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MEDITATION

Wacht U Bij Verzadiging

“Als gij dan zult gegeten hebben en verzadigd zijn,

zoo zult gij den Heere uwen God loven over dat goede
Wacht u dat gij
den Heere uwen God niet vergeet, dat gij niet zovdt

land, dat Hij u zal hebben gegeven.

houden Zijne geboden en Zijne rechten en Zijne in-
zettenngen, die Ik u heden gebied; enz.
Deut. 3:10-29.

Ja, er is gevaar in verzadiging!

-Dat is zoo, anders zou God het niet zeggen, en er
tegen waarschuwen.

En de ondervinding heeft het ons géleerd. Door
schade en schande wordt men wijs. Ook in het kornin-
Lkrijk Gods.

We dachten daaraan in de dagen die aan onzen
nationalen dankdag vooraf gaan. Als ge dit leest is
het al dankdag geweest. In dit oogenblik, echter, is
het nog enkele dagen voor dankdag.

Mozes had Israel gebracht tot de grenzen van het
beloofde land. Verder mocht hij het volk niet brengen.
Maar hij zal nog eenmaal dat volk de wet des Heeren
inprenten. Dat is de beteekenis van Deuteronomium.
Het is de tweede lezing van de Wet des Heeren.

En toen was hij aan ’t vertellen gegaan.van de
wondere werken Gods.

En van het vele goede dat hun wachtte daar in het
beloofde land. Het zou een land zijn overvloeiende van
melk en honig.

Luistert naar Mozes: “Want de Heere uw God
brengt u in een goed land, een land van waterbeeken,
fonteinen en diepten, die in dalen en in bergen uit-
vlieten; een land van tarwe en gerst, en wijnstokken
en vijgeboomen en granaatappelen, een land van olie-
rijke olijfboomen en van honig; een land waarin gij
brood zonder schaarschheid eten zult, waarin u niets

ontbreken zal, een land welks steenen ijzer zijn, en uit
welks bergen gij koper uvithouwen zult. . . .

En dan komt de waarschuwing: als ge dan gegeten
zult hebben. . wacht u dan dat gij uwen God niet
vergeet. . . .

Wacht u bij verzadiging!

& ES & &

Ja, Israel zou dan eten en verzadigd worden.

Dat is het mirakel geworden van de genade Gods
over Israel.

Het had er dan vreeselijk bij gestaan met het volk
van God. Zij zaten bij de tichelsteenen neer en wer-
den zwart van dienstbaarheid. En de honger moet hen
zeer geplaagd hebben.

Later kwam de verlossing, doch ze moesten, ook
vanwege hun goddeloosheid, veertig jaren in een hui-
lende wildernis rondwandelen.

En in die wildernis waren vurige slangen en schor-
pioenen.

In die wildernis waren groote verschrikkingen.

Soms gingen families onder in groote verbolgenheid.
Sommigen zijn levend ter helle gevaren.

Maar de verlossing, de eindelijke verlossing is in 't
verschiet.

En daar zal men eten en drinken en verzadigd
worden van de kostelijke spijzen en dranken.

Het gaat naar den hemel heen. En in den hemel
zal het volop zijn. De rivier Gods is vol waters.

En Israel heeft uitgevonden, dat deze profetie van
Mozes vervuld zou worden. Zij zijn in het beloofde
land gegaan en zij hebben gesmuld van al het heerlijke,
dat God deed groeien en bloeien.

Ze werden verzadigd. Ze werden vol van al het
goede hetwelk de Heere met milde hand hun geschon-
ken had.

Maar Mozes was door Goddelijke aanspraak ver-
maand om dat volk te waarschuwen. Er was het ge-
vaar om den Heere te vergeten, nadat men vervuld zou
zijn met het goede van Zijn hand.

Wacht U, o Israel! dat gij den Heere Uwen God
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niet vergeet als gij vol zult zijn van Zijn gaven en vol-
maakte giften.

O! het gevaar is niet denkbeeldig om God te ver-
geten.
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En het is gesg:hiéd.

Het hart van-Israel verhief zich tegen God en zij
vergaten Hem. )

En God vergeten hebbende, was er maar één overig
aan wien zij konden denken, en die eene waren zij zelf.
En zoo kwamen zij tot de dwaasheid om te midden van
al den rijkdom van Palestina te zeggen : “Mijne kracht,
en de sterkte mijner hand, heeft mij dit vermogen
gegeven.” (vers 17)

En dan gaat het al dieper en al dieper naar de
verfoeiselen der zonde heen. Dan volgde men andere
goden na; vers 19.

En het einde werd dan dat men verging. Dat staat
ook in het 19de vers.

Dan vergaat het Israel als de heidenen die ook ver-
delgd werden door God.

En de eenige reden is, omdat men God vergat.

En zoo is het geschied, dat ontelbaar velen verloren
zijn gegaan.

Men was vol en vergat God.

Wacht U bij verzadiging!

* * * *

Wat moeten we dan doen?

We moeten loven den Heere onzen God.

We moeten Zijn geboden, rechten en inzettingen
bewaren die Hij ons geboden heeft.

Er is slechts één doel waarom er de eerste wereld is,
waarom er geschiedenis is, waardoor deze eerste wereld
naar de tweede en laatste wereld zich spoedt, en waar-
om die tweede wereld zal staan tot in alle eeuwigheid.
En dat eene doel is het loven van God.

