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Mark Hoeksema 

 

It is June 24, 2009, and I am interviewing Rev. Bernard Woudenberg.  

 

MHH:  I’d like to begin, Rev. Woudenberg, by asking you to tell me when and where you were born. 

BW:  I was born in Grand Rapids, Michigan, at home (839 Watkins Street SE), on February 16, 1931. 

MHH:  Can you tell me a little bit about the family into which you were born—your parents, siblings if 

any, and what your life was like during your childhood? 

BW:  Well, the one little interesting twist was that my father’s family was living in Patterson.  When two 

of my aunts moved to Grand Rapids to work in Cutlerville at the asylum there [Pine Rest], they went to 

Eastern Avenue [Christian Reformed] Church, and they told my grandfather about the preaching there.  

He moved the whole family to Grand Rapids so that he could belong to that church, which was the way 

the family came into Grand Rapids. 

 My father was about twenty years old. He met my mother, who was Lucy Hanko, the sister of 

Rev. C. Hanko. They married in 1924—must have been right around, just before the split took place.  I 

was baptized by Rev. Hoeksema, but I haven’t had that verified.  I wish I’d asked my mother that before 

she died, but I presume that was so. I grew up in First Church. 

 Now there’s a lot of history that has to do with schooling—Baxter Christian School. I think there 

were over 50% who were members of the Protestant Reformed Church.   

 What you might be interested in is I had your father [Homer C. Hoeksema] as a mathematics 

teacher in the seventh grade (laughter). I used to often walk home with your mother because she lived on 

Worden Street, so I knew her quite well.  

 Other than that, it was just a normal education in Baxter School, then to Christian High, and then 

to Calvin [College]. I graduated from Christian High in 1949. That was just before the split [of 1953 in 

the Protestant Reformed Churches], when all of the controversy was taking place.  I lived very much 

through it. We were in the middle of it all at that time. 

MHH:  In what sense do you mean that? 

BW: I started college in 1950. At that time we had a group of about 25 kids from our church who went to 

Calvin College and formed the Protestant Reformed group there—we even had a basketball team of our 

own. But we were so much involved in the controversy that quite a group of us began at that time to set 

aside two hours a week when your grandfather (Rev. [Herman] Hoeksema) was teaching dogmatics. We 

would walk, from Calvin College to First Church where he was teaching.   



MHH:  This was his dogmatics class? 

BW:  His dogmatics class.  He was teaching it in the seminary. We would sit in on the class. The result 

was that before I ever started seminary, I had audited the whole of his dogmatics—all six loci. Then I 

went through seminary with him, and my first charge was in Creston Church, so I drove down and 

audited the dogmatics class a third time.  I spent nine years in his dogmatics class. 

MHH:  What moved you to do it again the second time? 

BW:  Simply the fascination of interacting with him.  He was very much a dialectic teacher. If he 

lectured, it didn’t amount to much because he was just composing his Dogmatics at the time, and he liked 

to read the manuscript in class into the wire recorder for your father to type out.  But as soon as you could 

get him going on a question, then the recorder got forgotten and he would interact.  So it was a matter of a 

game of constantly getting him off [his Dogmatics].  Whenever he interacted with us in that way, he 

would listen to anything we had to say. In fact he would often say, “You can be as heretical as you want 

here.  Just don’t go out into the churches with it.” We accused him of being an idealist and all kinds of 

things like that just to get him going.  He was always very affable about it. So it was primarily simply a 

matter of interacting with him. He was always a very fascinating person to discuss theology with, because 

he would listen, he would evaluate, and then he’d go to his Testament.  He knew the English or the Greek 

or the Hebrew—whichever was pertinent.  And he would explain his positions in that language. 

 In the time of the controversy, that always was a primary interest and concern. Whenever classis 

would meet, we would try, if at all possible to be there, so that most of the classical sessions leading up 

the split of 1953 we attended, and synod too.  In fact, in 1950, when they composed the Declaration of 

Principles, we were about to set out on a trip.  There were four of us who were going to travel the West.  

Our first stop was in Hull, Iowa, where they were holding synod. 

MHH:  Excuse me.  Just out of curiosity, historically, who went besides yourself? 

BW:  Myself, Herm Hanko, Jim Kok, and Dr. Earl Visser. Rather fortunately, Dr. Visser’s father was one 

of the few around who had money. He bought us a brand new car, so we traveled for fourteen weeks all 

through the West. 

MHH:  To what purpose? 

