
Letters Concerning Beacon Lights 
Various 

 

Dear Readers: 

As I read the Open Forum of the February issue of Beacon Lights I was struck by the one 

thing that most of the contributors and the undersigned have in common, namely, that all 

material which appears in print is not necessarily valid. I feel constrained, therefore, to write 

more extensively concerning the policy I urge future delegates to endorse at our next 

F.P.R.Y.P.S. convention. For I am not in an embarrassing position but am ready to defend that 

policy until it is removed; since it is the policy that has always been with Beacon Lights. Let me 

urge you not to be disturbed by my opponents, (who are also my friends) who disgracefully 

misrepresent (unintentionally, I trust) the position other than their own. Yours truly, as he shall 

explain, certainly does not endorse a policy which would make a "tape recorder" out of its editor 

or other regular contributors. This the opposition can readily comprehend but consistently 

expresses itself otherwise. I am further amused by some of the writers, who allege that I am 

concerned with attacking personalities and then denounce it, but consider the practice a suitable 

one in which to indulge for themselves. 

Notice, first of all, that the writer in his previous article was only attempting to give 

information to the Oaklawn Society which he felt it needed and desired for further discussion. 

Admittedly, but also necessarily, this was done in a terse manner. (Note Mr. Heemstra's assertion 

that there is more this meets the eye). Now under the pretense of revealing the falseness of my 

account, Mr. Heemstra proceeds to do nothing more than add a few selected items which he 

deems desirable. This in itself is desirable but he should not have denied the validity of my 

report. The matter of the report, however, is not as pressing as the procedures and policies 

involved. I expect the actual history of what took place will grow out of the discussion which is 

at present developing. I should not mind writing a detailed account of the history, but I feel the 

writing I am at present concerned with, shall consume more space than I consider wise to 

request. 

In my previous writing I refer to Mr. Heemstra as an aggressive individual. This I 

consider to be neither complimentary nor uncomplimentary in itself. Further, something I am 

confident, very few who know Mr. Heemstra will deny. Once more, however I must assert that 

the procedure, policy, and action which he endorsed would result in his usurping control from 

the Federation Board. (I trust Mrs. Kregel and Mr. Heemstra will understand the distinction. I am 

sorry a man cannot be separated from his actions. I consider my previous account a proper brief 

summation.) 

Mr. Heemstra claims that I "divert the attention of the reader from the point in question." 

He should reread the first paragraph of my article and then consider that I took the greater 

portion of Oaklawn's article as a revelation that they desired information concerning what took 

place. (The resources are not available to me here in Ann Arbor to verify whether this impression 

was correct. The reader can determine for himself in the November issue of Beacon Lights.) 

Miss Lubbers should also reread my first paragraph to discover that we do not write in an 

entirely different vein. 

Mr. Heemstra also questions my statement "that the Board lost confidence in the editor to 

handle the issue in a constructive fashion." Notice that he fails to consider that I speak of a 

particular issue. He generalizes when I am particular. On top of this, although he is attacking a 

dead issue, he appeals to an action of a newly constituted Board which tells us nothing. I was 



particular in my first writing for a very definite reason and I go into this now because I wish to 

have Beacon Lights readers understand what took place as accurately as possible. The Board did 

continue to have confidence in Mr. Heemstra and urged him to withdraw his resignation. After 

informing the Board that he now more clearly understood (much discussion had taken place) the 

relationship between the editor and the Board than at the time of his appointment, he withdrew 

his resignation. In the light of this information I later took positive action, as I had also done 

before to gain his withdrawal—to gain his reappointment. This was done because the Board, as 

well as myself, was appreciative of the many commendable things Mr. Heemstra had been 

responsible for. (Mrs. Eerdmans and Miss Schipper should be more mindful of the fact that a few 

well chosen words can sometimes say more than a wordy volume.) Remember that at this time 

our request was still effective and the editor now accepted his reappointment. Later, after the 

convention, Mr. Heemstra again handed in his resignation to the new Board. He now informed 

the Board that his previous action had taken place in the hopes of invoking a change at the 

convention. This he had never told the previous Board and I think it is an unethical procedure. 