Het is nu eenmaal een feit, dat God op Zijn troon
zit. En Hij blijft eeuwiglijk op dien troon zitten, zal
hem nooit afstaan aan het schepsel. Halleluja! God
wil centraal zijn in Zijn schepping, en Hij heeft er
recht op. En Hij zal centraal zijn in Zijn schepping
en herschepping. Beide nu en straks is God God.
Daar zorgt Hij Zelf voor. Daar gaat niets af. Ook
niet als Zijn volk Hem vergeet.

Wij moeten Hem loven als we vol en verzadigd zijn
van het goede ons geschonken.

En dat beteekent eenvoudig dat ge het Hem aan-
zegt hoe goed en lieflijk, hoe groot en heerlijk, hoe wijs
en recht Hij is. Dat wil Hij tot in alle eeuwigheid
hooren van Zijn volk. Daartoe heeft Hij hen bereid.

God heeft brood en water, het vette van Zijn aard-
rijk met alle zegeningen, opdat men aan Hem denke,
Hem love, Hem diene in nederigheid des harten, kort-
om, opdat men geheel en al in Hem eindige.

Wacht U bij verzadiging, dat ge den Heere Zijn lof
en prijs geeft!

Wacht U, dat gij Uwen God niet vergeet!

Och arme! Dat doen we allemaal!

Zonder één uitzondering, vergeet de geheele mensch-
heid God die hen gemaakt heeft, die hen voedt en onder-

houdt, die hen leidt en weidt. Van Adam en Eva tot

op den huidigen dag is er nooit één mensch geweest die
God niet vergat te loven en te prijzen. Israel deed het
niet, en wij in den Nieuw Testamentischen dag doen
het niet.

Neen, we hebben juist het tegenovergestelde gedaan.

We verheffen ons, we dienen afgoden, en we ver-
gaan. Psalm 90.

Alle schepselen roepen ons luidkeels toe: Wacht U,
dat gij Uwen God niet vergeet! En ons antwoord is
steeds: Ik heb Hem allang vergeten, en wil niet aan
Hem denken. Denk ik toch aan Hem, dan zeg ik:
Wijk van mij, o God, want aan de kennis Uwer wegen
heb ik geen lust!

Dit brengt ons tot een moeilijkheid.

Hoe komt het dan, dat Mozes, Caleb en Jozua zulke
goede mannen waren, die wel aan God dachten?

Hoe kan Luther staan als een leeuw in Worms?
Vergat hij God?

Wat moeten we doen met die ontelbare schare die
verbrand, gemarteld, en vermoord zijn juist omdat zij
aan God dachten?

We zullen trachten om U dat te verklaren. _

En dan moest eerst vaststaan hetgeen we hierboven
afgeschreven hebben.

Het is een onomstootelijk feit, dat een ieder die ooit
leefde, nu leeft, of nog leven zal, God vergeet, Hem
weigert te dienen, en Zijn geboden, rechten en inzet-
tingen achter zich werpt. Denkt U een oogenblik het
totale getal der menschheid. Welnu, die zijn allen te
zamen stinkende geworden; niemand van hen zoekt
‘God! En dat sluit in Henoch, Noach, Abraham, Mozes,
David, Paulus, ja allen.

Adam leefde in het Eden en vergat God.

Zijn kinderen woonen niet meer in een paradijs,
maar er is toch nog zeer veel brood, water, kleeding,
huizen, ijzer, koper, enz. En we leven te midden van
al die dingen.

En temidden van al die dingen VERGETEN WE
GOD!

God zegt: Wacht U dat ge Mij niet vergeet, en wij
zeggen: Ik vergeet U!

Vreeselijke toestand!
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En toen is er Een Mensch gekomen die net anders-
om deed. 7

En die Eene Mensch is Jezus Christus, onze Heere.

Adam stond in een rijk paradijs. En de Heere
zeide te midden van al dien rijkdom: Adam ge moet
Mij niet vergeten. Denk aan Mij en loof mij, en het
zal wel zijn met U en Uw zaad!

Maar hij deed het niet, en stortte zichzelf en zijn na-
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komelingen in dien toestand die we boven omschreven.
Israel stond in een rijk Palestina. Leest den tekst.
En God zeide tot Israel door Mozes woord: Wacht
Vergeet mij niet! Looft Mij!

Ge weet de uitkomst. Zelfs Mozes kon het land
niet ingaan vanwege zijn zonde. En als ge de geschiede-
nis van Israel leest, dan zult ge moe worden van het
telkens wederkeerende monster der zonde. Ze zondi-
gen, ze worden geslagen, ze schreeuwen, ze worden ver-
lost, enz., enz., enz. Men wordt moede het te lezen.

En vandaag is het nog zoo. Ik kom daarop terug
straks.

Maar eindelijk, in de volheid des tijds kwam er een
mensch die anders deed.

Die Mensch is Jezus Christus die geboren werd in
Bethlehem’s stal.

Die Mensch stond niet te midden van een Paradijs.
Die stond ook niet te midden van het vele dat er nog
overgebleven is. Aan het begin van Zijn leven op
aarde was er geen ruimte voor Hem in de herberg.
Dat is een profetie die vreeselijk vervuld zou worden
in Zijn leven, dat in den meest letterlijken zin een ge-
‘stadige dood zou worden.

Neen, toen Jezus kwam en tot rijpheid des levens
voortschreed, toen was er op den duur niets meer voor
Hem. Staat er niet ergens van Hem dat vreeselijke
woord vernietigd? Staat er niet ergens, dat Hij Zich
vernietigd heeft? Dat Woord waar we niets mee kun-
nen doen in de dogmatiek?