BW:  Just to cover the West. It was just a general tour of the whole thing. We camped out every night and 

spent about ten weeks on it—14,000 miles.  We went first to Hull and then to Colorado—Long’s Peak, 

and then all the way down Carlsbad Caverns in New Mexico.  Then we came back through the Grand 

Canyon, Bryce Canyon, Zion Canyon. From there we went to Los Angeles and visited the churches there. 

That was interesting because when the Declaration of Principles was being written, there was no problem 

there. It was what we always taught. When we got down to Bellflower and visited with your uncle, 

Lambert Doezema, he was very angry about it. We couldn’t figure that out for anything.  He didn’t like 



that at all, which astounded us. At the time that it was adopted, why, that’s what we always believed, 

that’s what the Confessions teach. 

 We spent about a week there, and then we traveled up the West coast to Washington. Then we 

spent a week in Manhattan, Montana, in the church there and went down to Yellowstone Park and then 

back through Badlands and got home ten weeks later.  It cost each one of us $150 for the whole trip. 

MHH:  Wow. 

BW:  Gas and oil included. 

MHH:  What an adventure. 

BW:  Camped out every night.  I think there was only one night we ever had to pay a camp fee.   

MHH:  Really? 

BW:  Yes, other than national parks.  I think Yellowstone at that time cost $5.50 to get in for the car with 

four guys in it. 

MHH:  Very interesting. Since you brought up the subject—and apparently you must know something 

about it—I would like to pursue the matter of the Declaration of Principles and some of the history and 

the reasons behind that.  Would you care to expound on that? 

BW:  I can give you my views on it. I spent a big part of my life studying the thing, especially from the 

doctrinal point of view. 

 I was always impressed by the fact that your grandfather, Rev. Hoeksema, in seminary would 

remark, “This situation here is much deeper and more profound, more basic than 1924 was.”  Well, the 

way the controversy was being carried on, it was just a cat-fight over whether we could use the word 

“condition” or not. That preoccupied everybody. I always wondered about that. In a way, I spent my life 

trying to pursue the question of what he was saying there, because it wasn’t evident to me, and no one 

else seemed to see that either. 

 For a big part of my life I mulled that over.  I visited everybody I could, even Canadian Reformed 

people, to try to figure out what the difference was between their views and ours. If you want a run-down, 

as briefly as I can make it, my sense of what happened, it was this.   

 It basically started when [Dr. Klaas] Schilder visited here in 1949. Our family had something to 

do with that. When Schilder spoke in First Church, he was known to go through glass after glass of water 

during his lecture. The water pitcher they had up there on the platform was from our house, so that pitcher 

was always known as the pitcher that Schilder drank out of. I was just a kid then. Other than familiarizing 

myself with the name, I didn’t have a great deal to do with it. 

 If you get to my memories of First Church, I guess the first memory (and I don’t know the year) 

was when Rev. Hoeksema visited our house on family visitation. Boy, that was quite an event.  He ate 

supper there.  They held family visitation from noon through the evening because they had enough people 



at home that they could do that. As I recall, he was a very affable person all the way through. That’s 

generally true, too.  My sister was taking a bicycle trip in the Netherlands some years ago. Evidently the 

leader was from the Liberated Churches. She said to me, “They kept on saying they were Liberal. I went 

to the church services—sure didn’t look liberal to me!” (laughter).  Anyway, he found out that she grew 

up in Hoeksema’s church, and he asked her, “Well, what kind of a man was he?”  “Oh,” she said, “He 

was a very kind, affable man.”  “He was!?” That was entirely the wrong image of what they had of him.  

He just was a very affable person. 

 I remember the day I was sitting in church and somewhere in the auditorium.  I had a toothache, 

and I was kind of bawling about it, so Mom told me I could go home. I walked down that aisle toward the 

front door, and his eyes were following me.  I got out of the door and I just sat down there on those steps 

and got my composition together enough to go home. Other than that, I always remembered him at 

Christmas programs. He’d talk to all of the kids. That was a high point of the meeting. I don’t know 

whether it was the Romans sermons or maybe the Revelation sermons, but that church auditorium was 

just packed with people. It sat 350 [the actual number was about 1200] people, and they would have 

double chairs all the way down the aisle (the fire department wouldn’t allow that now)—all in the front, 

between the front seats and the platform, and even sometimes people sitting on the platform.  It was just 

jammed with people when he was preaching.  I presume that would have been the Revelation sermons in 

the late ‘30s or early 40s, in that period.  

