In onc of his 
sermons, Loving Your Enemies, he 
states: "... then we love our ene
mies by realizing that they are not 
totally bad and that they are not 
beyond the reach of Cod's redemp
tive love." Again, from one of his 
essays, The AflS'Wer To A Perplex
ing Proble,n, "In His magnanimous 
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love, God freely offers to do for us 
what we cannot do for ourselves 
. .. so by faith we are saved." Just 
what he means when he speaks of 
redemption and salvation is not al
ways clear. He speaks of social and 
personal redemption and of recon
ciliation with God. In his sennon, 
What is Man, he says "man is a 
sinner in need of God's forgiving 
grace." Again, "Man by his own 
power can never cast evil from this 
world ." This was a major reason 
why Dr. King could not accept and 
find full comfort in liberal human
ism which teaches, among other 
things, that mankind, through rea
son and goodness, can solve all its 
problems withont God. He also 
rejected Rauschenbush's implica
tion that the Kingdom of God is 
identified with a particular social 
and economic system. To this, "the 
Church must never surrender." 
That Dr. King believed in the re
demptive work of God is very 
obvious. That he does not believe 
in redemption the same way the 
Calvinist believes it is equally ob
vious. Believing in the sovereignty 
of God vigorously, he does reject it 
in the sense that this sovereignty is 
the cause of election and faith . 
However, to call this type of think
ing a "hodge-podge of unbiblical 
untruths" Torch and Trumpet, 
May-June, 1968, seems a bit im
proper at best. Un-Calvinistic, 
yes!! But also unbiblical and un
Christian??? 

1n his printed sermons he ap
pears to speak more often of God 
than of Christ. We may rightly ask 
at this point, did Dr. King believe 
in Christ as his personal saviour? 
Again, the answer to this question 
does not come easy. In his book of 
published sermons, Strength to 
Love, there is no message of per
sonal sa lvation through the shed 
blood of Christ on Calvary. The 
Salvation and redemption of which 
he speaks is more general and 
available to all who seek it through 
Christ. The relationship between 
God and Christ, as Dr. King con
ceived of it is perhaps best summed 
up in a quote taken from his ser
mon, The Three Dimensions Of A 
Complete Life, 'V\lhere do we find 
this God? .. . . where else except 
in Jesus Christ the Lord of our 
lives. By knowing him we know 

God. Christ is not only Godlike, 
but God is Christlike. By commit
ting ourselves absolutely to Christ 
and his way we will participate in 
that marvelous act of faith that will 
bring us to the true knowledge of 
God." Salvation through Christ, by 
faith, yes, that he believed. Limited 
atonement determined by eternal 
election he rejected as a falsehood. 
However, do we dare to call a man 
or a movement un-Christian be
cause it rejects the redemptive pro
cess as we understand it? 

That Dr. King did not speak 
clearly of personal redemption is, 
also in my view, to be reh>Tetted. 
We should remember, however, 
that even in our own church the 
nature and extent of redemption re
mains an arca of intensive study 
and controversy. We should also 
be reminded that the sennons and 
essays quoted above were aU writ
ten after Dr. King entered the civil 
rights movement and as such he 
spoke, perhaps, more as a Bible 
oriented leader of civil rights than 
as a minister of the Cospel. 

In view of the commen ts made 
above it would appear that one can 
be reasonably certain that our 
Catechism definition of a Christian 
fits Dr. King. He confessed His 
Name, he believed in Salvation 
through Christ by faith, he pre
sented himself a sacrifice working 
freely and in good conscience 
against sin and the devil, and he 
spoke, before his death, publicly 
about his eternal future with God. 

Stating that Dr. King was not a 
Christian is in reality passing final 
judgment. The implication I re
ceive from Mr. Palmer's article is 
that not being a Christian he is not 
washed by the blood of Christ and 
therefore, condemned unto eternal 
damnation. If this is not the impli
cation then salvation is possib!e 
outside the "historic Christian 
faith," and if so, the charge that 
he is not a Christian becomes ob
viously and totally meaningless. 

Another note of considerable 
interest found in the same article 
by Mr. Palmer relates to a reference 
made at Dr. King's funeral and 
taken 'from Isaiah 53. "He was 
wounded for our transgressions, He 
was bruised for our iniquities. " 
with, "the plain implication that it 
Stted King'" To whom is this im

plication so plain? And even if the 
Rabbi, who read this passage, so 
intended it, does that also mean 
that Dr. King considered himself in 
such a way? 

Summary Remarks 

Communism thrives on distrust, 
hate and disorder in our society. 
Our civil rights movements, includ
ing the movement started and led 
by Dr. King, created some of these 
condi tions, and as such they un
wittingly contributed to the cause 
of Commun ism in America. The 
ultimate aims of the civil rights 
movement, founded and inspired 
by Dr. King, are good, desirable, 
noble and Christian and have been 
so judged by thousands of scholars, 
ministers and political leaders. 
POinting to Dr. King as a Commu
nist, or Communist sympathi7.er, or 
implicating him as a non-Christian 
because he does not fit the "histor
ic Christian faith" also creates dis
trust and hate, and as such these 
accusations also cause sOOal condi
tions that promote the Communist 
cause. Not of course, through in
tent but through the coincidental 
nature of even ts. 

If Dr. King was indeed a Com
mun ist, this fact should be revealed. 
This revelation should not be made 
through misleading signs, slander
ous implications and guilt by asso
ciation, but rather, by documented 
evidence. The person involved is 
too important and the movement he 
represented far too significant to be 
called un-American without good 
cause and un-Christian through 
biased opinion. None of the above 
methods are consistent with total 
Christian behavior. 

Whether or not Dr. King was a 
Christian is difficult to discover 
with absolute certainty. Much of 
what he said and wrote would indi
cate he loved our Lard. That Rev. 
King was not a Calvinist, or true 
to the historic Refonned faith , is 
very apparent. However, we can be 
reasonably sure that God's eject arc 
not limited to that body of be
lievers. Judging him to be a Chris
tian may not be easy, but dare we 
judge him otherwise? Besides, 
judging is God's business, not ours. 
Fu..thermore, such judging by a 
writer in a respected Reformed 
magazine could help to draw our 
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hearts and minds away from this 
noble movement of civil rights 
whose ultimate aims we can hardly 
consider as being in error. It may 
help to undermine our confidcnce 
in that movement at a time when 
it so desperately needs our confi
dence, prayer and general support. 

Dr. King, and the movement he 
represented had their faults. H e 
was a sinner and therefore the 
movement and the men were im
perfect. Few will deny the right
ness of the goals he and the move
ment sought. We should all, hon
estly, and from a Christian per
spective, evaluate the total aspects 
of the civil r ights movement, and 
in doing so we may remember that 
neither the movement nor the 
methods used would ever have 
been needed if all of us had always 
loved our neighbor as God com
mands. 

JOHN RIEMElISMA 

REPLY TO RIEMERSMA 

In reply to Mr. Riemersma the 
following observations should be 
made: 
1. 	 It is the duty of every Christian 

"to test the spirits to see if they 
come from Cod" ( I John 4:1 ). 
Too many Christians lack the 
Biblical mind that commands us 
to evaluate the thinking of men 
( II Cor. 6:14-15), not to accept 
those who come disguised as 
angels of light ( II Cor. 11 :14 ) 
and not to be tossed about by 
every wind of doctrine (Eph. 
4,14 ). 

2. 	 Our crit icism of Dr. King was 
not that he d id not accept the 
sovereignty of God nor the Cal
vinistic view of redemption; 
but, as we quoted him, that he 
explicitly repudiated the ortho
doxy in which he was reared, 
and hovered between modern
ism and neo-orthodoxy. It is not 
we, but Dr. King, who makes 
these judgments. 