Er is straks geen ruimte meer op de aarde: Hij
hangt aan het kruis.

Straks is er geen ruimte meer in den hemel: Hij
hangt aan het kruis, tusschen hemel en aarde.

Nog een weinig wachtens, en er is geen ruimte meer
voor Hem in de gemeenschap met den DrieEenigen
God: Mijn God, Mijn God, waarom hebt Gij Mij ver-
laten?

Maar let er nu op: deze Man heeft niets meer over,
en toch looft Hij God. Hij heeft God zeer vreeselijk
geloofd, temidden van duivelen, bloed, tranen, angst,
de vertwijfeling der hellesmart en Godsverlatingen.

Maar Hij heeft nooit nagelaten om te loven. Om
God te loven.

Hij heeft God nooit vergeten.

* * * *

U!

Nu gaan we terug naar den gevallen Adam, en
vragen we nog eens: hoe komt het toch, dat Adam
eenigzins aan God denkt? o

En dan is het antwoord: omdat Jezus Christus in
hem woont en werkt.

De geheele kerk in het Oude Testament denkt eenig-
zins aan God en vergeet hem niet, omdat Jezus in haar
boezem ligt, en in den boezem der kerk liggende, zingt
Jezus Christus vooruit van Zijn vreeselijk werk:
’k Denk aan U, o God, in ’t klagen uit de landstreek
der Jordaan!

Nu gaan we weer eens naar den tekst in Deutero-
nomium. Daar staat Mozes, maar met Jezus in 't harte.

Daar staat Israel, maar met den Zoon van God in
hun midden, zooveel het vleesch aangaat, en ook van-
wege den Geest des Heeren Heeren die in hen is.

En de aanwezigheid van Jezus in Mozes en Israel
spelt heerlijke dingen.

Als God dan zegt tot Zijn volk: Wacht U dat gij
Mij niet vergeet! Dan zegt Jezus in hen: Ik zal Hem
nooit vergeten! Hem mijn Helper heeten!

En zoo loopt de lijn door de eeuwen heen.

Jezus is het die U daarstelt als Zijn volk. Dat noe-
men we de wedergeboorte. Daardoor neemt Hij Zijn
intree in Uw hart. Jezus is het die U"dan begint toe
te spreken. Dat is Zijn Woord.

En dan zegt Hij: Wacht U, dat ge Mijn Vader niet
vergeet. En Jezus is het die U zijn Heilige Geest geeft
om gehoorzaam te zijn. Dat noemen we de bekeering
en de heiligmaking.

Daarom wordt er tot ons gepredikt van Sabbat tot
Sabbat. En daarom schrijven we meditaties. Opdat
ge luisteren zoudt naar des Heeren Woord. En dat
doet ge ook. Door Zijne wondere genade over U.

Wacht U bij verzadiging!
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En zoo moet ge niet te veel U vergapen aan den
dankdag der wereld.

Wij hebben onzen dankdag en het is goed.

Maar wij hebben dien dankdag niet omdat men hem
geproclameerd heeft van hoogerhand. Er is geen
aardsche president die ons aan 't danken zet. Dat doet
Jezus. En wij hebben den dankdag ook niet, om daar
mee te zeggen, dat het met één dag dankens gedaan is
per jaar. Want Jezus dankt God tot in alle eeuwigheid.

Ook hebben we den dankdag niet om den Heere te
danken voor de dingen van deze aarde alleen, en ook
niet voor die dingen in de eerste plaats. Er zijn meer
belangrijke dingen dan brood en water.

Maar wij danken God in Jezus’ Naam voor alles
wat Hij ons schonk.

Israel’s aanzijn en Israel’s geschiedenis is typisch.

Het brood en het water en het goede land is ook
typisch. Het water en het brood zijn de gerechtigheid
Gods die Hij uitdacht voor U en voor mij.

Het goede land Palestina is een type van den hemel
der zaligheden die wacht voor U en voor mij. _

Ge zingt ervan: Daar zal ons 't goede van Uw wo-
ning verzaden reis op reis!

En dan dat “eeuwig deel” o groote Koning!

We smelten weg in aanbidding bij het gedenken van
zoo groot goed.

Er blijft dan ook niets anders over dan dat ge gaat
loven, prijzen en zingen van het Deugdenbeeld, van het
Deugdenbeeld van den DrieEenigen God!

Jezus zal het U leeren in 't diepe hart!

G. Vos.
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EDITORIALS

Once More:
A Tendency To Individualism

In my brief article under “Correspondence” in our
lest Standard Bearer 1 remarked that I was not sure
whether I would reply to the criticism of the Reverend
Cammenga in Concordia. 1 wrote that, in my opinion,
it was probably not necessary, seeing that I stated my
objections rather clearly. The main arguments I of-
fered especially in regard to the new system of cate-
chism lessons the Rev. Cammenga left rather severely
alone. The only counter argument he offers is really
a quotation from Calvin, which, however, is not to the
point at all. In the first place, it is a very partial
quotation, which certainly must be verified in the con-
text before it can be of any value. And in the second
place, the system of catechism teaching which Calvin
proposes is so different from ours that it certainly
cannot serve as a model for us. That system was so
perfunctory that according to it a boy or girl of ten
years old was supposed to have all the main heads of
doctrine in his head, and thus would be able “to present
himself (or herself) to the church to make profession
of faith, would be questioned on each head and give
answers to each.” It stands to reason that in such a
system there would be no room and no time for any
thorough instruction in Biblical history. But with us
this is quite different. In the normal way of develop-
ment young people do not make confession of faith
until they are about eighteen years of age, which means
that we can utilize about ten or twelve years for thor-
ough catechetical instruction. And that leaves plenty
of room for instruction in Biblical history. Even the
quotation from Calvin, therefore, which the Rev. Cam-
menga offers as an argument in favor of his new sys-
tem of catechism teaching, is not to the point at all.
And, therefore, I repeat that he does not enter into my
arguments and objections to the new system.

