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UNDER CHURCH SPIRES

HE INFLUENTIAL Dutch

Reformed churches of South
Africa have been much in the news
during past years because of their
association with the Nationalist party
policy of “apartheid.” The Christian
Century, usually very vocal when so-
cial ethics are involved, includes an
interesting article in its February 10,
1960, issue. The article deserves
reading especially because it is one
of the few written for the American
public which attempts to arrive at a
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BLIND
SPOTS
IN
SOUTH
AFRICA

by PETER Y. DE JONG

charitable understanding of the situa-
tion prevailing in that land.

After noting the intricacy of the
problems which loom so large in
South Africa, the writer mentions the
“several positions that leaders and
members of the Dutch Reformed
Church customarily take which, un-
less modified from within the life of
the church itself, promise continued
criticism from abroad and, I fear,
ultimate disaster.” These are:

1. the widespread acceptance of the
government’s policy of apartheid;

2. the acceptance of the economic
necessity of migratory black Afri-
can labor with all its evils;

3. the acceptance as a right and
basic motivation for political action
the preservation of ‘our Christian
way of life’;

4. the acceptance of the white man’s
cultural superiority as reason for
excluding all others from the right
to vote; and

. the seeming commitment to a
revival of primitive tribal customs
among the Africans on reserves,
These and similar objections have

been raised in the religious press

throughout the world frequently in
the past few years. What makes this
article different from most is the fair-
ness of Dr. Blake in citing the exten-
sive slum clearance and housing pro-
grams in the major cities, the increas-
ing missionary programs including
evangelism, health services and edu-
cation, the criticism of the govern-
ment for specific hardships and
injustices caused by apartheid, and
other factors in the picture which
demonstrate that there is “a great deal
of Christian good will and concern”
within these churches. He does not
hesitate to affirm “that the Dutch

Reformed South African is no more

racially prejudiced than many a white

man in our own country. In fact, I

noticed less personal prejudice than

one might expect to find among large
numbers of our own southern states

..." Contrary to the usual presenta-

tion of the situation, Dr. Blake claims

that he “found as much desire for
true Christian understanding and
witness among the Dutch Reformed
as...among the other churches in

South Africa.”

That the problem facing the whites
in that land almost defies solution
seems clear. But we are at least
spared in this article the wearisome
insistence that the blind spots among
the Afrikaners are the fruits of their
harsh Calvinism. Whatever one may
think of Dr, Blake’s analysis, it is
refreshing to hear some kind things
said about our Christian brethren who
have been too long misunderstood
and maligned.
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COMMENT ON THIS ISSUE ANNOUNCEMENTS
In this issue, Dr. Peter Y. De Jong, pastor of the First Christian The article in this issue on GOD’S INFALLIBLE WORD
Reformed Church of Pella, Iowa, makes his debut as one of our by Dr. Edward J. Young can be had separately. Watch

f:i%‘ifescg?tgﬂ;?m Ho will. Vertie o0 évenis. Sud frends I the for the notice on the announcement page of “The Ban-
Rev. R. K. Churchill was the pastor of the Cedar Grove Orthodox ner” of April 1.
Presbyterian Church, the largest congregation of that denomination.
Not long ago hfe lresigned his pasto;at? to l;egome the West Coast
representative of the Westminster Theological Seminary. 5 i ’
Dr, Edward J. Young is professor of Old Testament st the Wask- The May issue of OIFIlr paper \:'VI” not appear TI‘” the
minster Theological Seminary. His recent speech on The Infallible last week of the month. This will enable us to discuss
Word is the feature article of this issue of our paper. For further important issues to be considered by the Christian
items concerning it see the introduction to it on page 11 and the Reformed Synod which will convene on June 8.
announcement across this page.
Rev. John B. Hulst is one of the young ministers of the Chris-
tian Reformed Church, a 1954 graduate of Calvin Seminary and the

pastor of the large First Christian Reformed Church of Orange City, Mrs. Rena Hendriksen, wife of Dr. Hendriksen, pas-
Iowa. tor of the Byron Center Christian Reformed Church,

Rev. Peter Vosteen, a graduate of 1956, formerly served the passed away after a long illness, on March 12. Dr.
United Presbyterian Church of Lisbon, New York, and the Orthodox Hendriksen was the author of the Bible Lessons of the

Presbyterian Church of that same city and is now the pastor of the + A
Emo Christian Reformed Church of Emo, Ontario, Canada. 1959-60 season which appeared in our paper. We ex-

The other contributors to this April issue have been introduced press our deep s‘ympafhy with the bereaved husband
to our readers on previous occasions. and the three children.