3. 	 As to the one or two statements 
that Mr. Riemersma quotes to 
support his belief that Dr. King 
was a Bible-believing, orthodox 
Christian, it is important to re
alize that modernists commonly 
use historic, orthodox terminol
ogy with new meanings. We still 
have to see a clear-cut, un

ambiguous statement from Dr. 
Kin g, a minister whose duty is 
to preach on this subject all the 
time, that he believes that Jesus 
was Cod who wen t to hell as a 
substitute for sinners. On the 
contrary, in Strength to Love, 
he repudiates his orthodox up
bringing. EDWIN PALMER 
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FORTAS' FORTRESS 

In reaction to the Griffin-Con
servative opposition to the confir
mation of Abe Fortas as Chief Jus
tice of the United States Supreme 
Court, Senator I·Tart, also of Michi
gan, in a televised interview de
cried the fact that the question of 
confirmation seemed to compromise 
the principle of the separation of 
the three branches of government. 

H e deplored the fact that confi r
mation had become a political issue 
which tended to threaten the 
Court's right to Olympian aloofness 
to the issues which are the basis 
for party strife and Iaelion. 

A look at the recent history of 
the Court, however, will show that 
the pragmatic political liberals are 
trying to have it both ways with 
their protege, Fortas. Not only has 
it been the case that Fortas was 
involved with the Chief Executive, 
but the liberal pragmatist prede
cessors of F ortas on the Court were 
the ones who denied the notion 
that law is eternal and changeless_ 
They were the ones who insisted 
that law is subject to change on the 
basis of political demand . 

Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr. sug
gested that law is what the courts 
make it. "Individual liberty ex
tends no farther than what the 
crowd will 6ght for , be it religion 
or a glass of beer." Or again, "I 
cannot get worked up over the 
problem of evil. It strikes me as 
twaddle." ( Letters, Vol. IT , p. 866, 
Aug. 20, 1929). As to the possibility 
of any eternal verities, Holmes goes 
on as follows. "Truth may be cos
mically ultimate for all I know. I 
merely surmise that our last word 
is not the last word any more than 
that of horses or dogs. I t is our last 
word, nonetheless, and I don't see 
why we shouldn't do our job in the 
station in which we were born 
without waiting for an angel to 
assure us that it is the jobbiest job 
in jobdom. ( The Holmes-Cohen 
Correspondence, Felix S. Cohen ed. 
New York, 1948, p. 110, May 27, 
1917 ). 

Prior to the domination of the 
Court by pragmatic liberals, non· 
Christian jurists had generally ap· 
pealed to universal or natural law. 
This was true of the StOics, Cicero 
and others down to the present. 
This law was of d ivine origin ac
cording to various definitions of 
divinity or it was inherent in the 
nature of the universe as a kind of 
cosmic intelligence. It stood above 
the fo ibles and fads of men. Kings 
and legislators were subject to it 
and must take cognizance of it. And 
while this law concept was imma
nentistic and apostate, it agreed 
with the Christian approach to law 
in the fact that it assumed that law 



was changeless and objective over 
against the passing fancies of man 
in any particular moment in his
tory. 

Not so, said the pragmatists. 
Dewey said that all goals are to be 
temporary and all ends are chang
ing with the process of attaining 
them. Ends are extremely fugitive. 
They evade us as we approach 
them, quickly changing before they 
have been realized. 

As a leader of the pragmatist 
jurists, Holmes sa id, "All that can 
be expected from modern improve
ments is that legislation should easi
ly and quickly, yet not too quickly, 
modify itself in accordance with the 
will of the 'de facto' supreme power 
in the community, and that the 
spread of an educated sympathy 
should reduce the sacri6ce of mi
norities to a minimum." 

If there are no abiding principles 
of law, either natural or divine, 
then, it seems to me, consistency 
would demand that the pragmatic 
liberals ought to welcome a test of 
their work on the basis of current 
political trends, be they conserva
tive or liberal. There ought to be 
a gracious acceptance of a repudia
tion of the present direction of the 
Court if that is rcflected by the 
Griffin-led opposition to the con
firmation of Abe Fortas. 

On the other hand, if the Justices 
consider themselves the custodians 
of certain divine mandates and 
eternal \'erities, they shou ld adju
dicate these according to their best 
lights and then ignore the pass ing 
political parade. If they so judge, 
then they can stand aloof from the 
turmoil of election year politics. 
..\.nd only if they so judge, do those 
who concur in their opinions have 
a right to decry the fact that the 
confirmation of Abe Fortas has 
become a political pigskin 1M this 
election year. 

Then also, Abe Fortas should not 
insinuate himself into the councils 
of the Chief Executive nor should 
he be participating in ~niversity 
seminars where the size of the fee 
is based on the prestige of the 
Bench and reaped as a kind of 
~-honU5_ 

I- 't .'. cnmmoo for politicians 
elect lI"ate that 

rnter"...un ~ no as· 
~ \ -oters are often told 

that, if elected, the political aspi
rant will increase sen;ces while at 
the same time reducing taxes, while 
logic and common sense dictates 
that this is an impossibility. Senator 
Hart, even in political philosophies 
one cannot have his cake and eat it. 
It would be well for you to know 
this. 

Nick Van Til it Profeswr of Philow llliy 
at Dordt College, Sioux Center, Iow6. 

THE DANGEROUS DRIFT 

We are living in what may be 
called the "Period of Drift." Snow 
piles in drifts according to the di. 
rection of the wind. So too, minds 
are driven by every wind of doc
trine, lacking the perception to 
judge what is happening to them. 
There seem to be no fixed points or 
timcless standards. 

The drift is dangerous. Our na
tion, like other countries every
where, begins to display some 
chilJing characteristics. 1 am th.ink
ing of the terrifying breakdown of 
authority, honesty and decencyl 

Newsweek describes the young 
people of our day this way: "On 
the most superBciallevel, they wear 
their hair too long and their skirts 
loa short and play their transistors 
too loud. Worse, some smoke pot 
and use obscene language. But of 
all the insults that the young inflict 
upon society, perhaps the most 
galling is that they systematically 
thumb their noses at authority - at 
the values of their parents, the 
precepts of their teachers and the 
actions of their governments." 

In theii outrage; many adults 
have looked for simple explanations 
for all this unsettling behavior. 
Some snappy judgments are made 
and some wild solutions are offered. 
We aU know about instant coffee, 
instant dinners, instant pudding. 
Now we want instant solutions to 
cure our youth from their rebellion. 
We must look below the surface. 
Then we shall discover that we are 
paying a price for parental permis
siveness. Modern parents are listen
ing to Dr. Spack and forgetting 
about the Soo. of God, listening to 
baby-carl! books and forgetting 
about the Bible. listening to 
Prophets of the Secular City and 
forgetting about the Prophets of the 
Sacred Canon. 

There is a song that is sung by 
the Beatles which runs something 
like this: "She is leaving home after 
living alone fo r so many years." 
There was no parental influence in 
the life of the girl about whom this 
song is written. 

It could be a telling commentary 
of our times! We can never stress 
enough the importance of the 
home. A family-counselor has said : 
'lhe home is the place where the 
seeds of wholesome attitudes and 
right behavior are sown - Or not 
sown. Parents are the gardeners. 
The heart is the seedbed and what 
is sown there is most important. 
What yOur child becomes depends 
largely on the kind of person you, 
the parent, are. He learns to love 
by being loved. He learns to trust 
by being trusted. He learns to be 
friendly by experiencing friendli
ness." By means of the living ex
ample do our children learn to love 
Cod and to follow Christ. 

But there is more. Next to our 
homes we need schools where the 
Bible is given its rightful place and 
where the whole curriculum is per
meated with a Christian world-and
life view. Such schools are the 
Christian schools. The Christian 
grade school and the Christian 
High School as well as the Chris
tian College have been erected and 
are maintained for one important 
reason: TO EQUIP oun BOYS 
AND GIRLS WITH STANDARDS, 
NOT DERIVED FROM WHAT 
OTHERS SAY AND DO, BUT 
FROM THE UNCHANGING 
VALUES SET FORTH IN THE 
BIBLE. 

Christian parents will want their 
children taught in a Christ-honor
ing way. True, the expenses are 
high. The cost of education is 
soaring. But is it not worth every 
nickel? The few years we have our 
children with us are crucial years. 
They need standards to live by; 
they need a purpose to live for; 
they need ideals to live up to. Give 
your son or daughter- a Christian 
education! Christian schools can 
signi6cantly avert the dangerous 
drift of our "mad" world. 