However, on reading again the article of the Rev.
Cammenga I noticed several elements in it that are well
worthy of special attention. The Rev. Cammenga has
a very fluent and ready pen. And that easily leaves
an impression. But when one analyzes the contents
of what he writes, it soon becomes evident that his
arguments are neither weighty nor to the point and
correct. That this is true with regard to the quotation
from Calvin I have already shown. And I propose
to weigh and analyze his other arguments in the rest
of this article. And therefore, I am constrained to
serve the Rev. Cammenga with a reply, hoping that in
the meantime he will answer my questions, which I
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proposed to him in the last Standard Bearer.

And then I want to call attention in the first place
to the method with which the Rev. Cammenga tries to
bolster up his arguments, and which is,—I will not say:
unethical; but at least: —incorrect. Writes he: “So,
too, we welcome the criticism of The Standard Bearer’s
editor, although in this case we must say that the
criticism is rather tardy, and we also question the fact
whether it is in place.” And about this tardiness of
my reply and the question whether it is in place he
writes: “‘But we spoke of Rev. Hoeksema’s being tardy
with this criticism, and this is true. The books in
question were sent to him by the undersigned for his
personal criticism long before they saw print. Con-
cerning the first book, ‘Primer of Reformed Doctrine’,
we received such a nice letter. We kept it as a souvenir
for years. We were really proud to have such a compli-
ment from Rev. Hoeksema. His only criticism was:
If you are working on a catechism book to teach simple
doctrine you ought to make it more simple still. Now
as to our last book, ‘Easy Steps In Doctrine’, Rev.
Hoeksema not only saw the entire book months before
it went into print, but he saw the undersigned work
on the book when we were together on church work for
a few weeks, he even offered suggestions and criticism,
but never once breathed a word of what he now writes
publicly. Only this past August we wrote Rev. Hoek-
sema again if he could offer criticism on our last book
(a mimeographed copy was sent in February) since we
thought we might have to print it due to the many
requests, the answer was: 1 appreciate your effort,
but personally I do not see the need of such a book, we
ougnt to teach doctrine with Biblical history.”

Now, my first remark is that if the Rev. Cammenga
wants to produce personal letters, which in itself is not
always unethical, he should be careful to quote them
literally, and not simply characterize and reproduce
their contents as he pleases. He writes: “Concerning
the first book, ‘Primer of Reformed Doctrine’, we re-
ceived such a nice letter we kept it as a souvenir for
years. We were really proud to have such a compli-
ment from Rev. Hoeksema. His only criticism was:
If you are working on a catechism book to teach simple
doctrine you ought to make it more simple still.” Now,
in the first place, the reader must notice very carefully
that this argument is worthless with respect to the
new system of catechism teaching, because the “Primer
of Reformed Doctrine” did not replace the books on
Biblical history. But the point I want to bring out at
present is that I cannot permit the Rev. Cammenga
to characterize the contents of my personal letters in
the way he does. If he wants to reproduce my letters
publicly, I insist that he quote them literally, instead
of reproducing them in his own words. And, there-
fore, I am sorry that he didn’t keep this letter as a
souvenir until the present day. This is the reason why

I asked him in the last Standard Bearer to reproduce
the letter which I wrote him concerning his last cate-
chism book.

But still worse it is when the Rev. Cammenga
makes use of personal conversations in his article, and
that, too, in such a way that the public must receive
the impression that I really dealt dishonestly with him.
Writes he: “Now as to our last book, ‘Easy Steps in
Doctrine’, Rev. Hoeksema not only saw the entire book
months before it went into print (which is true, H.H.).
but he saw the undersigned work on the book when we
were together on church work for a few weeks, he even
offered suggestions and criticism, but never once
breathed a word of what he now writes publicly.”
Now, how incorrect, not to say unethical, this mode
of argumentation is will be plain from the following.
In the first place, I do not and cannot possibly recall
that any such conversation took place between me and
the Rev. Cammenga, or that I ever saw him work on
the book. Secondly, that therefore, although I do not
want to assert that the Rev. Cammenga is guilty of an
untruth on his part, I, for my part, don’t believe it,
especially since I never believed that Biblical history
should be entirely ignored. In the third place, even if
such a conversation took place, it is evident that the
Rev. Cammenga should reproduce literally what I said
and in its proper connection, together with the criti-
cism and suggestions I offered, which, of course, is
entirely impossible. And therefore, I cannot permit
the Rev. Cammenga to quote my conversations with
him in public and to leave the impression with his
readers that I am two-faced and double-tongued. The
only proof, therefore, that is valid, and which the Rev.
Cammenga can use in this connection, is the last letter
I wrote him on the book, “Easy Steps in Doctrine”, and
I ask him to reproduce it and quote it literally.