“The only theology that the Bible knows is the Reformed faith.” — Dr. James 1. PACKER
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The Long, Hard Road
to Church Re-Union

For the past few years vigorous
discussions have been conducted be-
tween the officially appointed com-
mittees of the Christian Reformed and
Protestant Reformed (De Wolf
group) churches in an effort to come
to unity and understanding after
living under separate ecclesiastical
roofs for thirty-five years.

While little has been written in the
Christian Reformed press, the Re-
formed Guardian, which represents
the second group, discusses, analyzes,
and seeks to evaluate the progress
made to this point repeatedly. We do
not wish to commit ourselves at this
time on the question of which of
these two policies is to be preferred
in the present rather delicate situa-
tion. However, that the road to re-
union even between two ecclesiastical
bodies so akin in doctrine and polity
and cultural heritage will prove long
and hard is evident from the reactions
expressed by the Rev. E. Knott in a
recent issue of the Reformed Guard-
ian.

After expressing his reaction again
to the Three Points of 1924, the Rev.
Knott raises the question whether
reunion should take place at once
even if the Christian Reformed
Church should decide to “remove
the three points as a condition for
membership.” He rejects the view
that then “reunion would be auto-
matic and immediate,” arguing in-
stead that such a step would “open
the possibility for real discussion with
the Christian Reformed Church.”
Because of the presence of “different
emphases” in the two denominations,
arising from differing convictions on
the labor problem, divorce and re-
marriage, woman suffrage, and the
authority of classis and synod, he
suggests entering into a sister-church
relationship during which all these
and possibly other differences would
be discussed before organic union
could be consummated.

Much as we appreciate the defense

of basic doctrinal agreement as a
necessary condition for reunion, we
wonder whether the course suggested
by the Rev. Knott could ever prove
fruitful. As long as the substance
of the decisions of 1924 is regarded
as suspect by the Protestant Reformed
brethren, serious consideration on
their part to reunion with the Chris-
tian Reformed Church appears very
unlikely. Should unanimity of “em-
phasis” be required, all hope of
reunion will vanish like summer
morning mist. Unity among Reformed
believers has never implied uniform-
ity of opinion on all matters. Although
apt to be misapplied, the motto “In
essentials unity; in non-essentials
liberty; in all things charity” may
well serve as our guide along this
thorny path of seeking understanding.
If and when the two churches can
agree on what are the essentials, then
differences of emphasis need not
stand in the way to reunion. Within
the framework of the confessional
standards there is room for differ-
ences. These will be better under-
stood, evaluated, and appreciated by
becoming one than by going our
separate ways.

Confusion in Korea

During the past decade Korea has
been much in the news. In a land
divided politically and ravaged by
war, its people face almost insur-
mountable problems.

Now Korea is again in the news,
this time because of a serious split
in the Presbyterian churches. The
average reader will find it difficult
to keep up with the fragmentation
of this large group of Christian be-
lievers numbering some 750,000. An
article in the Southern Presbyterian
Journal, written by John M. L. Young,
helps to clarify the situation a little.

“Shortly after the war the
large Presbyterian Church had
two substantial groups withdraw
from it. The first represented a
protest against the liberal ele-
ment in the church and what the

protesters felt an inadequate
demonstration of repentance for
the compromise of the Shinto
shrine obeisance during and prior
to the war. The second break
came after this and represented
the desire of the extreme liberal
wing to be independent of the
others and to have their own
church. The first group, called
Korea Pa, has about five hundred
sixty churches and the liberal
about six hundred. The large
remaining portion had over two
thousand churches. This fall
(1959) the representatives of
some eight hundred churches of
this group voiced a strong pro-
test in their General Assembly to
working any longer with the
modernist ecumenical movement
as represented in the NCC and
through it in the WCC. The
Assembly divided on this issue
and all the missionaries of the
United Presbyterian Church in
the U.S.A. stood with the major-
ity which wants to continue an
NCC relation...”

The dissident group heard the
advice of Dr. Taylor of the N.AE,
(United States) to remain within the
church. Later they invited Dr. Carl
McIntire with a team of three to
present the position of the I.C.C.C.
Repeated attempts have been made to
heal the division, also by members of
the Southern Presbyterian Churches.
Last reports indicate that the majority
of the dissidents have met again with
the others. The situation, however, is
not yet finalized.