 To get back to Schilder. The big problem, the hurt he felt all through his life was that theologians 

would never talk to him on an even plane. When Schilder came here, then they somehow got together.  

They may have corresponded some before that, I don’t know.  But they got together and they got along 

fine together.  The only basic difference was that Schilder was an infralapsarian and your grandfather 

[Herman Hoeksema] was a supralapsarian.  But they got along perfectly well. But he got back [to the 

Netherlands] and shortly the war started and he was put in prison; he got out of prison and went into 

hiding and there was no contact all through the war.   

 The striking thing was that after the war and they learned that Schilder and his people had been 

put out of the Gereformeerde Kerk [Reformed Church]. This astounded us.  But Rev. Hoeksema felt very 

badly for the way they had treated Schilder.  He didn’t feel involved in the debate because Schilder’s 

view was pretty much defending the old Heynsian doctrine, which he had rejected from the days he was 

in school, and what was maybe to him the most heretical part of the common grace controversy—the 

offer of the gospel.  So his sympathies were on church political grounds. Then he heard all of a sudden 

that Schilder had rejected common grace. That just didn’t jibe with him because if they were defending 

Heyns, that was the worst part of common grace.  I presume that at that time he bent over to get Schilder 

invited over here basically with the purpose that he wanted to talk this out—find out what the real deal 



was. Knowing his relationship with Schilder, he thought if they could just sit down together they could 

figure things out. So, I presume we paid for the ticket for Schilder to come over here.   

 Then there was the disastrous stroke that your grandfather had the summer before. You have to 

see it as providential, but it really gummed the whole thing up from a church political point of view 

because now Schilder came over here.  But when he arrived, Rev. Hoeksema was pretty much on his back 

yet.  So this left Schilder to traveling the length and breadth of our country.  Practically all of our 

churches he visited. He would preach, and he was a very charismatic person. The preaching wasn’t the 

problem.   Perhaps the biggest consequence was the fact that he sat down with the ministers in the living 

rooms, and they would talk theology here was what they considered to be the greatest theologian in 

Europe, sitting in their little living rooms in these little scattered churches. They would talk to him and he 

would be nodding his head. They thought, “Boy, we get more recognition from him than from Rev. 

Hoeksema or anybody else.   

 The fact that Hoeksema had had such a massive stroke was as though the king is dead. Who’s 

going to be the next king? There began to be this questioning and talking and maneuvering about, hey, 

who was going to be top dog next? When he actually recovered, it was almost a betrayal (laughter).  He 

wasn’t supposed to get better, and they weren’t ready to swing back to the previous relationship. This 

would vary from one to another, depending where they were. A lot of these guys were in the small 

churches in the West, and they had gone through poverty there because those churches did not pay well, 

and the people weren’t too sympathetic.   

 When Schilder was ready to leave, [Rev. G. M.] Ophoff was the only one who really stood up and 

said, “Hey, look. There’s big problems here.” He gave Schilder a list of 18 questions that should be 

discussed. Schilder looked through them and read through them and said, “Yes. Those are interesting 

questions.  I’ll write about them in the Reformatie [a church magazine],” which he never did.  But he 

made the frightening pronouncement in the last meeting that we should be sister churches, and he was 

going to advise all those who were emigrating or going to emigrate to our country to join the Protestant 

Reformed Churches. All this was a big promise, of course. This captivated these fellows [ministers] so 

that their hopes now were set on Schilder. That became the big dividing point. There wasn’t a doctrinal 

question.   

 During those years, particularly after Hoeksema’s stroke, there was a growing sense that we 

should have more practical preaching. This was the kind of thing that DeWolf played into. Now, what 

they called practical preaching in that day wouldn’t be anything compared to what we have today. You 

had, for example, the Sunday when DeWolf was preaching and he started ranting about women wearing 

lipstick (which was a sign of a whore). Some weeks later, your grandfather preached, and he said, “You 



know, as we get older we look like death.  I can understand that some of you women wear rouge on your 

faces (laughter). Just don’t put too much on.”   

MHH:  I want to ask a couple of follow-up questions without breaking your train of thought here. Do you 

feel that it is correct to say that the division of 1953 was at least in part, if not in majority, a matter of 

political maneuvering rather than doctrinal issues?  Is that an accurate statement? 

BW:  I think it is.  They thought it was doctrinal when they started to argue about conditions when [Rev. 