MICHAEL DE VRIES 

Reb. Michael De Vrie.t is pastor of Ihe 
Rehoboth Christkln Reformed Church, 
Toronto, Ontario. 
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HENRY W. HOEKSEMA 

TAKING ITS CUE FROM the Annual Report of 
the Board of Trustees of Calvin College and 

Seminary, Synod 1968 adopted the following recom
mendation; "That Synod take note of the fact that 
OUf consistories and people are being subjected to 
illicit and undermining propaganda regarding Calvin 
College and Seminary, that it deplores this practice 
and calls attention of the churches to the proper 
chan nels of addressing complaints." 

"Proper channels" is the hue and cry in the Chris
tian Reformed Church today. It is used most piously 
and fervently by the apostles of change. The main
line clerics arc ardently devoted to the "Kerkelijke 
weg," A precious few have recognized that while the 
use of "channels" is indeed proper and desirable, the 
channels, although open, are not channelling properly. 

The position of a complainant has worsened in 
recent months. The concerned individual today is 
quickly and easily dismissed as "lacking in love;" "a 
trouble maker;" "misguided and uninformed ;" "too 

Mr. Henry l10ebema is an elder at the Pril1CetQfl Christian 
Retcmned Church of Grand lWpIds, Mich. 

legalistic;" u a detriment to church unity;" or "a John 
Bircher." 

The channelers cleverly concentrate on the "indi
vidual," his "attitude," and his "procedure," rather 
than on the issue raised. This inevitably permits 
lengthy delays which will hopefully dull the issue, 
frustrate the complainant, and allow "dialogue" and 
"conditioning" to pave the way for innocuous disposi
tion of the complaint should the complainant continue 
to show signs of liIe. 

Evidence that the channels are not channelling 
properly continues to mount. We tum to a case in 
point. 

On Sunday morning, January 3, 1965, the Rev. 
Leonard Sweetman, Instructor in Religion and Theolo
gy at Calvin College, was guest Minister at the 
Fuller Avenue Christian Reformed Church in Crand 
Rapids, Michigan. He delivered a message based on 
Matthew 25:31-46. A few excerpts will serve to 
demonstrate that the christian and reformed sensitivi
ties of anyone in the congregation should have been 
painfully affronted. 



"That is to say, the Son of Man, the Judge whom 
both the cursed and the blessed are meeting 
whom they think they are meeting for the first 
time, is someone they have been meeting every 
day. T he Son of Man has so identified Himself 
with men WHERE they are, AS they are, that 
when we are confronted by our neighbor we meet 
HIM. When we are confronted by the lonely, and 
the weak, when we are confronted by the hungry, 
and the thirsty, when we are confronted by the 
prisoner, and the pauper, when we are confronted 
. . . . by the tax collector, the petty politician , and 
the prostitute, we meet the SON OF MAN. And 
the response which we make to those who confront 
us with whom the Son of Man has identified 
Himself is the response we make to the Son of 
Man. His identification with men WHERE they 
are, and the KIND of men they are, is so complete 
that any and all standards and norms we use in 
order to fragment men, to divide and separate 
men, are demonstrably faulty. 

"This is a picturesque way of describing pre
cisely what John's gospel is trying to say when it 
makes that statement 'And the Word became 
flesh' - that is, unredeemed man- UNREDEEMED 
MAN - who is ALIENATED FROM GOD. 

"When the Jew heard the Word of God was 
made flesh, he re-acted in about the same way 
that we would re-aet were we to hear someone 
state Jesus Christ is garbage. This is what it 
meant. Jesus identifies Himself - Jesus the Word 
of God - identifies Himself with the man alienated 
from God. He stands on OUR side of the line. 
He locates Himself among us. And the good 
message of tbe New Testament is the Word of 
God saying 'I'm 9N YOUR SIDE OF THE 
FENCE! I'm dirty up to my elbows. And in the 
person of Jesus I'm failure.' He dies a failure. 

" . .. We find the attitude of the early church 
more congenial to our way of thinking than that 
of Jesus'. We do not deny the power of God to 
transform a man, to transfonn sinners into saints, 
but we cringe at the idea that the pauper, and the 
prostitute, and the petty poUtician, the thief, and 
the tyrant, ARE OUR BROTH ERS. They become 
our brothers through God's grace. Yes, prostitute 
and pauper, and petty politician, and tyrant, and 
thief, they may well be those whom we should 
pity, but they are not <my brother' with whom 1 
will to identify myself daily. That is to say, we 
are REPELLED by those in whom the cancer of 
moral degradation which is present in all of us, 
becomes visible. 

"Jesus, however, embraced them. We may be 
repeJled by Castro, and Khrushchev, by the late 
Marilyn Monroe, and Sophia Loren, by Billie Sol 
Estes, and Bobby Baker, by Sukarno, and 
Nkrumah. The Son of Man, however, says con
cerning them one and all - to whichever these 
least my brothers you did it - you did it to me. 
And to whome\'er of these least, you did it TOT, 
you did it not to me." 
It is not the intention here to analyze this excerpt. 

Such should not even be necessary among reformed 
people. \ Ve are, rather, concerned about "proper 
channels." The fact that someone brought objection 
against this sermon is heartening, but when you con
sider that approximately 700 persons heard the same 
sennon and took no action, it is disquieting. 

Mr. Nick Bierema, a member of the Fuller Avenue 
Church, began formal proceedings in this mattcr in 
March 1965, after haVing talked privately with Rev. 
Sweetman and having urged the consistory to look 
into the matter. 

One year after the sermon was delivered, the Ful· 
ler Avenue Consistory, in response to Mr. Bierema's 
protest, gave the following reply: 

"Having heard the tape of Rev. Sweetman's sermon 
run off in your presence and having considered 
your several objections to statements in the sermon 
and Rev. Sweetman's answers to your objections 
and explanation of these statements, it is our con
tention that if Rev. Sweetman is understood, we 
see no reason that he be censurable." 
In other words, take a Dutchman for what he 

means, not for what he says. At any rate, a non
censurable sermon can surely bear the publicity given 
it here. 

Mr. Bierema was obviously not satisfied to sweep 
the matter under the rug with such a simple and 
ambiguous "decision." He therefore appealed to 
Classis Grand Rapids East in May 1966. Classis ap
pointed a committee to study the matter and report 
its findings to the September 1966 session. 

In September 1966, the Classis decided to refer 
the matter back to the Consistory on the ground that 
"the consistory did not have sufficient time to address 
itself to the problems raised in the protest addressed 
to the Classis ..." This despite the fact that Con
sistory had already received a copy of the protest on 
May 3, 1966. Thus Consistory had a full four months 
to give answer! 

The matter was brought before Classis again in 
January 1967. At that time Classis appointed yet 
another committee to study the matter and report to 
the May 1967 sess ion or Classis. 

In May 1967, Classis defeated the recommendation 
of its study committee "that Mr. Bierema's protest 
against the formal aspects of the Consistory's action 
be sustained." 

Later in the day Classis passed the following: 
"Classis advises Mr. Bierema that the subject of 
the sermon was not salvation by fai th or works. 
The part of the sermon in question was an exami 
nation of the basis for the final judgment as this is 
revealed in Matthew 25:31-46. According to that 
passage of Scripture the basis of criteria for final 
judgment is works." 
"Classis advises Mr. Bierema that in its judgment 
the doctrine of the incarnation i.~ not at all devel
oped in the sermon, and much of what is said in 
this connection in the sennon is ambiguous ." 
Now nearly two and one-half years after the ser· 

man was preached, Mr. Bierema decided to appeal to 
Synod 1968, stating as his reasons: 

"1. That C1assis, judging by its decision has failed 



to enter into the entire matter and has not 
attempted to answer my objections to the ser
mon preached by the Rev. Sweetman. 

"2. That in as far as Classis has considered the 
matter, its decision is evasive and cannot possi
bly remove my conscientious objections to the 
sermon." 