Let me divert my attention to the proper procedure so that my readers may support me in 

maintaining the sound operating system they at present have. If Mr. Heemstra had had principle 

objections toward honoring the request made of him, he should have had the courage of his 

convictions and stayed with these convictions, written about the burdens of his heart, failed to 

honor the request of his appointing Board and informed them of his principle objections, and 

finally forgot about the security of his position which he would also lose by resigning. His 

procedure permitted his principles to fly with the wind without his offensive or defensive 

support, (he has not been able to write editorially about them since that time and I don't believe 

he has done so otherwise). To follow the procedure I endorse, would have permitted at least 

another editorial before the Board could take action, and also place full responsibility of guilt 

upon the Board if it should have discharged Mr. Heemstra against his principles. If it had been a 

matter of principle with the Board and they discharged him, his final appeal could have been 

made to the convention delegates. This is not dictatorialism but truly representative freedom. The 

former contributors (Mrs. Eerdmans and Miss Schipper) should become informed that they are 

supporting dictatorialism by making their editor a monarch. I endorse their description of an 

editor but add that he must perform these functions to the satisfaction of his appointing body. 

Common sense demands this. He performs these duties with a free hand until there is conflict of 

opinion. In the case of conflict over indifferent things the editor must submit and generally will 

be willing to do so. In the case of principle he cannot submit and is discharged with the final 

decision made by the convention delegates. 

Mr. Heemstra relates his "efforts to maintain the traditions of the fathers" to my statement 

that his actions indicated an attempted confiscation of the Federation paper. This is nothing but a 

ridiculous concoction of his to gain support. The former editor is apparently again exercising the 

undesirable practices of which he, immediately following, accuses the undersigned. Mr. 

Heemstra should be informed that I would have felt less complimented had he referred to my 

writing as "amateurish'' rather than by "slick innuendo and obvious implication." The 

undersigned doesn't feel he has sufficiently mastered the art of written expression to indulge in 

such undesirable skills even if he would so desire. Mr. Heemstra's cunning depreciatory allusions 

to “Schilder- ism” and “sympathy toward patterns of conditionality” were also unnecessary. He 

knows that he was told personally by me, and I believe by a majority of the Board, that we had 

no objection to his writing on “conditions” nor on his view toward them, but to the practices that 

accompanied his writings as I have explained in my first article. Those who doubt the charges 



(Mrs. Eerdmans and Miss Schipper), need but reread his articles in the light of the strength our 

churches have displayed and the minister which he attacks in his last editorial or “conditions” 

No, you won't find any name mentioned but he alludes to him by describing him with the phrases 

from his own writing. This we considered a pitiful practice, and let me remind you that he did 

not deny it at the first Board meeting following article. For the benefit of Mr. Heemstra this is 

also what is referred to "by placing individuals in a commonly accepted undesirable class." Mr. 

Heemstra should have been more sensible and recognized the fact that in referring to his 

attempted confiscation of Beacon Lights control. I had in mind the policy which he endorsed, 

that the editor should be a monarch whose decisions remain unquestionable. (Mr. Heemstra may 

have been endorsing the policy that the editor establishes editorial policy unquestionably, 

without realizing that it leads to usurping Board power. Therefore, I do not feel I have been 

attacking his person nor judging his motives. See Open Forum, Feb. 1952. It is my contention 

that this is true of his policy.) Unfortunately Mr. Heemstra is apparently gaining a little support 

for his views Do not lend your support by thinking this incident is establishing a precedent as 

Miss Dykstra, Mrs. Eerdmans, and Miss Schipper contend. I do not believe that for a moment, 

but rather I believe that the difficulty which has developed and which goes down on record for 

the first time with such impact, is due to the precedent established by Mr. Heemstra of serving as 

editor and member of the Board simultaneously and thus having the legal right to be present at 

all Board meetings. Here again I would differ with the policy endorsed by Mr. Heemstra's action. 

I consider it proper for a person to excuse himself from meetings while his position is being 

discussed, even though in this case he was not in the way of anyone involved. If a principle was 

involved as he claimed, time for dispute and defense would have presented itself after the Board 

had made its decision. 

For the benefit of our readers, that they may properly understand the situation concerned 

in Miss Dykstra's request; I must yet write a little more. With a little logical reasoning and 

intellectual perception applied to what I wrote, “It is shocking . . . dismiss those whom it 

appoints.” it is evident that the following is true. The person (I used the plural before because I 

still had to trace certain information. I have been unable to do so as yet but have reason to 

believe it was not time. At any rate not having done so before I should have used the singular. I 

am sorry for this error. The involved refused to write because (1) he now realized that the 

appointing body could dismiss those whom it appoints. This I eradicated assuming that he knew 

this before. (2) The other reason I suggested remained. It should be obvious that I was inviting an 

intelligible reason. Miss Dykstra's writing has served to inspire me to think of a third. Namely, 

the minister also endorses the policy of an editorial monarch. If this be the case and it is 

admittedly more reasonable, what I have stated before in my opinion must remain. The other 

requests I have satisfactorily answered except the one dealing with Mr. Heemstra's motion at the 

convention. This I could do from memory but prefer to wait until next month hoping resources 

will be made available during the ensuing period. If not I promise to do the best I can from what 

I remember of the motions. 