Andrew] Petter introduced this as, conditions are OK.  And there is the fact that Schilder had said that the 

whole difference between us was simply a matter of terminology and culture, and that there was no basic 

difference. So when Petter started defending the use of conditions, this raised the controversy, and it 

began to spread. That’s what everybody talked about.   

  Rev. Hoeksema would comment that the word condition is not the problem. But after Schilder 

went back—it must have been at least six months later—one of the ministers wrote to Rev. Hoeksema 

that he shouldn’t be fooled, but that many of them, maybe most of the ministers, were sympathetic toward 

or agreed with Heyns’ view of the covenant. And he published that letter. He didn’t put the name on it, so 

we don’t know who wrote it, but it was one of the Liberated ministers from the Netherlands. He wrote a 

rather congenial letter: if you feel that way, and if your people are convinced that way, ours are not the 

churches to go to.  You’d better go to the Christian Reformed Church where there’s space for that. 

 There is something deeper behind that, which we didn’t know at the time.  I first came across it 

when corresponding with a fellow in South Africa who had grown up in the Liberated churches and 

whose his father had been professor in Kampen Seminary. He said it was generally known in the 

seminary that Schilder and Prof. Holwerda did not agree on predestination. Holwerda was opposed to 

double predestination, but this was not brought out into the open at all. It was something that everybody 

at seminary knew, but they talked about it quietly and didn’t make an issue of it. 

 Not that long ago, Nels Kloosterman translated and published an article, “Unfinished 

Homework,” which traces the problem that centered around Holwerda’s weak view of reprobation, so that 

at times he came close to the point where he repudiated the Canons of Dordt. But we knew nothing of that 

at the time.   

MHH:  Schilder did not share Holwerda’s view, then? 

BW:  No, Schilder held to double predestination, but on an infralapsarian level 

MHH:  I want to ask you another question about something you mentioned a little while ago, when we 

were talking about the influence that Schilder had in our churches in the course of his travels. Do you 

have any reason to think that maybe Schilder saw himself as the successor to HH [Herman Hoeksema] or 

that the men in the western churches particularly saw Schilder as the successor to HH?  Or is that question 

way off? 



BW:  No, I don’t think that that entered in, other than that they saw Schilder as somebody who really 

appreciated them in a way they weren’t feeling appreciated any more. 

MHH:  So it was a matter that the king is dead, who is going to be the next one? 

BW:  Which of them would be the next one—would it be [Andrew] Cammenga, would it be Rich 

Veldman?  Who was going to be top dog? Who’s going to be most influential, who’s going to teach in the 

seminary? Then there was DeWolf who was making his effort to push Hoeksema out of First Church, or 

at least to the sidelines. Get him emeritus and build a nice, brand new house for him out somewhere 

(laughter). Then [DeWolf] would move into the parsonage, and he would be the big shot. For the most 

part the whole controversy was really more a church political power play than anything by people who 

were feeling unappreciated. Schilder came along, and that was just the verification that they were worth 

more than they were being appreciated for.   

 Then Schilder pushed through the synod that they should seek sister church relationships with us, 

appointed a committee, put Holwerda on the committee, and the committee never contacted us. Then 

[Rev. Bernard] Kok and [Rev. John] DeJong went over there. Whether they agreed to go together or 

whether they just happened to go together is hard to say.  We presume that they just both decided to go 

visit their relatives at the same time (laughter).   

 Anyway, they went and talked to that committee, having no idea where Holwerda was really at.  

Then Holwerda asked them, “Is HH’s view binding in your churches?” Rather naively, they said, “Oh, no.  

Nothing binding about it.” And it wasn’t binding. His theology wasn’t binding, other than insofar as it 

was the ground work to 1924. Basically if you separate for a particular purpose, then that purpose should 

be maintained. 

 Rather naively, they were looking to Schilder more and they really appreciated him more than 

Hoeksema. But Holwerda’s got something in mind because he wants nothing of double predestination.  

They just fall into his trap, and to a degree, he falls into their naiveté, although there might have been a bit 

of truth to it that by that time about half of the ministers or more were talking Schilder up and talking HH 

down.  That’s altogether possible, and maybe likely, because this undertone had been started now. 

MHH:  How, in your view, did the Declaration of Principles factor into all of this? 

BW:  That’s when the immigrants started coming over after the war, particularly after Schilder, who said, 

“Go to the PR churches.”  So we heard from Hamilton [Ontario] that they would like to have help. 