Synodical rules prohibit the printing of individual 
appeals in the Agenda, but do not prohibit the individ
ual from providing copies of his appeal to duly 
electcd delegates to Synod. Mr. Bierema therefore 
sent his materials, including a transcript of the ser
mon, to the delegates. 

Predictably, Synod's advisory committee did not 
sustain Mr. Bierema's appeal. However, the com
mittee report as presented on the floor of Synod con
tained two very interesting and telling observations: 

"1. Your advisory committee carefully read and 
analyzed the sermon and came to the conclu
sion that the appellant did indeed have a real 
basis for his criticism. 

"2. In the judgment of your committee, the sermon 
contains ambiguities, very unfortunate expres
sions, questionable exegesis, and is an incom
plete presentation of the gospel." 

I t is indeed gratifying that this committee was able 
to discern these things in the relatively short time 
allotted them for study and drawing up a report. 
Especially so when one cons iders that Consistory and 
Classis had spent two and one-half years and ap
parently fa iled to offer a similar concession. 

The question immediately arises however, why in 
the light of their observations did the Advisory Com
mittee, and subsequently Synod, fail to sustain Mr. 
Bierema? Did they not want to embarrass the Con
sistory and Classis by ruling against them? Did the 
clergy conspire to protect one another? Was the 
matter of such small consequence? Did Synod fear 
another "Dekker type dialogue" on the floor of Synod? 
Or have we just plai n made up our ecclesiastical 
minds to move over and make room for every "wind 
of doctrine," and d ismiss all error as "ambiguitiesr 

Intolerable as the decision is in the light of the 
observations, it remains a niggling Sidelight when 
compared with the action which took place on the 
last day of Synod. What fo llows should convince us 
once and fo r all that the ACrS OF SYNOD contain 
the decisions of Synod, and that if you want to know 
the "acts" you must be present at its sessions. 

On Saturday morning, June 22, 1968, after 
many delegates had already left for home, a mo
tion was introduced by one of the ministerial dele
ga tes at Synod, and adopted by Synod, by which 
the above-mentioned observations of the Ad 
visory Committee were expunged ( deleted ) from 
the record ( ACTS OF SYNOD ). WHY? We have 
already noted that Synod's decision was a conu ndru m 
in the light of the observations. Was Synod ashamed 
of its decision? Was Synod attempting to protect 
Brother Sweetman in his position at Calvin? Was 
there a fear of embarrassing questions being raised 
by the folks back home? Did they fear that our 
people would have grounds for skepticism regarding 

use of channels? Was the intent to make Mr. Bierema 
appear as wrong - all the way up to Synod? Or 
perhaps just to demonstrate to the constituency the 
futility of protesting? 

It is interesting to observe at this pOint that an 
earlier attem pt to expunge the observations was made 
by Rev. J. De Kruyter immcdiately 1after Synod had 
adopted the report of its advisory committee. I t failed. 
Perhaps the "dialogue" and "conditioning" spoken of 
earlier, accounts for the change of heart on Saturday 
morning. Whatever the reason, we take a dim view of 
"Knoeien met de waarheid." 

Some of the grounds for Synod's action in not 
sustaining the Bierema appeal also call for comment. 
Ground a) reads: "In the presence of the advisory 
committee, Rev. L. Sweetman withdrew certain un
satisfactory expressions contained in the sermon." 

First of all it should be observed that it is not 
specified just what "unsatisfactory expressions" Mr. 
Sweetman withdrew. And why did he withdraw them 
NOW, when for two and one-half years he stood by 
his statements? In withdrawing the "unsatisfactory 
expressions" did Mr. Sweetman also withdraw the 
erroneous thoughts conveyed by these expressions? 
It must be obvious that withdrawal of a statement 
does not necessarily represent a change in thinking. 

Also Synod does not deal with whether Mr. 
Sweetman was right or wrong in what he said. If Mr. 
Bierema was wrong, then he should be set stmight. 
And by the same token if Mr. Sweetman was wrOn g, 
he should be set straight. 

Further, the t ime for Mr. Sweetman to withdraw 
statements voluntarily, would have been on December 
Zl, 1965, when Rev. Sweetman and Mr. Biercma met 
in the presence of the Fuller Avenue Consistory and 
replayed the sennon tape. However, rather than with
draw his statements, Rev. SWeetman defended them 
and the consistory sustained him. 

Finally it is getting to be established policy that 
if you are challenged, don't worry. All you have to do 
is sit and wait for the drawn-out channelling of an 
appeal to reach Synod. Then, time enough to settle 
the matter quickly by withdrawing statements. We 
can assuredly look for more of this in the future. 

Ground b ) reads: "The contents of onc sermon are 
an insufficient basis for a fair judgment of a minister's 
total creedal commitment." 

The clear impression is here given that Mr. Biere
rna had raised a question about Sweetman's "total 
creedal commitment." This is not true. He rather 
raised very pointed que.~tions about ONE particular 
sennon - questions which incidentally remain un
answered. If we have reached a point where a con· 
sistory, a c1assis and even a Synod can not judge the 
reformed character of ONE sennon then it is later 
than you think. 

Synod of 1968 also reappointed Rev. Sweetman as 
Associate Professor of Religion and Theology at Calvin 
College for fou r ycars. This will offcr small consola
tion fo r the growing numbers of people who are in 
creasingly an noyed that the "clear trumpet sound" 
is being rapidly replaced with "ambiguous" utterances 
on crucial doctri nal points. 



PRESBYTERIANISM AND EPISCOPALIANISM 

II. 


KLAAS RUNIA 


~ THE EDITORIAL PARAGRAPHS of last month 
I we briefly outlined the argument of Prof. J. Plomp 
in his inaugural address. As we saw, Prof. Plomp 
believes that we should accept an "element" of epis
copacy in our presbyterial system. He discussed the 
matter under three headings: Is it permitted? Is it 
desirable? Is it possible? All three questions are an
swered in the affirmative. I must immediately add 
that Prof. Plomp rejects the hierarchical bishop. Such 
a bishop "'can in no way be fitted into the presbyterial
synodical church order." He himself is thinking of an
other possib ility, namely, that of the "SYNODICAL 
BISHOP" 0 ' the "BISHOP·IN·PRESBYTERY." 

I believe that this is a rather important matter, not 
only because it is being raised in one of our sister
churches, but because it is one of the most burning 
problems in the ecumenical discussions of our day. 
In many countries, including Australia, episcopacy is 
proposed as the most suitab le structure for uniting 
churches. When this matter is d iscussed in union nego
tiations, usually the same three arguments of Prof. 
Plomp are used. 

Now let me state at the outset that I am not anti
episcopal, in the sense that I "get the shivers," when 
I hear the word "bishop." In fact, I do not find it 
difficult to see the good points of an episcopal struc
ture. Yet taking everything into consideration I must 
say that 1 am not yet convinced that this is the real 
solution for the problems mentioned by Prof. Plomp. 

000 0 

Dr. Klaas Runla is ProfessQ1' of Tll eowgy at tile Ceelong 
Tlleological Seminary, CecWng, Australia.. 

Let us Brst have a look at the SCRIPTURAL AS
PEer of the matter. Prof. Plomp, as we have seen, 
does believe that there is a considerable amount of 
agreement between our presbyterial system and the 
New Testament, but he also believes that the New 
Testament does not altogether exclude an episcopal 
element. 

It is remarkable, however, when one reads Prof. 
Plomp's arguments for this thesis, that he never shows 
the presence of such an episcopal element in the New 
Testament. His main point is rather negative. It can
not be proved from the New Testament that the 
presbyterial structure is the only possible one. Prof. 
Plomp believes that the New Testament does not 
prescribe one particular st ructure as binding upon the 
church of all ages. Yet he does admit that most of the 
evidence points in the d irect ion of a p resbyterial sys
tem. "On the ground of many considerations which are 
truly b iblical, the p resbyterial·synodical system is p re
ferred" (p. 13). But then he immcdiately. adds that 
such a preference does not exclude the introduction of 
an episcopal element into the presbyterial church 
order. 