All the more evident it is that I cannot permit the
Rev. Cammenga to produce either my personal letters
or my personal conversations with him in his own
words, when we consider what he writes about my
criticism of the Consistory of Fuller Avenue. Writes
he: “As far as criticizing the Consistory of Fuller Ave.
is concerned it is out of place unless the consistory
was duly notified, and we trust it has been, but even
this severe criticism is at this time unwise, the ‘new
system’ could better have been given a test for the
period of one year”. Now, in the first place, I assure
the Rev. Cammenga that my consistory was not duly
notified, as he seems to trust that it has been. I believe
that I can publicly criticize a public notice in the
bulletin without notifying the consistory. In the second
place, my criticism was not in the form of a protest,
but in the form of general and constructive advice.
In the third place, I do not believe that the proposed
rew system of catechism lessons ever appeared on the
consistory as a body. In the fourth place, I did not
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single out my own consistory, but used the announce-
ment in the bulletin as an illustration of what was done
in more than one of our churches. I quote: “As an
illustration of what I mean I may point first of all to
the new system of catechetical instruction that has
been introduced in some of our congregations. Thus
I read in the bulletin of my own congregation: ‘For
some classes the lesson material has been changed. We
have planned to begin teaching doctrine at an earlier
age” It seems that our children will be taught the
Biblical history only during the ages of six to nine
years, while from the age of ten until the time that
they make confession of faith they will be taught noth-
ing but doctrine.” And finally, I deny the Rev. Cam-
menga the right to characterize my writing as severe
criticism of the consistory. By such language he may
probably make an impression, or think that he makes
an impression, upon my consistory; but it certainly is
incorrect. I neither criticized the consistory at all,
nor was my criticism of the new system severe, but
proper and very upbuilding. And I challenge the Rev.
Cammenga to point out from my article where my
severe criticism, which was not in place, of the con-
sistory comes in. But if he so misrepresents my writ-
ing, how can I possibly allow him to reproduce my own
personal letters and conversations in his own words.

Now, let me return for a moment to the tendency
of individualism, which, in my opinion, is illustrated by
the introduction of this new system of catechism teach-
ing.

The Rev. Cammenga contends that I must show, in
order to prove my point, that the classis made teaching
from the books composed by the classical committee
compulsory for all the churches. Writes he: “We con-
cede that a number of years ago our general classis
appointed a committee to compose catechism books on
Biblical history. But Rev. Hoeksema must prove that
the appointment of this committee by said Classis im-
plied that all our churches must always use these books
before he can charge those guilty of the ‘new system’
as ‘going their own way rather than working in unison
with the churches, and ignoring and forgetting the
decisions of the churches in general, reached in their
major assemblies’.” Now, this is not correct. We
have no hierarchical system of church government, and
this would be hierarchy indeed. Of course, in the ab-
stract every consistory has the right to-decide upon
its own material for catechetical instruction. But this
does not mean that a minister and his consistory is not
guilty of individualism and of going his own way, when
he ignores the advice of the major assemblies. And
that is exactly what the Rev. Cammenga and the con-
sistory of Hull did. Notice: 1) The classis, and there-
fore, also the consistory of Hull decided that there was
great need of catechism books of our own for the
children. 2) The classis, of which also Hull was a

member, appointed a committee of three to write such
books, and that committee fulfilled its commission and
printed a couple of thousand of catechism books. 3) But
the Rev. Cammenga and his consistory ignores the
decision of classis and goes its own way. And what
else is this than individualism?

But the Rev. Cammenga argues that even ethically
he has no obligation to heed the advice of the major
assemblies on this score. And his argument is twofold.
The first is: “There is always a possibility that an-
other system, besides that adopted by a given com-
mittee, might eventually be necessary and prove more
advantageous.” To this we answer that of course we
grant that there is always a possibility, but in order to
prove that it is ethically correct not to heed the advice
of the major assemblies, he must not talk about possi-
bilities but about actual facts. I deny that the new
system of catechetical instruction is more beneficial
and advantageous than the old. On the contrary, I
maintain that it is positively harmful; and the grounds
for this opinion I have stated clearly in my former
article, grounds, by the way, which the Rev. Cam-
menga has not contradicted at all. His second argu-
ment is: “That one community differs vastly from an-
other. What may prove advantageous in the one may
prove unwise and unusable in another.” Also this I
deny, on the basis that the same system of truth is
taught to children and young people that are of the
same average intelligence. This argument is purely
individualistic. The Rev. Cammenga writes: ‘“For
example, the book by Rev. Hoeksema, ‘Essentials of
Reformed Doctrine’, has never proved successful in
this community because its composition is often too
complexed and the written work beyond the scope of
the catechumen.” This I consider an insult to the
average intelligence of the young people in the West.
I deny that the “Essentials of Reformed Doctrine” is
a book that is too complex for any average, intelligent
catechumen of the ages sixteen to eighteen, or nineteen,
that have enjoyed regular and thorough catechetical
instruction from their childhood. And I challenge the
Rev. Cammenga to prove it from quotations of the
book. And, if the so-called blind questions are too
difficult for the average catechumen, so that he cannot
answer them by himself, let the minister work with
these questions and prepare mimeographed copies of
the answers. I assure you that I certainly will fruit-
fully instruct the average catechumen on the basis of
the “Essentials of Reformed Doctrine.”