Basically the Mission Committee was very careful. They went there and said, “We are happy to help 

you.”  And we gave them a lot of material help and encouragement. But we also said, “You’ve got to 

understand where we are doctrinally, and we don’t just immediately organize.” They went through a 

course of instruction, telling them how our view of the covenant differed from the Heynsian view. From 

all reports from those who worked there, this was accepted, and there were a good many of them that 



really appreciated it. One of them was Dingman Scheele, although he was in Chatham [Ontario], not in 

Hamilton. He was the one that started writing to Holwerda. I know Dingman because I worked with him 

when I was in Lynden years later. He had really accepted our view completely, as much more sound than 

the Heysian view. 

 He started writing to Holwerda. Then Holwerda wrote him a letter [to the effect] that he had 

talked to Kok and DeJong, and they had assured them that Schilder/Hoeksema’s views were not binding 

and that most of the men were ready to follow Schilder.  So: join the PR church, but get the learned 

teachings of our professors to these dummies (in effect) in America. By no means have anything to do 

with Hoeksema’s doctrine, but get in there.  It was fairly an invitation to infiltrate and take over the PR 

churches. One can understand that when Scheele showed it to Ophoff, and Ophoff copied it down, that he 

was furious, as Ophoff could be. If I have it correctly, he wrote his Standard Bearer article about it and 

then he brought it to HH, and HH said, “No, George, you shouldn’t publish that.”  The problem was, that 

the deadline for the Standard Bearer rubric was there and he didn’t have anything else. So he went down 

to Doorn Printing and gave it to them anyway (chuckle). It just upset the apple cart, as far as everybody 

was concerned, because now all of a sudden this became the center of discussion and not what Holwerda 

had said or whether Kok and DeJong had really said it or not.  But they all blamed the messenger because 

he had published it. Ophoff took the brunt of the thing, but it blew everything wide open. That’s when the 

controversy really got rolling. 

 At that time [Andrew] Cammenga took the call to be missionary, and Herm Veldman was up in 

Hamilton. He just dropped into the middle of the fight. Now everything was as much as done with the 

Liberated people. It was Rich Veldman, I understand, that (on the Mission Committee) said, “Cammenga 

was complaining that we don’t know what to tell the people.” They say, “What is the view of the 

covenant, and what’s binding?” What are we going to tell them? Then Rich Veldman suggested, let’s go 

to synod and ask synod to draw up a declaration of what our position is. That went through the Mission 

Committee and came to synod. Cammenga already wasn’t too hot on it.  He was there and he stood up, 

and HH went for the thing. Over the weekend, he drew this up.  

 If you take the Declaration as it was published, and you remove all of the quotations from the 

Confessions, there’s hardly anything left.  Maybe 5–10% of it is comments, conclusions, or “this 

Confession teaches,” or, “that Confession teaches,” and then a short treatment of common grace that 

doesn’t really amount to very much.  

 I don’t think there were any who really understood what was going on in the Netherlands or 

really agreed with it, but they wanted those people [the liberated] in the worst way, and almost at any 

cost.   



 Again, the whole controversy over the Declaration was not about what it said, but the fact that 

they had drawn it up in the way they did. It never got down to what the problem was. I don’t think at that 

point there was any real understanding of the problem, and that even HH didn’t know how to get through 

the brush, down to the heart of the thing, because it was so completely wrapped up in this terminology 

thing.  Use the word conditions the way it was being thrown around, and sometimes it was absurd, 

sometimes it was perfectly innocent, and sometimes it was downright heretical. It was just a total 

confusion. Wherever you went, there was debate about it. At this time the split had really taken place. 

[Rev.] C. Hanko’s testimony of it was that DeWolf was feeding the fire, and that the statements he made 

were carefully designed to say, “I don’t go along with the Declaration.” But they were so carefully said 

that even today some people say, “What’s wrong with that?” It was very carefully done.  

MHH:  And it ultimately provoked the open division that happened? 

BW:  Yes.  This came in the time when the Classis said that DeWolf was wrong.  He had to make a 

confession. He made his confession, and then they came up with questions, whether that was going to be 

accepted.  At that time the majority of the [First Church] Consistory changed. [On the first Sunday after 

the actual split, Hoeksema and his followers met in the auditorium of Grand Rapids Christian High 

School] Hanko has said they were totally disheartened and they really didn’t expect any sizeable number 

in Christian High.  They were amazed that they filled that auditorium.   

  I would almost suspect that if they had held their ground and simply said, “Rev. Hoeksema’s 

going to preach Sunday morning,” and he had gone there [to First Church], we would have gotten the 

majority of the people.   