Personally I cannot find this kind of argwnent very 
convincing. It is based on an argument "from silence" 
rather than on positive scriptural evidence. To be 
honest, it would be rather d ifficult to produce the 
latter. Most Protestant scholars, including many 
episcopalians, and even some RC. scholars are con
vinced that the New Testament shows a presbyterial 
pattern of church organization. Prof. W. Stanford Reid 
puts it thus: "If there is one thing that Christ and the 
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apostles never seem to have contemplated, it is bish
ops. They thought in terms of the Jewish synagogue 
organization, much like our presbyterian structure, 
but bishops came in later as a result of Greek in
fluence upon the Church." Although the last statement 
of Prof. Reid might be questioned, there is in my 
opinion no doubt about the correctness of the first 
statement. The NEW TESTAMENT speaks quite 
often of "ELDERS" ("presbuteroi," presbyters). This 
term goes back to the Old Testament, whefe we read 
of the elders of Israel and to the synagogue, which 
was normally governed by a council of elders, under 
the chairmanship of a "ruler of the synagogue." Next 
to the term "presbyter" we also Bnd the term "EPIS
KOPOS" (literally : overseer; bishop ) in the New 
Testament. Most scholars, including many RC. 
scholars, agree that "it appears to be virtually certain 
that the terms 'bishop' and 'presbyter' are synony
mous in the New Testament, with the proviso that, 
while a bishop should be apt to teach, not all elders 
achlally laboured in the word and doctrine" ( New 
Bible Dictionary, p. 158). It is further clear from the 
~ew Testament that there was a GROUP of bishops 
in the SINGLE congregation (Phil. 1:1 ) and that they 
governed the congregation in a CORPORATE CA
PACITY. If at times a certain bishop or elder had a 
rather predominant position, this was never a matter 
of a special office, but rather of seniority and of the 
special gifts he had received from the Lord. We never 
read of the authority of one bishop or elder over the 
other. "But influence is a different thing from office." 

But if there is no trace in the New Testament of 
government by a single bishop, how then did the so
called "monarchical" (= rule by one) episcopacy 
arise? It may be partly a natural development: gradu
ally one of the presbyters became the "leader," prob
ably the one who laboured in the word and doctrine 
(I Tim. 5 :17 ) and the name "bishop" was restricted 
to them. This process most likely took place in the 
beginning of the second century. Later on in the same 
century the process was hastened by the need for a 
strong centralized church organization to deal with 
heresies and persecutions. But all this is a post-biblical 
development, wh ich has no foundation whatever in the 
New Testament itself. Some scholars have pointed 
to the position held by Timothy and Titus, but it is 
noteworthy that these men are never called "bishops." 
Apparently they had a special, charismatic office, 
which gave them a certain leadership in the congrega
tions, but which by its very nature of being charisma~ 
hc ( i.e., a gift of the Spirit) was not continued in the 
church. 

On the basis of these facts and data we cannot see 
how one can introduce an episcopal element into the 
church's structure, without introducing something that 
is foreign to the basic structure as indicated in Scrip
ture itself. 

Next, Prof. Plomp points to the attitude of CAL
VIN and the CHURCHES OF THE REFOHMA
TION. 

As to Calvin we must admit that he never made 
any issue of it, for example, in his contacts with the 

Church of England. On the other hand, it cannot be 
denied that he himself organized the Church of 
Geneva according to the presbyterial pattern. Calvin 
himself believed that in his Word God has given us 
a pattern of church government. 

This is one of the outstanding differences 
between Luther and Calvin. For LUTHER the ec
clesiastical organization depended entirely upon time 
and circumstances. CALVIN deduced it from the New 
Testament. In the Institutes he wrote: "1 do not mean 
to approve any other constitutions but those founded 
by the authority of God, and derived from the Scrip
hIres, so that one may call them altogether divine." 
This does not mean that Calvin believed to find every 
detail prescribed in Scripture. He added to the words 
just quoted: "As for the external disciplines and the 
ceremonies, God has not chosen to prescribe for us in 
particular, and as it were word for word, how we must 
be governed, for as much as that depended upon the 
diversities of the times." Here Calvin comes very close 
to the position of Luther. Yet there is the difference 
that Calvin believed that the GENERAL PATTERN 
was GIVEN IN SCRIPTURE, and it cannot be denied 
that the ecclesiastical organization as developed by 
Calvin and his followers is distinguished by its fidelity 
to the data of Scripture. 

Prof. Plomp further points to the fact that Calvin 
himself was virtually a kind of bishop in Geneva. He 
was permanent president of the meeting of ministers 
and vice-president of the consistory (one of the may
ors, who was also an elder, was the president). All 
this is true, but this was a matter of Calvin's special 
place in Geneva rather than a matter of principle. 
When in a country (as in Poland or England) there 
are already bishops, Calvin is not trying to disrupt 
the existing order in a revolutionary manner. But 
nowhere does he advocate the episcopal system as the 
scriptural one. For Calvin this is and remains the 
presbyterial-synodical system. 

In defense of his thesis Prof. Plomp also mentions 
the firs t Reformed Church Order of SCOTLAND, 
the so-called "FIRST BOOK OF DISCIPLINE" 
(1560). This is an interesting reference, because it 
was also used as an argument for the introduction of 
''bishops-in-presbytery'' by the Joint Commission on 
Church Union in Australia ( in its second report "The 
Church, its nature, function and ordering," p. 38 ). It 
is true that this First Book of Discipline speaks of 
superintendents who, having a congregation of their 
own·, were also charged to visit other congregations. 

The main question, however, is: What did the Scot
tish Church mean by this office? Was it meant as a 
TEMPORARY or as a PERMANENT office? The 
evidence seems to be clear. 'Jhe superintendents 
were appointed when the Reformed Church was being 
'planted .' It was explained that ministers were few in 
number and that 'if the ministers whom God has en
dowed with his singular graces amongst us' were ap
pointed to large towns, then 'the greatest part of this 
realm should be destitule of doctrine.' It was there
fore thought a thing 'MOST EXPEDJENT FOR 
THIS TIME' that 'twelve or ten godly and learned 



men' should be given 'charge and commandment' to 
plant and erect churches and to set order and appoint 
ministers, 'where none are now:" 

In addition, the Reformed Church of Scotland fully 
accepted the idea of the PARITY OF ALL MI N
ISTERS, i.e., that all ministers are of equal rank and 
none of them has authority over his fellow-ministers. 
The General Assembly of 1566 accepted the SECO ND 
HE LVETIC CONFESSION, whieh stated in Chapter 
24: ''There has been given to all ministers of the 
church a like and equal power or function. Certainly, 
from the beginning, b ishops or elders have governed 
the church in a service shared together; nolxxly has 
set himself before another, or has usurped for himself 
an ampler power or dominion among his fellow bish
ops." That this was the common teaching of the 
Reformed Churches in Europe appears from the fact 
that similar statements arc found in many other con
fess ions. Chapter 30 of the FRENCH CO NFESSION 
( for which Calvin himself prepared the draft!) reads: 
"We believe that all true pastors, wherever they may 
be have the same authority and equa l power under 
one head, one only sovereign and universal bishop, 
Jesus Christ." Art. 31 of the BELGIC CONFESSIO N 
reads: "As for the ministers of God's Word, they have 
equally the same power and authority wheresoever 
they are, as they are all ministers of Christ, the only 
un iversal Bishop and the only Head of the Church." 
The Dutch Church Order, which afterwards became 
l-nown as the CH URCH ORDE R OF DORT, as early 
as 1581 adopted as one of its articles: "Among the 
ministers of the Word, equality shall be maintained 
with respect to the duties of their office and also in 
other matters as far as possi ble accord ing to the judg
ment of the consistory, and jf necessary, of the c1assis; 
which equali ty shall also be maintained in the case of 
the elders and the deacons." 