This article is enclosed with a letter to the editor with an apology for its length which 

could not be avoided and I am requesting that it be printed in full even in smaller print if need be. 

Sincerely yours, 

 Anthony Vanden Berge 

* * * * * 

Dear Editor: 

The Doon Young People's Society hereby requests the Federation Board to publish all the 



facts in connection with the present controversy about editorial control of Beacon Lights. By 

facts we mean all the decisions of the Board and its correspondence with the persons involved, as 

well as the correspondence of the persons involved with the Board. 

Our reason for this is very simple. The present contributions to the Open Forum make no 

sense to anyone but those who have information as to what it is all about. And the latter are 

comparatively few. Those who could attend the convention know a little of it and there seem to 

be some, especially in Grand Rapids, who are somehow  acquainted with the matter. But outside 

of that, the vast majority of Beacon Lights readers and of our member societies have not been 

properly informed as to what this is all about. 

And an issue as serious as this, concerning the question as to who shall control the 

contents of our Federation paper, is important enough to warrant full information. After all, this 

is Federation business, not Board business. And ultimately if any decision is to be made, the 

members of the Federation must make it. Besides, if any injustice has been done toward any past 

contributors or members of the staff, it must be set right. 

We believe, therefore, that it is the right of the Federation membership and of the whole 

readership of Beacon Lights to have all the facts in this matter. And we respectfully ask that the 

Board furnish us with these facts. 

Yours in Christ, 

Doon Prot. Ref. Young People's Society  

Grace M. Mantel, Sec'y. 

* * * * * 

Dear Mr. Editor: 

There are a few comments which I would like to make concerning certain things which 

have been said in the OPEN FORUM department of Beacon Lights in the past few issues. 

I would like, first of all, to make a few remarks about the letter from the Oaklawn Young 

People's Society, which appeared in the Nov. 1951 issue. I was very really pleased to see that 

article appear although I cannot approve of its general “tone”. I feel that the O.Y. P.S. should be 

highly commended for the interest which it has shown in the affairs of our F.P.R.Y.P.S. It would 

be a very good thing if more of the member Societies would take and show a like attitude of 

active interest in these affairs. I assure you that what follows in no way invalidates my sincere 

appreciation for this attitude of interest on the part of this society. 

When I qualify the statement that I was pleased to see the article in print by the statement 

that I cannot approve of its general “tone”, I refer to the fact that it was evidently (and by their 

own admission) written on the basis of hearsay and rumor rather than on the basis of fact. This, 

of course, is always to be frowned upon and as a result the letter left many false impressions. 

Upon reading the letter one gets the impression that the Executive Board: 1) In the past year 

bound the editor of Beacon Lights. 2) That in so doing they broke all precedent and really 

committed an unethical act. 3) That this “unprecedented” action will, if all the societies 

concerned are not very careful, be incorporated into the official constitution of the F.P.R.Y.P.S, 

at its meeting, at the request of the committee which has been appointed to study the “problem”. 

All of these inevitable impressions are very far removed from the truth and this just exactly 

because they lacked the necessary facts of the case. The fact is that Mr. Heemstra was never 

BOUND IN ANY SENSE OF THE WORD! That word “bound” was introduced into this “tragic 

series of events”, as Mr. Heemstra chooses to term it (I would call it something much different) 

by Mr. Heemstra himself and has absolutely no basis in fact whatsoever. That word, which was 

thus introduced by Mr. Heemstra himself, has spread like wild-fire among his circle of friends so 



that now it has even become the occasion of such accusations of the Executive Board, as that 

they—“dictate the terms—hamstring an editor—try to put an editor in a straight-jacket” and still 

more absurd and asinine, that they desire “a good typist with a mirror where his heart ought to 

be”. Such tactics as employed by Mr. Heemstra—i.e. labeling a certain thing with a name which 

definitely has a very bad connotation—is a well known sociological propaganda device which is 

very effective for stirring up mass hysteria but certainly is not in the least bit fair as a means to 

gain one's desired end. Likewise the second inevitable impression left in the letter is equally 

unsound. In the Executive Board's request to Mr. Heemstra they in no way set a precedent by 

usurping power which has not always been theirs. The only precedent which was set was that 

never before was it necessary for the Executive Board to make such a request of their editor 

which was not to its discredit, of course, but to his. As to the third impression no one knows what 

report that committee will bring. 