MHH:  Really? 

BW:  Yes, simply because most of them went there [to First Church] just because they didn’t know 

where they were at.   

MHH:  So, if he would have been aggressive…. 

BW:  If they would have been aggressive.  But they were disheartened by that long battle.  

MHH:  In the midst of this, you were in your college years and then beginning to go into seminary, 

correct? 

BW:  These were my college years. I graduated in 1953 and started seminary in October ’53. School 

started at the end of October because of all of the unrest. We got married the 19th of November, 1953, in 

Thanksgiving vacation. We got back in school and HH said to [Rev. Gise] VanBaren and me, “You both 

have to make a sermon.”   

MHH:  VanBaren was with you? 

BW:  Yes, we were in the same class.  [Prof. Herman] Hanko was a year ahead. So we made our first 

sermons, and in January we preached in Oak Lawn. A few weeks later, HH said to us, “Each of you has to 



go to Hull for six weeks.  Who’s going first?” (laughter). We said, “We only have two sermons!” So he 

went to his file cabinet and started digging around. “You can use this one, you can use that one, no, better 

not use that one, use this one.” So we went away with a pile of his sermons.   

MHH:  This was your very first year. 

BW:  First year, and we had had maybe three months of school.  

MHH:  So you really didn’t even know very much about the original languages, for example.   

BW:  No, no.  The only thing we had had is we had gone through Dogmatics.  And he knew us.  

MHH:  What about your school work during those six weeks?  You were expected to continue that? 

BW:  No, that just got overlooked.   

MHH:  Unbelievable. 

BW: Later when I started my Masters’ at Calvin, then I had to have my records.  There was one semester 

where there was a report card.   

 Through those years, once in awhile HH would say, “Well, we’d better have a test, I guess.”  So 

we had a little test.  But I don’t know if he ever marked them, because we never got them back.  But we 

were right in the middle of everything. We were completely immersed in this work. But it was a very 

fragmented course of study that we had. 

MHH:  What about in your subsequent years in the seminary? 

BW:  It was not organized. Ophoff had his classes, and Hoeksema had his classes, and Heys would come 

in for some, and then Vos would teach us Dutch.  But it was a very close, personal relationship all the 

way through.   

MHH:  Do you feel that you received an adequate education or perhaps something less than adequate? 

BW: In certain areas it was less than adequate. I wouldn’t have missed what we went through for 

anything because we were so involved in it.  It was almost a personal tutorship that we went through.  But 

not at all organized. Nothing like they have now. There are certain areas that were very weak, but when it 

came to really feeling the touchstone of theology, I think we got a very good education. Just being with 

him was something in itself that you couldn’t substitute for—to see the way he operated. You learned 

more by imitation than by direct instruction.   

 Already when I was in Christian High, we’d get our four classes in, and if you got them 

scheduled in the morning, we’d take off at noon, and Hanko and I would go across town and work all 

afternoon all the way through high school.  Essentially we did that all the way through seminary, because 

if you were married, you couldn’t get any student support. If you could afford to get married, they didn’t 

have to support you. So we had to work. We would go to school in the morning and go to work in the 

afternoon. You ended up doing what homework there was, but there wasn’t a great deal of homework. It 

was what you went through in school. That was your education.    



 One thing that always hung in my memory was this statement of Hoeksema, “This thing is deeper 

than 1924.” Because it had been purely and almost completely an argument about terminology, I could 

never understand that, although I had the feeling that it had to do with the concept “law.”  

MHH:  What do you think HH meant by that statement?  And, can you explain what you mean by “law?”  

I’m not following this. 

BW:  My memory of him and his teaching was that we are not under the law.  But then what do you do 

with the law? That came to the fore to me especially when in the early 1990s, I started writing in the 

Standard Bearer on the history of the split. I came to sudden realization that, to [the Liberated], the 

covenant was a forensic or legal relationship. Schilder says that. There was this little book of these 

articles in the Reformatie, which was really a low blow, because it’s very belittling to HH. You feel the 

scorn for “you guys in America.” You really don’t understand. Hoeksema, you’re a smart man, you ought 

to realize this. All these supralapsarians use the term condition. Why can’t you?   

 Hoeksema finally answered him and said, “So much of what you said is superficial.”  And he was 

rather kind.  He [Schilder] got furious about that and said, “OK, then we’re done.  Nobody’s going to talk 

about my writing as being superficial.” 

To be continued…     
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