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If it be permitted for a mouse to squeak about an elephant, then I too shall make bold to 

record a few observations and remarks about the eminent theologian, Dr. Schilder, whom we 

were privileged to have in our midst and who has spoken and preached in our churches during 

the past few month. 

This is by no means written by the undersigned because he feels himself so well qualified 

to make these observations, but rather, because we feel that our young people, due to the 

language question, have been deprived of much spiritual and intellectual enjoyment and some of 

these observations may serve as a stimulant and form the basis for discussion in your various 

societies. 

We shall limit ourselves to one lecture, namely, “The Antithesis” which was delivered for 

the League of Men’s Societies at the Second Protestant Reformed Church of Grand Rapids.  

And, since we took no notes but are relying solely upon memory, we shall of course, as always, 

be open for criticism should those of you who heard him find that we have misunderstood or 

misconstrued the thought. 

First of all, the professor made clear that the definition of antithesis is something quite 

different from “distinction.”  Distinction we find everywhere and in many things.  Distinction 

has been created e.g. between man and beast, fish and fowl, etc.  But that does not yet 

presuppose antithesis.  For the word antithesis carries within itself enmity.  Things may be 

distinct yet not at enmity one with another, but if they be antithetical they are necessarily at 

enmity.  See Gen. 3:15. 

Let us see how the professor would have us live this antithetical life.  We were due for 

some surprise and thought-stimulating remarks.  Some things we seldom hear and which tend to 

make one wonder whether or not we should accept them in full or with reservations. 

First of all we were chided a bit that we do nothing in the various spheres outside our 

small church circle.  We were told upon the basis “the earth is the Lord’s and the fullness 

thereof” that we should get out in the world and make ourselves known.  Not, he immediately 

added, that we might ever expect to become a powerful influence nor of course that we would 

presume to be able to reform the world but rather and primarily as a witness.  We must become 

so vigorous that ultimately we shall be persecuted and slain.  If we are tolerated it is because we 

have kept still.  We have remained active only in our small sphere or circle of the church.  I 

suppose he had reference to Rev. 11:8 as he noted that the two witnesses were slain in the street!  

They were not in their prayer chambers.  They were, as he put it, downtown on the main street!  

There they testified and there were they slain! 

And, how shall we translate this injunction into action?  There are many ways by which 

this may be done.  First of all, we should have our own Christian daily newspaper.  He called our 

American Press—terrible!  We should have our own labor unions.  We should have our own 

political party and nominate our own candidates.  Perhaps we will never succeed in placing a 

man in office, but the point is, we have laid down our testimony.  While on the subject of 

politics, the professor referred to the fact that we should pray for the officers of the state and 

government.  See I Tim. 2:1-3.  Not, he added, for individuals of the government but praying for 

them as office bearers.  See also Romans 13. 

There are some, he said, who adopt the attitude that politics are all corrupt and who say 

“touch not, taste not, handle not.”  This is not a Scriptural position upon the basis of Romans 13. 



Does the task seem an impossible one?  Where and how shall we start?  Well, he 

suggested, we could at least do some studying and investigating.  Our societies could very 

profitably devote part of their time thereto instead of arguing all night about a verse from the 

Bible! 

How do these thoughts strike you, young people?  Are we guilty if the professor is 

entirely correct?  Have we been, as it were, leaning over backward?  Have we been distinct 

without being antithetical? 

It was our privilege to make some private interrogations concerning these things and we 

found the professor to be an amiable conversationalist adept at dismissing an argument with a 

single remark. 

We contended that if we are to consider ourselves as pilgrims and strangers whose 

citizenship is in heaven and who are advised not to drive our tent stakes too deeply, for we tarry 

but for a night, we could not become very greatly interested in the temporal.  This was countered 

by the remark that he who does many things sometimes commits an error but he who does 

nothing commits the error! 

Someone else observed that he felt that it had exactly been Kuyper’s downfall when he 

became active in politics and that his later writings bore testimony to that fact.  In other words, 

so the interrogator summed it up: isn’t it dangerous?  “Dangerous?  Yes, perhaps,” answered the 

professor, “but it’s also dangerous to lie in bed!” 

Just one more observation which comes to me now.  The professor made mention of the 

fact that they cooperate with others for definite causes.  For instance, they cooperate with the 

Roman Catholics in their opposition to Communism and Socialism.  Whereas in the public 

libraries one may find books advocating these “isms”, in the Catholic libraries one may find the 

arguments against them.  He made clear that although they cooperated they did not compromise 

on their religious principles.  Think this over.  Can we do these things?  Should we do them?  

When shall we start?  If not, why not? 

 

Originally Published in: 

Vol. 8 No. 5 February 1948 