In fact I maintain that according to the official minutes (and that is all they have to go by), it is 

not at all the duty of this committee to draw up a constitution for Beacon Lights, but merely to 

gather what has been said in the past and is now already in the Convention Minutes and 

incorporate these minutes into the by-laws of the Constitution of the F. P.R.Y.P.S. 

Next, may I say a few words about the letter of Mr. Heemstra that appeared in the Feb. 

issue of Beacon Lights? In that letter Mr. Heemstra states that it is no surprise to him that Mr. 

Vanden Berge “and with him those, presently in the Federation Board who were instrumental in 

making my position as editor an impossible one” are placed in “a most embarrassing 

position”. He fails to prove this statement, however, and does not even produce one bit of 

evidence explaining how he did or possibly could come to such a conclusion. The reason is 

evident—there is no cause for embarrassment. This is but another beautiful example of “name-

calling” a tactic Mr. Heemstra apparently relies upon quite frequently. Mr. Vanden Berge may 

speak for himself, but I assure Mr. Heemstra that I, (who am definitely included in the latter 

group—if it can be said that his position was mads an impossible one, which I also emphatically 

deny and will prove from Mr. Heemstra's own actions) am not in the least bit embarrassed and 

can see absolutely no reason why I should be. I get the impression when reading that statement 

from Mr. Heemstra's pen that he is turning in complete reverse the advice of the late president 

“Teddy” Roosevelt when he said, “Speak softly but carry a big stick.” If anyone is embarrassed, 

it seems to me, that it would be Mr. Heemstra as I would like to point out by recounting as 

briefly as possible the facts of the case. 

Let it be understood however that the purpose of recounting these facts is not to 

embarrass Mr. Heemstra but rather that all might know just exactly what happened and may 

judge the case on the basis of fact rather than on rumor and sentimentalism. 

1) The Executive Board felt it necessary to advise Mr. Heemstra in re his editorials, and 

did so with the following REQUEST; “. . . we request the editor of Beacon Lights to refrain from 

writing on any phase of the present controversy in our churches—i.e., the concept, conditions, 

the Declaration of Principles, reports of Classes bearing on this controversy, etc.” 

2) Mr. Heemstra being Conscience Bound felt that because of Principal objections he 

could not accede to this request and therefore resigned. This resignation was accepted after a 

lengthy discussion in which the Executive Board tried to make its position clear to him and asked 

him to withdraw his resignation which he said he could not do because of the nature and 

seriousness of his objections. 

3) When the Executive Board was entertaining nominations to fill the vacancy created 

by Mr. Heemstra's resignation a discussion resulted which in turn resulted in another request that 



Mr. Heemstra withdraw his resignation which he did, on the grounds that he now understood 

the relation between himself as editor and the Executive Board. 

4) The annual Convention of the F.P. R.Y.P.S. defeated a motion made by Mr. Heemstra 

that the editor and department editors of Beacon Lights be bound only by the Word of God and 

the Three Forms of Unity. 

5) At the first Executive Board meeting of the new season, Mr. Heemstra once more 

asked that he be relieved of his duties as editor, this time stating that the reason, “I endured the 

request of the previous Board” was “In the hope that the 1951 Convention would definitely 

establish a free editorial policy”. In this letter he did present another alternative which was, as 

he put it, “give me the opportunity to continue my work as it should be carried on . . .” 

6) In answer to this request on the part of Mr. Heemstra the new Executive Board 

rescinded the motion of request of the previous board and instead passed a motion that “We 

request the present editor of Beacon Lights to refrain from writing on the present controversy in 

the same subjected manner which he has been using in the past.” 

7) In answered to this letter Mr. Heemstra once more asked to be relieved of his duties; 

this time the reason being “. . . in view of your suggestion that I write in a less subjective vein.” 

8) This resignation was accepted. 