Since Christian Reformed synods
have decided to send missionaries to
that land, ostensibly to work in some
measure with others maintaining the
Reformed faith, its representatives
may in time have to make a choice.
They will hardly be able in good
conscience to extend the right hand of
Christian fellowship to all these
groups indiscriminately. Here we see
mirrored something of the age-old
struggle within the Christian church
to maintain the teachings of Scripture
inviolate,
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The First Passover

» ND IT CAME to pass, that at

midnight the Lord smote all
the firstborn in the land of Egypt,
from the firstborn of Pharaoh that
sat on his throne unto the firstborn
of the captive that was in the dun-
geon; and all the firstborn of cattle”
(Exodus 12:29).

Myclopse, chief magician of
Pharaoh, retired early that night, his
soul disturbed and amazed within
him.

His wife understood: a young man
of talent and imagination, her hus-
band, had passed others in Pharaoh’s
esteem. She knew the trying days of
late —who did not? Moses and
Aaron, with their magic God — never
had the wisdom of the Egyptians
been so mocked. The land stank with
frogs; rivers ran with blood; locusts
and the fire-hail had destroyed all

by R. K. CHURCHILL

vegetation. The nation was unnerved
by three days of darkness, darkness
that could be felt.

Sleep did not come to Myclopse,
for strange thoughts surged up.
“What if it is true after all —what
if the true God IS speaking to us, the
real God known to all men as a babe
knows its mother’s breast? We have
seen the finger of God and in that
white light centuries of pretense lie
exposed. Should I pray to him? But
I serve Pharaoh.”

“Tonight”, mused Myclopse, “I stole
into the room where my little son was
sleeping. Like thousands of parents
I looked down at the beautiful, re-
laxed form. Peace and hope returned,
the contests of Pharaoh’s court faded,
the gods were kind. But as I stood
there a sense of guilt came which I
can’t explain. The ways of Egypt

seemed to stand condemned in the
presence of a child —would that I
could lay on that little soul a faith
more real than I must practise. To-
night the scouts inform us that lambs
are being killed in Goshen, and blood
is being sprinkled on each door. A
lamb’s blood for safety? Well, at
least the religion of the Egyptians
has no such superstition as that.
Surely, all these tumults will pass and
life will flow again in ordinary chan-
nels — it always has. It is late. What
ails me? a man must livee What
would happen to my position, to
my home and family, if Pharaoh’s
magician became too much interested
in this new God? Each to his own
religion, it is best that way.”

Exhausted Myclopse slept fitfully

Until he heard the beating of a
wing

And the night was ripped apart.

WHEN | AM WEAK

When I am weak,
And the slow moments seem to throb
With pain’s impulses, and to rob
My soul of peace; when all else fails,
And naught of human strength avails,
Then 1 am strong —

Strong in the strength of Christ my King;

Buoyed by the love of God, I sing

Of grace divine that holds me fast,

And brings me home to heaven at last.
by Stmon C. WALBURG
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Announcement

Retired persons to solicit sub-

scriptions for Torch and Trumpet.

Those interested will please
write:

MR. LEONARD KLOET,
63 Jefferson Avenue, S. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan

Mr. Marcus Boersma has ac-
cepted the appointment as
agent for TORCH and TRUM-
PET in the Grand Rapids area.
Mr. Boersma will solicit new
subscriptions and collect for
renewals.




T IS the simple, matter-of-fact

account of the New Testament that
Jesus Christ was crucified and buried,
and that on the third day he rose
again from the dead. The men and
women who narrated the events of
the resurrection and appearances of
the risen Christ were without excep-
tion unbelievers in those stupendous
events before they occurred. Even
though the Christ had foretold his
death and rising again, the disciples
were far from understanding his
words. Peter even rebuked his Lord
for such gloomy predictions. Men on
the Emmaus road talked secretly of
their disappointment over the cruci-
fixion. They had hoped that here
finally was a man who could have
redeemed Israel, but now on the cross
this fond hope had been shattered.
The disciples were utterly discour-
aged and talked of returning to their
fishing. The enemies of Jesus waited,
more secure in each passing hour.
You can almost feel the tension, the
shock, the darkness.

Can We Believe

in the

RESURRECTION?

by R. K. CHURCHILL

Then, suddenly, very early on the
first day of the week something
happened. The tomb in which they
had placed the dead Jesus was found
empty. The very same Jesus, yet
somehow quite different, appeared
many times to men giving many in-
fallible proofs that he was alive.
Then it was that they remembered
how their Master had foreseen and
foretold his death and his rising
again. Their joy was further but-
tressed when it was drawn to their
attention that the momentous events
of the death and resurrection of
Christ were also foretold in the
ancient Scriptures. To the discour-
aged and unbelieving disciples the
risen Christ appeared saying: “O
foolish men, and slow of heart to
believe in all that the prophets have
spoken! Behooved it not the Christ
to suffer these things, and to enter
into his glory?” Later the apostle
Paul could say, “Christ died for our
sins, according to the scriptures; and
he was buried; and he hath been

raised on the third day according to
the scriptures.”