I do not mention the~e things, because 1 believe 
that Prof. Plomp docs not know them. Of course. he 
knows them just as well as I do, or perhaps even 
better. Yet he seems to give them less emphasis. Ac
cordi ng to him they do not exclude the possibility of 
a kind of "synodical bishop." I wonder whether this 
is correct. I believe that a ll these quotations point in 
one and the same d irect ion : NEITHER THE RE
FOHMERS,NOR THEIR FOLLOWERS FAVOURED 
EPISCOPACY AS THE PERMANE NT FORM OF 
TH E CR Un CH. Tn the fl uid situation immediately 
after the Heform ation the Reformers may have 
adopted a very cautious attit ude and have refrained 
from openly at tacking episcopacy wherc it was present 
(as, for example, in England and Poland) , yet their 
own position is quite clear and the formulations in 
confessions and church orders accepted by them or 
their successors clearly show that they believed the 
presbyterial-synodica l system to be the proper and 
scriptural system. 

" " " . 
On purpose we have given so much space to the 

b iblical and historical aspects, because we believe 
that Ollr readers should be informed about these mat
ters. Prof. 1>lomp's plea fo r the introduction of an 
episcopal element into our system of church govern

ment is not an isolated case. The whole matter of 
episcopacy plays a tremendous part in the EC UMEN
ICAL DISCUSSION of our day. In increasingly 
more union plans episcopacy is introduced as THE 
solution of the problem of church government. Again 
and again an appeal is made to the New Testament 
and to the Reformers, and everywhere one hears the 
argument that both the New Testament and the Re
fonners do not rule out the possibility of episcopacy. 
Personally I am convinced that this can only be said 
on the basis of a biased reading of the New Testament 
and the history of the Reformation. Certain subordinate 
aspects arc overemphasized, while the main line of 
thought is under-emphasized . In my opinion this is 
not only unscientific, but it is unfair. ALL THE 
EVIDENCE POI NTS IN ONE DIRECTION , the 
basic conception both in the New Testament and in 
the Beformed Reformation is that of a prcsbyterial
synodical fonn of church government. 

Dr. John Owen proposes to the Universalists 
this dilemma: 

Christ suffered punishment for, either 
1. All the sins of all men; 

or 2. all the sins of some men; 
or 3. some sins of all men. 
]f the last, then all men have some sins to 

answer for; and no man shall be saved. 
If the second (which is the proposition we 

lay down as tnlth), then Christ, in their stead, 
suffered for all the sins of all the elect in the 
whole world. 

]f the first, WHY ARE NOT ALL t reed from 
the punishment due unto their sins. You an
swer, "8ecaure of their unbelief." - I a.sk.. Is this 
unbelief a sin, or not? If not, why shoul.d they 
be pun ished for it? If it be, then Christ suffered 
the punishment due unto it , or he did not. If he 
did, why must that hinder them more than their 
other sins for which lle died? If he did not, 
th en he did not die for all their sins. 
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DECISION 
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 1968 

PHILIP C. BOM 

T
Introduction: 

HE AMERICAN electorate is rapidly approach
ing Presidential Election Day. The delegates to 

the national party conventions have had their say. 
Finally, the American people will have some choice 
in the selection of the next President. The two major 
parties offer the public little choice. Both are com
mitted to similar principles, programs and policies. 
Just because the major parties are nearly identical 
does not mean that they are non-ideological parties. 
As it looks now, a month before the election, Nixon is 
widely considered a likely winner. As such, we shall 
concentrate our attention, but not exclusively, on his 
politics and vision. What is his perspective? From 
which source does he seek spiritual strength and in
spiration? In his Acceptance Speech, he told the 
American people that he accepted "the challenge and 
the commitment to provide that new leadership for 
America," leadership that is committed to the truth, 
"to find the truth, to speak the truth, and to live the 
truth. That's what we will do." To which truth is he 
committed? He believes deeply in the meaning of 
the American Revolution. H e dreams that the ideals 
inherent in the American Revolution will finally begin 
to be fulfilled when we, and he in his second term as 
President, celebrate the 200th anniversary of the 
American Revolution. Let us take a close look at the 
truths embodied in the American Revolution. 

Meaning of the American Revolution 
America was the first newly independent nation. 

It has a long revolutionary history. In the opinion of 
the edit9rs of Fortune: 

The history of the U.S .A. begins with a revolution 
and the merest glance at the fundamenta l docu
ments of the time shows that, in the eyes of its 
leaders, it was not merely a revolution against 
Britain but a revolution in human affairs. It had, 
indeed, been in preparation for many hundreds of 
years; but the opportunity to realize it came in 
eighteenth-century America, and it has been car
ried on ever since. It was - and is - the revolu
tion of the human individual against all forms of 
enslavement; against all forms of earthy power, 
whether spiritual, political, or economic, that seek 
to govern man without consulting his individual 
will. .. it was not merely a proposition for 
Americans; it was universal: a proposition for 
mankind, signalizing not merely an American 
revolution but a human revolution.' 

Drs. Philip C. Bom is professor of Politi{;(l[ Science at the 
University of Dubuque, Dubuque, Iowa. 

The American Declaration of Independence, accord
ing to the late E. Cassirer, 

"had been preceded and prepared by an even 
greater event: by the intellectual D eclaration of 
Independence that we find in the theoreticians of 
the seventeenth century. It was liere that reason 
had first declared its power and its claims to rule 
the social life of man. It had emancipated itself 
from the guardianship of theological thought; it 
could stand on its own ground.' 
This emancipation meant that modern man ac

cepted his own Reason as the final authority. He 
rejected the superior authority of King, Church and 
Scripture. The human individual had emancipated 
himself from such forms of enslavement. Man was to 
be autonomous, his own Lawgiver. He desired to live 
by the light of Reason, "divine reason," not in the 
Li ght of the Divine Word. Man's Reason, not God's 
Revelation, is to give meaning to man and society. 

This modem man also declared that he possessed 
certain rights, such as the right to life, freedom and 
property. One need not quarrel with these rights as 
such, but one must question the meaning given to 
them. Our founding fathers shared the belief of the 
political philosopher John Locke ( 1632-1704) , that 
these are natural and inalienable rights ; that is, man 
possesses these rights by virtue of being man; not 
even Cod can alter this truth. Private property, "the 
greatest engine of progress ever developed in the 
history of man," according to Nixon, is one of these 
natural rights. Locke reasoned: "Man in the state of 
nature is absolute lord of his own person and pos
sessions!" "Man, by being master of himself and 
proprietor of his own person and the actions or 
labour of it, [has] in himself the great foundation of 
property.'" Is this absolute right of "private" 
property a Christian view? Is the individual, moti
vated by self-interest, the originator of property? Is 
this a Christian view of the nature and life of man? 
Eugene Rosestock-Hussy once wrote that revolution 
"'brings on the speaking of a new, unheard of lan
guage, another logic, a revaluation of all values.'" 
Reason takes the place of Revelation. Man's freedom 
is substituted for God's grace. Nature is like God. 
Political authority is no longer derived from God, but 
from the consent of the individuals. A man-centered 
life takes the p lace of a God-centered life. Indeed, 
John Locke was the pathfinder of modern humanism 
and our founding fathers embodied optimistic and 
humane political ideas of the Enlightenment in the 
Declaration of Independence and Constitution. Not 
the Reformation, but the Revolution becomes the 
wave of the future. 

Reason and violence are closely related to revolu
tion. Modern revolutions in the name of Reason 
constitute a violent overthrow of the established, 
Christian world order of the Middle Ages and the 
Age of Reformation. Machiavelli (1469-1527), the 
spiritual father of the secular nation-state, advised 
princes to build a new nation on the basis of reason 
and violence. The art of rational warfare was an 
essential component of the art of rational politics. 
Robespierre could assert 220 years later that "the p lan 



of the French Revolution was written large in the 
books . ... of Machiavelli,'" It is often asserted 
that Machiavelli separated religion from politics, be
cause the medieval political system ceased to be 
meaningful for him. True, he separated Christianity 
from politics but substituted a civic religion as a foun
dation for the new secular nation states. 