In view of this history I challenge the statement from Mr. Heemstra's pen that the 

Executive Board made his position as editor of Beacon Lights an impossible one. In the first 

place he admits publicly that the body that appointed him had the right to request of him what 

they did. Certain it is that they had the right and obligation to request what they did. In the 

second place, when he says that his position was made an impossible one, it is evident that he 

refers to the “fact” that he had Principle objections to the request and that he felt conscience 

bound to resign. This to me is a mystery because of the fact that after having set forth these 

reasons for his resignation he again served as editor on the grounds as stated in 3) above. Not one 

word was mentioned at this time about a possible clarification of the situation at the coming 

(1951) Convention. Whether he had this thought in his mind at the time or not, I do not know: 

but he most definitely did not mention it at the time, or present it as a reason for his re-

acceptance. It seems to me that if this was in his mind at the time he surely would have made that 

clear to the Executive Board and even publicly to his readers by an announcement that he was 

honoring the request of the Board under protest. That certainly would have been proper for one 

who had such serious objections as he did—principle objections. (These principle objections, 

which had now apparently disappeared, where that he, in his position of leadership, was in duty 

bound to present the burning issues of the day and maintain the traditions of the fathers). 

Mr. Heemstra states in his letter: “My resignation—born out of pressure to turn away 

from controversy—. . . and “In answer to Mr. Vanden Berge's assertion that the Board lost 

confidence in me, I must appeal to the Federation. Board itself for assistance. Their letter to me 

of October 19, 1951 again expressed their desire that I take up my duties as editor. They stated 

they had reconsidered the matter of the request to me concerning editorials on the controversial 

subjects and wished to retract it, believing it should never have been made.” 

Apparently, Mr. Heemstra cannot, will not, or doesn't want to, face the fact that he 

personally—his ability—his methods —were criticized by the Executive Board. Why this is, I do 

not know (after all we are all fallible and subject to error); but it certainly cannot be due to the 

fact that this was not made very clear to him time and again. The original request presented to 

Mr. Heemstra was not “born out of pressure to turn away from controversy”, as he well knows, 

but rather to turn away from the way in which he was dealing with the issues —to turn away 



from rash and sweeping statements—-to turn away from personalities when one is supposed to 

be dealing with theological argumentation. Although a few members of the Executive Board felt 

that the controversy was being adequately treated in the Standard Bearer and Concordia and 

therefore not necessarily be introduced in the Beacon Lights, none ever took the position that the 

controversy should be squelched, knowing full well that throughout the history of the Christian 

Church, God has seen fit to preserve and advance his truth through controversy. And even 

though they felt that the issues were being adequately discussed in the aforementioned papers, I 

am convinced that had Mr. Heemstra in his treatment of the matter stuck to the point instead of 

dragging in all sorts of things, nothing would have been said. The fact of the matter is that not 

those who held this position presented the motion of request but rather one who had had 

confidence in Mr. Heemstra and in his ability to handle the situation and had lost that confidence 

in view of his editorials on the subject. That was the motivation of the motion at the time and 

upon that, all who voted in favor of it agreed. The Executive Board very really lost all 

confidence in Mr. Heemstra in connection with this phase of his work. You see, the point is not 

whether the Executive Board may determine whether or not controversy may be included in the 

paper—whether or not it may tell an editor what to write and what not to write; but rather 

whether or not, having taken cognizance of an editors work, it may request him to refrain from 

writing on a certain subject because it is evident from his previous treatment of the subject and 

from his own testimony that he cannot write on it without resorting to practices which are 

commonly accepted to be undesirable and damaging! 

In view of this it is indeed strange that Mr. Heemstra writes as he does in answer to Mr. 

Vanden Berge's assertion that the Executive Board lost confidence in him. Although it is true 

that the Executive Board's letter did contain a statement to the effect that the original request 

should never have been made, the same letter made abundantly clear that this statement (were it 

true—which it was not) certainly did not mean that the Executive Board had not lost confidence 

in him for it informed him of another motion (see 6 above) which brought home even more 

clearly the fact that it had lost confidence in him. (The reason such a statement appeared in the 

letter to Mr. Heemstra was due to an erroneous interpretation of the discussion of that Particular 

meeting on the part of the secretary who wrote the letter in which the statement appeared). The 

reason the original motion was rescinded was not because the Executive Board thought it should 

never have been made; but because they thought it too general and possible of the interpretation 

that they wished to keep all controversy out of Beacon Lights. Then also, of course, if Mr. 

Heemstra would insist upon his resignation this request (as it appeared in the minutes) would 

also come to the new editor. This the Executive Board felt unwise for as was stated above the 

request was directed exactly at the actions of Mr. Heemstra—not as an editorial policy in 

general. That this is true is evident from (6) above. 

In conclusion may I say that our Managing Editor indeed was correct when he, on the 

title page of the Feb. issue of Beacon Lights, captioned the material that appeared in Open Forum 

with “A Few Facts” for few they were indeed. 

John Hofman, Jr. 
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