The original disciples who experi-
enced the events of the resurrection
were simple, unschooled men. They
told their story because they had to
tell what their eyes had seen, what
their hands had handled, and what
their ears had heard. The narratives
of the Christ and his resurrection
arose from the fact that men could
not deny their five senses. All the
accounts are given in this open air
atmosphere. We cannot get the im-
pression that they were mistaken,
much less that they were trying to
deceive.

But this event of the resurrection,
though it is a part of history, is
accounted for by the mighty power
of God. The resurrection of Christ
was the divine attestation and proof
that this was indeed the divine Son of
God and the Savior of the world.
If all this seems far removed from
ordinary, everyday life, it is because
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we do not think deeply. The empty
tomb is that something added to this
world which allows the mind to make
sense out of life. The reasonableness
of the resurrection in general, and of
Christ’s resurrection in particular, is
set forth in the fifteenth chapter of
First Corinthians. The writer, Paul,
claimed that he was not fit to be
called an apostle because he perse-
cuted the church of God. He also
spoke of himself as one “born out of
due time”, referring to his late con-
version. He was breathing out
threatenings when the risen Christ
appeared to him on the Damascus
Road. Christ called him by name
saying, “Saul, Saul, why persecutest
thou me?” Paul was blinded by the
glory of that appearance, and lay for
days in darkness while the new light
streamed into his being. What a
complete adjustment had to be made.
Jesus, whom he had hated as a dead
impostor, was alive; he was, after all,
the long promised Savior. God, in
raising him from the dead, had
reversed the world’s judgment con-
cerning him. The acceptance of the
risen Christ meant a total revolution
in Paul’s life —so must it be for all
men.

In the above mentioned chapter,
which for significant content and
passionate logic has no equal in the
whole of literature, Paul lays the ax
at the root of unbelief. Men had
prejudged the whole case of the
gospel by adopting a philosophy
which says “the dead rise not”. Paul
shows that this abstraction cannot
stand in the same world with Jesus
Christ. Generalizations simply must
give way before the facts. Christ is
a fact too real to be dismissed by a
mere declaration based, as it must be,
on ignorance. Christ and his resur-
rection are not speculation or theory
but overwhelming evidence and his-
tory. Deny all resurrection of the
dead and you fight against history
and history must win. The world was
saying “No” on the possibility that
the dead should rise, but God has
said “Yes”. Christ’s resurrection was
God’s affirmation in the teeth of the
world’s negation. What did the “No”
of man matter, when God has so
decisively said “Yes™?
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Now Paul draws man’s negation
out into its practical application so
that we may see it in its true light.
If Christ is not risen, he argues, then
all preaching is vain, it is all an
empty lie. Your faith is also vain.
If Christ is not risen and if there is
no life after death, faith is an insanity.
And what about the forgiveness of
sins: can sins be forgiven if Christ
is not risen? No. Forgiveness would
be a mockery if we adopt the world’s
theory that the dead rise not. How
many sins can a dead Savior save us
from?

Again, think of your loved ones
who have died. If there is no resur-
rection they have all perished.
We have buried our hopes in the
grave and there is not a single light
in our sky. Suppose it is true that
dead men rise up never. Then we
would have to go to a certain grave
in Palestine and say, “Here lies the
Son of God; here lies One who was
sent into the world to save men from
death and sin; here lies the One God
sent to conquer death, but death
conquered -him instead”.

Furthermore, if we adopt the
abstractions of men that the dead
rise not, then many can reason thus:
“Let us eat, drink, and be merry for
tomorrow we die. Why be good if
there is no resurrection? If we die
like the beasts, why not live like the
beasts?” And what about the achieve-
ments of men? Why the struggle,
why the search for truth, for purity,
for art, for God, for happiness? The
elemental energies of life rise in
rebellion against the world’s “No”.

The hope of the resurrection is a
violin bow drawn across the heart-
strings of all men. Without this
fountain of life, dry are all the
streams that have washed the years.
Jesus Christ and his resurrection con-
stitute the next stepping stone in
mid-stream necessary for all succeed-
ing steps.

Our world has traveled far in its
denials of God’s great affirmation.
Long have men struggled to remove
the supernatural from history. Today
the attempt is to remove history from

the supernatural, i.e. to hold that a
supernatural event is not in history.
The results have been an emascula-
tion of historic Christianity.

