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No doubt we are all deeply concerned with our future. In view of the present world 

situation and the economic instability of our country we sometimes wonder what the situation 

will be a few years hence. Yet, because the future remains unrevealed we continue without fear 

or apprehension trusting that the hand of our God rules all things and so also works all together 

for our salvation. 

No doubt we, too, as Covenant Youth, are deeply concerned with the future of our 

churches. Certainly we should be for our spiritual life is to a great extent patterned after the 

course which is laid out by the church and that simply because our life is intricately interwoven 

into the life of the church. When the church becomes “coldly dogmatical”, we become 

“practically indifferent”. When the church grows “mystical” we become “sickly”. And when the 

church is rooted in and flourishes in the “living Word of Truth” we become “spiritually sound 

and healthy”. Hence, beginning a new year we say, “What of our future?”. 

It is, of course, no secret that our churches are in grave jeopardy. One of our ministers 

wrote me recently, “The news of late is not too good”. Another said, “I’m afraid our churches are 

being broken down. No room anymore for missionaries either if our present policy continues”. 

And then see again the editorial in the last issue of Beacon Lights. The underlying cause of this 

situation lies in the controversy of “conditions”. 

Youth, the situation is grave and calls for your united action. You constitute the church 

of tomorrow and so as you act now the church of tomorrow will be. What must our attitude 

toward this matter be? 

This is no place for me to give expression to my personal opinions of the controversial 

issue. Nor is it my intention to enter here into the debate. In our department we want to face only 

one question: “What effect has and will all this have upon our Christian Living?” With that 

thought before our mind we make a few observations and remarks, hoping that we may stimulate 

you to thinking, diligent study and positive action in the defense of our “dear, truth”. 

It is said that the controversy has already aroused much thinking which stimulates 

Christian living. No doubt that is true, but the question remains as to whether that stimulus was 

healthy for us and the churches or whether it gave occasion for the expression of that which not 

truly Christian? Have we through all this been aroused to a greater appreciation of our Truth or 

not? Do we now have more fire in our bones to live and die for it than we had before the 

controversy began? 

It may also be said that the controversy has created much confusion. This I personally 

believe is due to the fact that those who have strongly advocated “conditions” have failed to 

clarify their conception. Repeatedly they have stressed that they repudiate “conditions in the 

Arminian or Pelagian sense” and, yet, in the minds of many that which they understand by 

“Reformed conditions” is not clear. The result in practical life has been confusion. Division has 

sprung up among the members of the same church with some holding to the “conditional view” 

and others vigorously opposing it. This, we feel, has been detrimental to Christian living. 

It may also be said that in my opinion that which has been advanced thus far in the 

discussion favoring “conditions” has failed to contribute to a better understanding of our Truth, a 

richer appreciation of Scripture, or a definite advancement in practical, holy living. It has been 

affirmed that “these conditions are very desirable and necessary. They are theologically 



necessary. The Lord has ordained that man should so come to the enjoyment of salvation and in 

no other way.” Now, I can agree that what is referred to as “conditions” here is surely necessary. 

Faith, repentance, holiness, good works, man’s responsiveness to God’s grace, etc., are all 

necessary in the enjoyment and experience of salvation. However, I fail to see why the term 

“condition” is so tenaciously held to express these things when our Canons of Dordt plainly 

state: “Faith, holiness, godliness and perseverance are not conditions but are the fruits of 

the unchangeable election unto glory.” (Canons I, B, Art. 5). Now, I do not believe that quib-

bling over a “term” is conducive to Christian living either but I feel that it is a serious thing when 

our leaders throw the churches into confusion by persistency in the use of this term. Must we say 

with them, “faith, godliness, etc. are conditions” and turn around to our confessions and say 

“they are NOT conditions”. Oh, I know, in the two instances a different meaning has to be given 

to the same term “condition”. In the one case it must mean “condition in a Reformed sense” 

while in the other it means the old Arminian condition”. Those fine distinctions are alright for 

the “philogist” but to the laymen “condition” continues to mean as Webster simply defines it and 

as it lives in everyday usage: “something established or agreed upon as a requisite to the doing or 

taking effect of something else”. And of course, such a “condition” cannot be applied to salva-

tion. 

Hence, why this ambiguity? Why this insistence at any cost upon that term? Is it, perhaps 

an appeasement to the Liberated? If that is the case it will not serve our Christian living to follow 

such appeasement. Compromise never results in progress. The truth is never developed that way. 

But is it perhaps imperative? Then I would say those who embrace it are duty bound for the 

peace of Jerusalem and the good of the church to clarify their conception and free the atmosphere 

of the misgivings of Arminianism. Then we can unitedly promote our Christian living. Let them 

point us clearly and unmistakably to something richer embodied in that “term or conception” 

which we have not had in possession before. Then we may grow in grace and in the knowledge 

of the truth. Else I, too, fear that under our present policy we will see division and disaster. 

Yet, one more thing about this term, I wonder whether those who cherish it so dearly 

have reckoned with the possibility that they may be calling a Scriptural concept by the wrong 

name. Scripture surely emphasizes the responsiveness of man in the Covenant of God and yet to 

do that it never uses the term “condition”. The term simply is not found in Scripture. Further, in 

our three forms of unity the term also is not found except as it is put in the mouth of Arminians 

and as it means “a requisite unto the doing of something else”. Surely also the Confessions stress 

the idea of responsibility and responsiveness without the term. So I question whether the term is 

as essential as some would make it to be. I believe that we do full justice to the Word of God and 

our Reformed Faith without the use of it. Again, however, it may be stated that a proper and 

agreeable expression could perhaps be found if the issue itself would be made clear. 

But what then of our future? Also our future Christian living? In confusion and quibbling 

we cannot possibly live under one church roof and unitedly serve our God. Nor do we promote 

the cause of Truth that way. The Covenant Youth of today must therefore, through personal 

study of the Word of God and society discussion strive to clearly understand the issues and call 

them by proper names. Then, “buy the truth and sell her not”. Take your stand upon it and by the 

conviction of faith fight for her for then Zion will be blessed abundantly. 
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