The inscription of the Great Seal, reproduced on 
the doUar bill, states that America is Nooo Orda 
Saeclorwn new secular state. Under the disguise of 
separation' of state and church, the founding fathers 
separated Christianity from politics. But religion was 
indispensable for the new republic. Most of them were 
deists, who spoke of Nature's God, Supreme Legis
lator, and placed Reason on the leve! of Cod. "We 
hold these truths to be self-eviden t . .. presupposes a 
common commitment to Reason, that holds certain 
truths as self-evident; that is, they are pre-rational, 
beyond need of argumentation or demonstration. They 
are accepted on faith, faith in the power of Reason. 
Our founding fathers turned their backs on the 
medieval world, and sought their inspiration a?d 
model for constitution-making in antiquity, the glon es 
of the Roman Republic. The problem whether the 
founding fathers were conservatives or revolutionaries 
is not a real problem: originally the word revolu
tionary implied restoration. They sought to restore 
the ideals of Roman constitutionalism.' Even 
though most of them received liberal arts edu~~tion in 
colonial Church colleges, they knew the writings of 
the classics better than the writings of the church 
fathers. 

The essence of the American Revolution "can be 
understood only against the long religious history of 
mankind that preceded its formulation. Man first d is
covered the fatherhood of Cod, then the brotherhood 
of alJ men in Christ. ... 

Covernor Rockefeller tried to revive this truth in 
his 1964 presidential bid when he used "BOMFOG" 
as a campaign slogan. (The idea seems rather foggy 
to us. ) This religious language is not Christian in 
spirit, but StOic in origin . This is the language of a 
humanistic spirit, not the Holy Spirit. 

It is the rationalistic, revolutionary spirit upon 
which the political and party system of the first new 
nation are founded. "Parties could emerge as polit ical 
formations which were 'modem' or even 'popular', 
because the nation was becoming 'modem ' and 'demo
cratic'. At the same hme, they could help it on its 
way.'" Party politics came to be based on a rational
humanistic ideology. The Republican Party is the 
Party of "The American Way of Life."· The American 
democratic way of life is a road of Revolution. 

The American Revolution is not understood as a 
temporary evcnt, but an on-going affair. Upon hear
ing the news of Shay's rebellion i? Par~~ , Jeffers~n 
greeted it with optimism and enthusiasm: God forbId 
we should ever be twenty years without such a 
rebellionl" H. Arendt adds: 

It may seem strange that only Jefferson among 
the men of the American Revolution ever asked 
himself the obvious question of how to preserve 
the revolutionary spirit once the revolution had 
come to an end, but the eJtplanation for this 

lack of awareness does not lie in that they them
selves were no revolutionaries. On the contrary, 
the trouble was that they took this spirit for 
granted, because it was a spirit which had ~n 
formed and nourished throughout the colomal 
period.'· 

According to the American historian, D. Lacy, . 
So long as this ferment of its funda~ental Ideas 
continues the meaning of the American Revolu
tion, of those long-dead events and ~cn, will 
continue to grow and 6nd new expressIOn. 

It is looked upon as a "permanent revolution," the 
meaning of which has received new expression in the 
political confession of presidential candidate Nix.on : . 

"My friends, we live in an age of revolution m 
America and in the world. And to 6nd the 
answers to our problems, let us turn to a revo
lution - a revolution that will never grow old, 
the world's greatest continuing revolution, the 
American Revolution." 

Relevance of American Revolution 
To find solutions to contemporary American and 

world problems Nixon turns for inspiration and vision 
to the enduring meaning of the American Revolution. 
"And so it is time to apply the lessons of the American 
Hevolution to our present problems." There are lead
ing opinion-makers who say that America faces a 
fundamental crisis of belief in its political party sys
tem. True, basic questions arc r~ised about existing 
institutional practices, such as national party conven
tions and primaries. Howcver, a fai th in the penna
nent revolution continues mainly unshaken, accepted 
as a self-evident truth. True, basic questions have 
been raised about the Administration's Vietnam war 
policy, by leading contenders for the Democratic 
Party's nomination, but both Humphrey and Mc
Carthy share a common commitment to most other 
policies. They, too, are committed .to the relevance 
of the spirit of the American Revolution for the fu.ture 
of mankind. McCarthy has written a book entitled 
The Limits of Power ( 1967) in which he talks about 
the limits of America as a world power, but not about 
the limits of the power of Reason. He has unlimited 
fa ith in Reason. Iowa's Governor H. E. Hughes, the 
man who nominated Scn. McCarthy, is running for 
U.S. Senator. Recently he campaigned in the north
west part of Iowa, "preaching an 'evangelism ~f 
Reason'" ( Telegraph-Herald, Sept. 22, 1968) . Presi
dential candidate Humphrey also appeals "to reason 
and you r good judgment." He is a liberal humanist 
at heart, committed to a cause and program of man
kind." "The American Revolution of 1776 was 
the 6rst permanently successful revol ution . .. It 
represented the culmination . . . ?f .centuries of 
struggle ... j and it was also the begmnmg of a new 
era in history."" In his Acceptance Speech on "The 
End of an Era-The Beginning of a New Day," Hum
piney reminds his fellow Americans .that the Demo
cratic Party, too, is within the mamstream ~f the 
Amel'ican revolution. Talking about the revolutIonary 
foundations of a ncw Democratic Party, he said: "tha! 
revolution is in the proud tradition of ou r party. 
Throughout most of its history the Democratic. Pa:ty 
has sought to identify itself with the humamtan:uL 



philosophy of life. But so has the predominantly 
conservative Republican Party. According to the 
historian, P. Viereck: ''The corc and Bre-center of 
conservatism, its emotional elan, is a humanist revcr
ence for the dignity of the individual sou!."" 

Conservatism and liberalism start from a belief in 
the autonomy of human reason, assigning divine 
menning to Nature or History, or America as a "new" 
nation . Both seek progress and restoration, but for 
and to what end? In the 1968 presidential election, 
both ca ndidates and parties are strikingly similar on 
issues and answers. Perhaps we witness a return to 
the one, original Democratic-Republican party. "But 
we are today nearly all Democrats or Republicans, 
because the Democratic-Republican party was the 
6rst and, in a sense, the only party this country has 
known."" According to others, 1968 marks the "end 
of our two-pady world ," the "last stand of accommo
dation politics."" We challenge the dogma of the 
"two-party-ism." We wa nt to be free from the tyranny 
and traditionalism of the two-party system. We 
would welcome the establishment of a multi-party 
system in America as a healthy and democratic de
velopment. Even though we strongly condemn the 
views of Wallace and reject his appeal to fears and 
frustrations of Americans, the leaders of the two 
major parties have no constitutional right to block 
the national organization of the American Independent 
Party. Neither this third party nor the two major 
parties arc able to solve the paradoxical tcnsion be
tween freedom and order, revolution and violence. 

Freedom and Order 
The America n Revolution, according to candidate 

Nixon, "was a shining example of freedom in action 
which caught the imagination of the world." Candi
datc Humphrey reminded us that the promise of the 
American life i .~ Freedom. "We hear freedom's rising 
chorus. 'Let me live my own life, let me live in 
peace, let me be free ,' say the people." Freedom and 
Revolution arc integrally related. The Frenchman 
Condorcet said what every enlightened statesman 
knew: "The word 'revolutionary' can be applied on ly 
to revolutions whose aim is freedom."" 

Freedom as the goal is the humanist's religious 
ideal. Modern man's Reason told him that he must 
emanci pate himself from the belief in divine authority 
of kings, the authority of the Church, both of which 
provided order in the medieval world. In essence it 
was a rejection of the au thority of Cod's Word, and 
Cod as the Creator of the world order. As a human
ist ideal, freedom is anti-authority; that is, opposed to 
any authority superior to the individual's Reason. 
Hence the tension betwccn freedom and authority, 
the paradox between freedom and order. The human
ist's inability to reconcile these two is acknowledged 
to be perhaps "the biggest obstacle to the spread of 
democracy" in the world." 

Reilson and Violence 
Reason, revolution and violence are integrally re

lated. Hevolll tion is the rationally calcubted violellt 
overthrow of the established order.'· According to 
sociologist L. Coser: "The act of violence commits a 
man symbolically to the revolutionary movement and 

breaks his ties with his previous life. He is, so to 
speak, reborn."" How can Nixon and Humphrey in 
good conscience condemn violence and inspire revo
lutionary mentality at the same time. The New Left 
makes no secret of having put its faith in Revolution, 
too. According to liberal historian A. M. Schlesinger, 
the New Left "represents an assault on rationality in 
politics." t. 1t is not an assault on rationality or intel
ligence, but on the "Life of Reason" in American 
society. Rationalism in politics is unmasked as a myth 
to be destroyed. The New Left is against all fonns of 
enslavement, including the goddess of Reason, which 
must be dethroned. At any rate, the New Left is 
committed to a revolutionary creed with body and 
soul. It is against the enslavement of individuals by 
technology - America's modern theology. 