To one more instance of individualism in Rev. Cam-
menga’s article I want to call attention. The Reverend
writes: “And that is exactly the difference in cate-
chism. Now it is possible that Rev. Hoeksema can
teach doctrine very powerfully in Biblical history, that,
then, is his peculiar talent, but there is another man
that can’t do it, or does not believe that it is the best
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system, well and good, maybe this particular man has
a gift that Rev. Hoeksema may not have, and that is
t¢ make doctrine live for children.” This whole argu-
ment is completely individualistic, and I deny it entire-
ly. A minister must certainly be able to teach Biblical
history to little children as well as to the older children,
whether he likes it or no. And in the meantime he
must also be able to inculcate the first principles of
doctrine into the children, according to their capacity.
If the Rev. Cammenga feels that he is not able to teach
Biblical history in the proper way, and if he does not
see the rich significance of such instruction, it points
toc weakness in his own education. Perhaps in former
yvears we did not lay enough stress upon teaching Bibli-
cal history in our own theological school. Our instruc-
tion was chiefly dogmatical and exegetical. But the
Rev. Cammenga could certainly have made up for this
lack of training by giving himself to a serious study
of Biblical history, and my own notes on New Testa-
ment history have since been completed. At any rate,
it is incorrect to say that one is more inclined to teach
doctrine and another to teach Biblical history, and that
each one can do as he likes. That is individualism
indeed.

In closing, it may not be superfluous to make the
remark that in my article on “A Tendency to Indi-
vidualism” I did not make the contrast or the antithesis
between teaching Biblical history and teaching doc-
trine, but rather between teaching doctrine in the way
of Biblical history and systematic instruction in doc-
trine. And when the Rev. Cammenga suggests that it
would have been better to give his new system a test
for at least one year, I answer him that our own system
has been tested for years and years and that it has
certainly proved successful. We do not need a new
system at all. And therefore, I conclude by quoting
once more from my own article, namely, that the child-
ren “during the ten years of proposed doctrinal in-
struction will find so much repetition of the same
things that in the end they will get weary of that in-
struction. And in the second place, that by the new
system we make little dead intellectualists and dogma-
ticians rather than believers that live from the Bible
as the living Word of God.”

H. H.
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THE TRIPLE KNOWLEDGE

An Exposition Of The Heidelberg
Catechism

PART TWO
LORD’S DAY 25

2.
Preaching As A Means Of Grace. (cont.)

But how is a preacher sent?

And how can one be sure that Christ has commis-
sioned him to preach the gospel of peace?

With respect to the apostles this question can easily
be answered. Their very name expresses that they
were sent. And they received their calling and com-
mission through Christ directly and in person. The chief
distinguishing mark of an apostle was even that he
was directly and immediately called by the Lord. This
is strongly emphasized especially by the apostle Paul,
as, for instance, in Gal. 1:1: “Paul, an apostle, not of
men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ and God
the Father who raised him from the dead.” Surely,
the apostles were sent. They received their commis-
sion to preach from Christ’s own lips. They had the
promise of the Spirit; Christ put His own Word in
them ; and He sent them whithersoever He would, the
Spirit leading them and sometimes preventing them
from going to one place and directing them to another.
And therefore, with respect to the sending of the
apostles there is no difficulty. They had their com-
mission directly from the Lord.

But how about him that serves in the ministry of
the divine Word today, whether he labor in the heathen
world or in a local church? And the answer is that
also the preacher today is sent by Christ. Of course,
this sending of the preacher is no longer direct and
immediate as with the apostles. It is well for anyone
who desires to serve the Lord in the ministry to under-
stand this. A mere abiding desire to become a preacher,
even though this desire gradually develop into a con-
viction that one is called by the Lord, is not sufficient.
It happens occasionally that a man with such an inward
desire and conviction attempts in different ways to
enter into the ministry and become a preacher, and, if
he fails to find a place and receive a call in the regular
way, still insists that he is called, merely on the ground
of that inward desire and conviction. This is a mis-
take. And if a man act upon that mistake and try
to arrange a place for himself as a preacher, as is
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frequently done in such cases, he sins, and he surely
will never be a preacher. For a preacher must be
sent, and Christ sends no man directly, either by an
immediate and special revelation or by creating in
cne’s heart the conviction that he is called.

Nevertheless, the sending of a preacher is just as
real and peremptory as it was with the apostles, though
the way of sending is now different. We must re-
member, in the first place, that Christ gave to His
Church in the world the commission to preach. He did
so when He was about to be taken up into heaven in
the well-known words: “Go ye into all the world and
preach the gospel to every creature.”” To be sure,
directly He was addressing the apostles when He spoke
these words. But, as has often been pointed out, and
rightly so, this commission to preach the gospel cannot
possibly be limited to the persons of the apostles, but
was given to them as representatives of the New Testa-
ment Church in the world and must needs be extended
to the Church, even unto the end of the world. This
is evident from the fact that the apostle personally
could not fulfill the task of preaching the gospel in all
the world. Nor can the promise which the Lord adds
te this injunction be limited to the lifetime of the
apostles: “And lo, I am with you even unto the end
of the world.” Therefore, not the apostles only are
commissioned here to preach the gospel; neither can it
be said that this commission is given to believers indi-
vidually, for the apostles surely are the representatives
of the Church; but to the Church of the New Testa-
ment in the world the Lord addresses the command:
“Preach the gospel.” The Church is “the pillar and
ground of the truth.” To the Church the Lord entrust-
ed His Word. That Church must keep the Word, re-
ceive it, interpret it, confess it. And that Church in
the world must preach the gospel. She has the com-
mission authoritatively to speak the Word of Christ.
And the promise of the Spirit that will lead her into
all the truth was fulfilled in her. It is well that also
this be emphasized in our own day. Not the individual
believer, apart from the Church of Christ in the world;
not all kinds of groups of believers, societies, boards,
sects, movements, are the pillars and ground of the
truth and have the commission to preach the Word.
And whatever in influence for good such groups ex-
traneous from the Church may appear to have, we
should never forget that their existence and labor and
separation from the Church is disobedience, and the
ultimate effect of their work can only be detrimental
to the cause of the truth.

