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Now that we have discussed somewhat the idea of church correspondence as such, we 

shall try in this second article to treat the matter of correspondence between the Protestant 

Reformed and the Liberated Churches, discussing briefly the background, attempts at, advis-

ability and possibility of such correspondence. 

 

Background: 

From the outset we must state that it would be impossible in the space of such a short 

article to present the entire history of the movement of liberation in the Netherlands. To make a 

thorough study of this whole matter one must go back into the years long before the Liberated 

Churches ever came into existence. And even to discuss the history of and views of the Liberated 

Churches as they came into being and have existed now for several years would be impossible. 

Nor is it our purpose to attempt this here. We shall try briefly to present some of the highlights of 

their history as it affects the question of our relation to those churches, running the risk of giving 

an incomplete picture. You who are interested,—and our young people should be interested in 

these weighty matters,— may have your curiosity aroused enough to delve further into this 

history by means of our Standard Bearer; and you can find plenty of material even in the English 

language which treats this subject in the Standard Bearers of the past several years. And we may 

remark in this connection that our young people should not be satisfied merely to read Beacon 

Lights. The latter is, of course, your magazine in a special way. But you should also make it a 

point (and in these busy times it is necessary to make it a point) to be posted on all matters 

which concern our truth and our churches. And therefore read all you can. 

 We may remark first of all that the name “Liberated” is a nickname, given to these 

churches and commonly used in reference to them. Their official name, translated, is Reformed 

Churches of the Netherlands maintaining Article 31 of the Church Order. The old branch of the 

Reformed Churches is called the “synodical” branch. These Liberated Churches arose under the 

leadership of Dr. Schilder, of whom you all have heard more or less, during the war years as a 

reaction against certain doctrinal decisions of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands which 

were made binding from the top down, that is, by the general synod of these churches. Office-

bearers were deposed much in the same way as in our own history of 1924. The occasion(s) of 

these depositions was a refusal to be bound by certain doctrinal decisions, two of the most 

important of which concerned the covenant of grace and common grace, which that general 

synod had handed down. And with these office-bearers whole congregations,—and many of 

them,—refused to be bound. Thus the Liberated Churches, a denomination of more than a 

hundred thousand members, had its beginning. 

Concerning the background of this question, then, we may note the following salient 

facts: 

1. We have a common background with the Liberated from the point of view of church 

government. We and they refused to submit to the yoke of hierarchy. And unless I am entirely 

mistaken, this similarity still remains the most stable and most official point of contact between 

the two denominations. 

2. We have a certain amount of common background with the Liberated in regard to the 

rejection of the theory of common grace.  Just how official and stable and complete this rejection 



of common grace is in the Liberated Churches is a question, however. The Liberated Churches 

pride themselves on the claim that they are bound only by Scripture and the Three Forms of 

Unity, a claim which at least can stand some investigating in order to discover whether they and 

we mean the same thing when we say that. The reason for this need of investigation lies in the 

fact that a church must needs maintain the Confessions in a living and historical way. The history 

of 1924 colors our maintenance of the Reformed Confessions, for example, and colors it in an 

official way, so that it is unReformed to teach common grace, as far as the official stand of our 

churches is concerned. The same may be said with a view to the “covenant question”. Even 

though a denomination may not have a written and officially stated covenant view, it may have, 

and does necessarily have a view of the covenant. 

3. And it is in connection with the covenant that the greatest point of dissimilarity 

between the Liberated and us has arisen apparently. I say “apparently” for two reasons. In the 

first place, the Liberated will frequently say that they have no covenant view, a claim which 

cannot be fully discussed here, but which nevertheless should cause some “eyebrow raising”. In 

the second place, the word “apparently” still leaves room for proof on their part that they are 

being misunderstood when it is claimed in our circles that the Liberated are Heynsian with 

regard to the covenant. And by the way, that proof has never yet been forth-coming, although it 

has frequently been requested and although frequently the Liberated have claimed that they are 

grossly misunderstood by us. 

4. We may also note that historically there is some background for seeking 

correspondence in the friendship established especially through the visits of Dr. Schilder, as well 

as in the fact that our views have found an open ear, a willingness to listen, among some of the 

leaders in the Netherlands, It was especially after the first visit of Dr. Schilder to this country that 

the Reformed in the Netherlands began to take notice of our churches and our denial of common 

grace. 

5. Perhaps it ought to be mentioned finally that the opposition, and to a certain extent 

common opposition, has had some influence in throwing us together also. The fact that the 

Liberated Churches were frowned upon by the Christian Reformed Church of America has had 

its effect undoubtedly in causing them to look somewhat in our direction. 

 

Attempts at Correspondence: 

As we mentioned in our first article, we have a synodically appointed Committee for 

Correspondence. And the first attempts to establish correspondence were made through this 

committee in 1948. However, we did not seek full correspondence immediately, but rather 

sought to correspond on the matter of correspondence, to discuss officially the basis, possibility, 

and advisability of being sister churches. 

It was only a short time ago that this Committee for Correspondence finally received the 

official answer of the Liberated Churches to their letters. And so the whole matter will come 

before our next synod for further action. 

In this connection our synod will have to treat the whole question of what they 

understand by a relation of correspondence; what that relation, if it is established with the 

Liberated Churches, will include how it will be established, etc. And it may also have to define 

the powers of the committee it has appointed, especially if that committee should be sent to the 

Netherlands to do its work, as is possible. 

So watch the reports of synod in our papers. 

 



Advisability: 

This question must be determined on the basis of real similarity between the two 

denominations. We must not have “dead-letter” correspondence. It is not merely useless and 

meaningless; it would be very harmful, especially in view of the inequality of size in our 

denominations. We would end up, perhaps, by being swallowed, as the mouse by the lion. 

Therefore, we must very carefully determine whether we are alike in all essential points, 

whether we really maintain the Reformed Confessions. Only on that basis can there and may 

there be correspondence. And in that connection we must insist on discussing reality. We must 

face the question very openly and boldly whether the Liberated are Reformed in their conception 

of the covenant, whether with us they reject common grace and all its implications on the basis 

of the Confessions. 

And if, after such investigation, we find disagreement, but nevertheless find a basis of 

agreement in the fact that both denominations avowedly want to be Reformed, then we can still 

establish a very fruitful relation of correspondence as described in “3” of my first article. As a 

beginning this would be the safest and wisest plan, rather than go “whole hog.” immediately; 

 

Possibility: 

This is, of course, still a question. And it is a question which you could profitably and 

interestingly discuss in your societies. 

Much discussion has been aroused in the past 6 or 9 months in regard to matters which 

concern the Liberated Churches. And I would not hesitate to say that the question underneath it 

all is the basic question of shall we or shall we not have correspondence. That discussion has 

been carried on in our own circles; it has also brought response from the Netherlands. It has 

assumed the form of a conflict, a severe conflict, at times. That is healthy. We should not shy 

away from it. Nor would I be too hasty to agree with one who characterized a phase of that 

conflict as an attempt of Satan, to disrupt our churches. One could also turn the statement around 

and claim that it is the action of the providence of God pointing us the way in this matter. 

At any rate, correspondence will be a blessing and benefit to, both denominations only if 

it be on the basis of the truth. On any other basis it will be a detriment. Hence, we do well to 

proceed cautiously, wisely, openly, truthfully, and prayerfully. 

And proceeding thus, we shall be certain of the blessing of the King of His Church, 

regardless of the outcome. 
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