This is not to deny that there is a marked dilfer
ence between the Old and New Left with respect to 
violence. The violence Machiavelli advocated was 
restrained by Rationalism, much like the violence 
during the American Hevolution . Th e Rationalism of 
t he Puritans has had a restraining inBuence on the 
American Revolution. Perhaps that is why it was the 
least violen t of the three major revolutions in modern 
history: American, French and Russian Revolutions. 
But now that America is radically abandoning middle
class, "puritan" values," we may witness a more 
violent revolutionary change. By contrast, the French
man, C. Sorel, who wrote his Reflection 0J1 Violence 
at the turn of this century, was deeply distrustful of 
the Rationalism of the Enlightenment. He advocated 
action fo r the sake of action, violence for the sake of 
violence." Sorel inspired Lenin and (indirectly) the 
New Left. Are the revolutionaries of the New Left, 
rebels without cause? We would not say that their 
cause is correct or that they constitute a constructive 
course, but they have legitimate complain ts. They 
may have better lessons for us than the Old Left. 
What we witness today in America is a revolution 
within a revolution. Who are the true believers in the 
Revolution? One thing is certain , the revolutionary 
ideology of the Old and New Left breeds violence 
and causes continuing disorder in America. American 
SOCiety is not by "Nature" a revolutionary and violent 
society. Americans make it so by will of Reason and 
reason of Will . 

Crusade Through America 
The nation faces momentous decisions at home and 

abroad. Nixon has embarked on a Crusade through 
America promising "a new day for America, a new 
dawn for peace and freedom to the world." His 
strategy, much like Lincoln's, rests on a charge that 
others attempt to overthrow the principles of the 
American Revolution. He hopes that his revival of 
the Revolutionary creed will bring victory in Novem
ber, fo r he appears to know that the "evangelical 
revival of the Revolutionary creed, however, adapted 
to new circumstances, is the key to these great shifts 
in the structure of political power in the community ..... 
Revolutionary parties have always moved toward the 
Left. Nixon's recommitment to the revolutionary 
creed presents the Republican party as the party of 
the Left while the Democratic party appears to be 



conservative today. Nixon beheves that under his 
presidential leadership, "the dark long night for 
America is about to end." It is a possibility that under 
Nixon we may witness the beginning of the long day 
of darkness at noon. In his Keynote Address, Gov. 
D. J. Evans said that lhe Republican Hour" is at 
hand. 

It may be the hour beyond salvation, of saving the 
Union. Sen. E. Dirksen in his Platform Speech referred 
to Benjamin Franklin who was asked "What have we 
got - a monarchy or a republic?" and he replied, "A 
republic - if you can keep it." Jf the Republican 
Party in power cannot keep the Republic, and one 
may have serious doubts that it, the American Inde
pcndent Party, or the Democratic Party can, we may 
have anarchy. Before one C:'ln condemn violence one 
must forsake the commitment to revohltion. 

The Democratic Party under the leadership of 
Humphrey also promises the "beginning of a new 
day." Former President Truman advised Humphrey 
to tell the truth and give 'em h ... . As someone said: 
"The truth is that under the Democrats we're going 
to h . . .." According to Humphrey, the Democratic 
Party has debated the great issues before Americans. 
"And had we not raised these issues - we would have 
ignored the reality of change. Had we just papered 
over the differences between us with empty platitudes 
instead of frank, hard debate, we wou ld deserve the 
contempt of our fellow citizens and the condemnation 
of history." Many democrats and delegates fee l that 
the issues were not debated, but decisions were dic
tated under undemocratic conditions. And the Repub
lican Party sought its greatest virtue in unity for 
unity's sake, avoiding any serious debate to please 
every segment of the Party. No doubt, that is why 
both major parties do receive the contempt of many 
Americans, and, perhaps, will deserve condemnation 
in history. How can parties committed to permanent 
revolution promise permanent peace? How cnn par
ties that reject the creation order promise lasting 
order? How can parties that do not acknowledge Cod 
as L'lwgiver promise to provide Justice in the nation? 
Both candidates promise the politics of hope, but will 
continue to bring the politics of hysteria. 

It is ironic that an evangclical preacher, opponent 
of revolutionary theology, should inspire nnd encour
agc a presidential candidate who is commilted to 
revolutionary politics. Is it not paradoxical that most 
evangelical Christians, committed to a theology of the 
reformation, endorse Nixon's revolutionary political 
creed? Perhaps, this could be indicative of the ir
relevance of protestant fundamenta lism to cope con
structively with the contemporary problems in 
America." But what nbout Christians of Heformed 
persllasion? How relevant is their message and edu
C:'l tion? In August this writer had a chance to chat 
briefly with important leaders of the Calvinist Cadets 
and Young Calvinists. They were deeply impressed 
with Nixon's Acceptance Speech, in particular his use 
of religiolls language. They also expressed serious 
doubts about an organized Christian political move
ment. If so, is this consisten t with leading a separate 
Calvinistic youth movement? Are they educating 

young Calvinists to become active young republicans 
and young democrats? Establishing young republican 
and young democratic clubs on the campus of the 
Christian Reformed Church's institution of higher 
learning does little for the promotion of Christian 
political activity. In this critical hour of our nation's 
history, America needs a "Back to God Hour" move
ment, a relevant message to the troubled world of 
politics. The two major parties promise action, action 
b.'lsed on revolutionary prinCiples. With respect to the 
American revolution, historian Lacy writes: 

the force of those fundamental ideas has grown 
from generation to generation ... no one today 
can afford publicly to deny their validity, and 
they constitute the core of the world's and our 
own unsilcnceable political conscience. As such, 
they and the Revolution that embodied them are 
constantl y finding new meanings," 

Is there a remnant of Christians Jeft in America 
which dares publicly to deny the legit imacy and 
validity of the revolutionary principles? Do we care 
enough to openly declare that these principles should 
not constitute the core of our po litical conscience? As 
Christians we must confess that the meaning of our 
politics is grounded in the Word of Cod. In the Light 
of this Revelation we tested Lockean Liberalism em
bodied in the Declaration of Independence and find 
it misleading and wanting. As a matter of fact, the 
meaning of the American Revolution has become 
obsolete."' 

Many Americans do not take tbeir voting respon
sibility seriously. Most of our people will probably 
vote for either Nixon or Humphrey. However, can 
they do so in good conscience? Remember the C:'l.ndi
dates are appealing for the voters' commitment to the 
meaning of the American Revolution. Nixon. demands 
"nothing less than total commitmcnt ... of the Amer
ican people if we are to succeed ." Humphrey from 
the bottom of his heart appeals to your hope and "to 
your faith" in America. A vote is but a final act of 
your faith in their ideals. 

Liberal humanist Humphrey bases his "entire 
candidacy on the belief which comes from the very 
depths of my soul, which comes from basic, religious 
conviction that the American people .... will respond 
to the call of one citizenship - one citizenship open to 
all - for all Americans." We reject this ideal of one 
citizenship for all Americans irrespective of creed; 
that is. Americanism above Christianity. Americans 
are not "to be of one spirit," the spirit of radical 
humanism. \Ve confess that we are Christians first, 
then Americans. From the bottom of our hearts we 
say we shall stand up as Christion citizens in America. 
What America needs desperately is a nation-wide 
Christian :\ction Foundation, which lays the founda
tion for a genuine political movement. After presi
dential elections, Americans, tired of four months of 
name calling, usually retire from politics for another 
four years. They shy away from political responsibil
ities. Christian citizens should unite and begin to 
study, work, and plan action the day after the elec
tion . 

Just as every revolution must develop from the 
e:\-plosive seeds of new ideas, so too, a Reformation of 
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