The Church only has the commission to preach.

Nor is it difficult to see that this commission to
preach the Word of Christ must be fulfilled by the
Church as institute, and therefore, through its minis-
try. Christ gave to His Church some apostles, and
some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pastors

and teachers. Eph. 4:11. And he gave these “for the
perfecting. of the saints, for the work of the ministry,
for the edifying of the body of Christ.” Eph. 4:12.
It is therefore through the ministry that the Church
carries out the commission she has received to preach
the gospel. Not the person of the minister has the
commission to preach, but the Church has. And she
fulfills her task through the ministry. Hence, only
they whom the Church separates unto this ministry
can properly feel that they are sent by Christ. And
therefore, it is this calling by the Church that is the
all-important factor in the determination of one’s being
sent by Christ to preach the gospel. Only when a man
iz so called by the Church to stand in the position of
the instituted ministry, and when in that position he
strictly adheres in all he delivers to the Word of God as
revealed in the Scriptures, can he rightfully claim that
he -is a preacher. For how shall they preach except
they be sent?

This preaching, then, in that very specific sense
of the word, is meant when we say that the Word is a
means of grace.

That this is true is very plain from the question we
have already quoted from Rom. 10:14: “And how shall

- they believe in him whom they have not heard?”

The preaching of the Word is indispensable to faith
in Christ.

This does not mean that I wish to minimize the
value of all the means of instruction in the truth which
we possess today. Least of all would I underrate the
great significance of Bible reading and Bible study
in the home, by individual believers, or by societies.
We certainly believe the perspicuity of Holy Scrip-
ture. And we believe that all believers have the
unction of the Holy One. Yet all these means cannot
and may never be separated from the work of Christ
through the Church as an institute, especially through
the ministry of the Word. Suppose there had been no
ministry, no official preaching of the Word through all
the ages of the new dispensation: where would be our
Bibles, translated in every language? Where would
be our confessions, in which the truth is preserved
from generation to generation? Where would be your
fathers and mothers to instruct you in the truth from
childhood? They would not be at all. You can see for
yourself what becomes of the man and woman, of the
family that separate themselves from the Church,
proudly ignoring the Word of God that it is impossible
to hear without a preacher, and claiming that they can
just as well hear Christ by reading their Bibles at
home. It does not take long before they have weaned
away from the truth, and are lost in the world.

Therefore, the official preaching by the Church is
of central importance.

It is just as true today and for the Church of Christ
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as it was for the time of the apostles that the preach-
ing of the Word is the main means of grace.

3.
Regeneration Immediate.

Thus far we discussed the idea of means of grace,
the meaning and the various connotations of the term
grace in Scripture, and the significance of the preach-
ing of the Word as a means of grace.

The question now is: is all grace, as it is applied
to the elect and wrought in their hearts, mediate?
That is, does the Holy Spirit always work through the
means of the preaching of the Word and of the sacra-
ments, or is the very first beginning of this marvellous
work an immediate work of the Holy Spirit?

The Heidelberg Catechism does not decide this ques-
tion. In question and answer sixty-five it simply in-
quires into the origin of saving faith: “Since then we
are made partakers of Christ and all his benefits by
faith only, whence doth this faith proceed? From the
Holy Ghost, who works faith in our hearts by the
preaching of the gospel, and confirms it by the use
of the sacraments.” The question is, of course, in what
sense must faith in this question and answer be under-
stood. Does the Catechism here refer to the power of
faith, or, as it is sometimes called, faculty of faith,
as it is implanted in the hearts of the elect in ihe
moment of regeneration and as it also may be present
in the hearts of little children? Or does the Catechism
have in mind the act of conscious faith?

The answer or Dr. Kuyper is that the Heidelberg
Catechism refers to both the power of faith and active
belief. He reasons as follows: “If we say that what is
meant is only the conscious and active faith, then one
gets stuck with the sacraments: for in that case the
sacrament of holy baptism cannot possibly strengthen
such a faith, considering that the Catechism defends
infant baptism, for the evident reason that such an
active and conscious faith cannot yet be present in a
little child that is just born. And on the other hand,
i we say that by faith is meant not the conscious, but
the unconscious faith, not the faith that already active-
ly revealed itself, but the implanted power of faith,
then it cannot be applied to what is said of the preach-
ing of the gospel. For it stand to reason that children
that were just born neither hear nor understand the
proclamation of the gospel.” Hence, Dr. Kuyper draws
the conclusion that the Heidelberg Catechism in ques-
tion and answer sixty-five refers to both, the power or
faculty of faith as well as to conscious belief in Christ.
And he would paraphrase the question and answer
somewhat as follows: “Whence does this faith proceed?
From the Holy Spirit, Who implants in us the power
of faith in regeneration and brings it to conscious

faith through the preaching of the gospel, Who con-
firms the implanted power of faith through the sacra-
ment of baptism, and Who strengthens conscious faith
by the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.” It seems to
us, however, that although this invention is rather
ingenious, the explanation is rather far-fetched. And
it is more than questionable whether this distinction
was before the minds of the authors of the Heidelberg
Catechism.

Nevertheless, it is the question whether the Cate-
chism must be explained as meaning that the whole of
faith, the faculty and the power of faith as well as
conscious belief in Christ, and, therefore, regeneration
included, is wrought by the Holy Spirit through the
preaching of the Word; or whether the Catechism
refers to conscious faith only. Briefly, therefore, we
can put the question this way: is regeneration mediate
or immediate?

About this question there has been and still is much
difference of opinion in the Reformed Churches. On
the one hand, there are those who insist that all grace
as it is applied to the sinner by the Holy Spirit, includ-
ing regeneration, is mediate: the Holy Spirit always
works through the means of the preaching of the
gospel. These present the soteriological order of the
various steps in the application of salvation to the
heart of the elect as beginning with the calling. The
preaching of the Word, according to them, is neces-
sarily first. On the other hand, there are those who
strongly oppose this view and who insist that regenera-
tion is first, and, immediate. This controversy is still
very much alive in the churches of the Netherlands.

It seems to us, however, that this difference of
opinion can be reduced to a minimum. All Reformed
theologians certainly emphasize that the sinner by
nature is completely dead in sin and misery, that he is
so blind that he cannot see the things of the kingdom
of God, that by nature he is so deaf that he cannot
spiritually hear and understand the truth of the gospel,
and that his heart is so filled with enmity against God
and His Christ that he will never come and embrace
the Christ of the Scriptures. Hence, they one and all
oppose the doctrine of the Arminians, which present
the work of regeneration-as if it were a matter of
moral persuasion, affected by the external preaching
of the gospel. All emphasize that regeneration is wholly
a work of the Holy Spirit; powerful and efficacious, it
is wholly effected without the will of man. Hence,
they all must admit that logically regeneration is a
work of the Holy Spirit that precedes all other work
of grace: The opening of the eyes to see, of the ears to
hear, and the implanting of the seed of the new life in
the heart of the elect. Whether, therefore, we main-
tain that regeneration takes place through the preach-
ing of the gospel or not, it is certain that all Reformed
theologians, unless they want to swing over to the



106 THE

STANDARD BEARER

Arminian camp, must admit that in a certain sense

regeneration is always immediate, for it logically al-
ways precedes every other work of grace in the heart
of the sinner.

This is plain from the description of the work of
regeneration by the Holy Spirit, as we have it in the
Canons III, IV, 11, ff.: “But when God accomplishes
His good pleasure in the elect, or works in them true
conversion, he not only causes the gospel to be extern-
ally preached to them, and powerfully illuminates their
minds by His Holy Spirit, that they may rightly
understand and discern the things of the Spirit of
God; but by the efficacy of the same regenerating
Spirit, pervades the inmost- recesses of the man; he
opens the closed, and softens the hardened heart, and
circumcises that which was uncircumcised, infuses
new qualities into the will,  which though heretofore
dead, he quickens; from being evil, disobedient, and
refractory, he renders it good, obedient, and pliable;
actuates and strengthens it, that like a good tree, it
may bring forth the fruits of good actions.”

In article 12 we read: “And this is the regeneration
g0 highly celebrated in Scripture, and denominated a
new creation: a resurrection from the dead, a making
alive, which God works in us without our aid. But
this is in no wise affected merely by the external
preaching of the gospel, by moral suasion, or such a
mode of operation, that after God has performed his
part, it still remains in the power of man to be regen-
erated or not, to be converted, or to continue uncon-
verted; but it is evidently a supernatural work, most
powerful, and at the same time most delightful, aston-
ishing, mysterious, and ineffable; not inferior in effi-

cacy to creation, or the resurrection from the dead, as

the Scripture inspired by the author of this work de-
clares; so that all in whose heart God works in this
marvellous manner, are certainly, infallibly, and ef-
fectually regenerated, and do actually believe.—Where-
upon the will thus renewed, is not only actuated and
influenced by God, but in consequence of thisinfluence,
becomes itself active. Wherefore also, man is himself
rightly said to believe and repent, by virtue of that
grace received.”

Nor do the Canons teach that regeneration, which
iz called a new -creation and compared to the resurrec-
tion from the dead, which God works without our aid
and which is not effected merely by the external preach-
ing of the gospel, is wrought in us through the means
of the preaching of the Word. Indeed, this marvellous
regeneration, when once it is effected and accomplished
in the heart of the sinner, does not exclude, but requires
the use of means. Yet this does not imply that regen-
eration is mediate and is accomplished through the
preaching of the gospel. This is plain from article 17 :
“As the almighty operation of God, whereby he pro-
longs and supports this our natural life, does not ex-

clude, but requires the use of means, by which God of
His infinite mercy and goodness hath chosen to exert
His influence, so also the beforementioned supernatural
operation of God, by which we are regenerated, in no
wise excludes, or subverts the use of the gospel, which
the most wise God has ordained to be the seed of re-
generation, and food of the soul. Wherefore as the
apostles, and teachers who succeeded them, piously in-
structed the people concerning this grace of God, to
His glory, and the abasement of all pride, and in the
meantime, however, neglected not to keep them by the
sacred precepts of the gospel in the exercise of the
Word, sac