But perhaps we have also been
moving in a more positive direction.
It was short years ago that Columbus
sailing westward, gave us a new
world, and that Copernicus with his
sextant gave us a new universe. To-
day Einstein with his formula has
given us a new dimension. From the
arithmetic book we have graduated
into the world of the incalculable,
an atomic world without walls or
edges, a world of new and immense
mysteries, of new and immense fears.
Something has happened to the line
separating the spiritual from the
physical. Modern man has had a
whiff of the infinite and he feels more
lost than ever. The thoughts of men,
be they never so faulty, are somehow
widened with the process of the suns.
We have been brought to that place
where we should realize that God
is bigger than our own hatband,
and -that a piecemeal acceptance of
revealed religion will no longer do.
These are days when God has us on
the spot. Science now stands in the
witness box for the prosecution. We
have toiled to make religion man-
sized, and the day is now upon us
when men are crying out for God.

Our generation has a rendezvous
with an unanswered question, a ques-
tion pregnant with new worlds and
human destinies: “What think ye of
the Christ?”

Notice!

From April 1 to 24 articles for
this paper and communications
which normally are sent to the
Managing Editor should be
mailed to Rev. Edward Heerema,
1840 Plymouth Road, S. E.,
Grand Rapids, Michigan.
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TIMELY TOPICS

Maintaining Our Balance

URING THE PAST few years

we have witnessed a remarkable
upsurge of interest in mission work in
the Christian Reformed Church, not
only in foreign lands but also in the
home land, especially among the un-
churched. Let us rejoice because of
this. May the day not be far distant
when every one of our churches, large
or small, will be intent on bringing
the gospel to non-Christians in its
own vicinity, whether at home or
institutionalized.

However, we feel that a word of
caution is not out of place. Enthusi-
asm for missions should never become
an excuse for lowering the standards
of membership in the church, surren-
dering our distinctiveness in doctrine,
or losing interest in preserving the
purity of the body of Christ.

There can be no defense of aban-
doning the endeavor to teach new

Church
Expansion

Church
Stability

by HENRY J. KUIPER

converts the glory of the Reformed
faith. Neither could there ever be a
good reason for neglecting to guard
the purity of the Church and fostering
the spiritual growth of those who are
already members.

It is highly significant that the
apostle Paul, the greatest of all mis-
sionaries, stressed the importance
of the preservation of the Church not
less than its extension. For example,
he teaches us in Ephesians 4 that
God gave not only apostles and
prophets, pastors and teachers, but
also evangelists “for the perfecting of
the saints. .. unto the building up of
the body of Christ...till we all at-
tain unto the unity of the faith...
that we may be no longer children,
tossed to and fro by every wind of
doctrine...”

The great weakness of modern

evangelism is that its great zeal for
leading men to Christ is not matched
by an equally enthusiastic interest in
“the perfection of the saints” and the
spiritual enrichment of those who are
newborn babes in Christ.

Onesidedness seems to be an in-
eradicable human trait. Even Chris-
tians and churches seem unable to
escape it. We so easily emphasize
one truth at the expense of another.
Mission enthusiasts easily lose interest
in Christian schools, in doctrinal
issues in the church, and in measures
needed for preserving the purity of
the church, while ardent advocates
of Christian education and constant
church reformation may lack zeal for
the cause of missions. Let us see
the necessity of maintaining the
proper balance between church ex-
tension and church preservation.

Faithfulness in the proclamation
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of the advanced truths of the gospel
to those already in the fold (He-
brews 5:12-14), in the exercise of
church discipline, and in the main-
tenance of sound doctrine in the
denomination as a whole is just as
important as a successful mission
enterprise. It is tragic that often
when denominations begin to address
themselves with proper vigor to the
task of missions they begin to com-
promise with false doctrines and
questionable policies. It is less strange
than tragic; for it is much harder
to preserve the purity of the church
than to enlarge its borders.

It'is not true of course that if a
church only emphasizes missions it
will automatically guard its spiritual
heritage. Neither is it true that if a
church is faithful in maintaining its
soundness in doctrine and discipline it
is sure to be wholeheartedly devoted
to the cause of missions. It is neces-

sary to be fully aware of the necessity
of both church expansion and church
stability, of external growth and in-
ternal strengthening. This was the
glory of the Pentecostal church that
while it burned with zeal for adding
converts to its rolls it “continued
stedfastly in the apostles’ teaching
and fellowship, in the breaking of
bread and the prayers” (Acts 2:41,
42).

At the same time it is well to bear
in mind that it is far easier to stim-
ulate the mission interest of a church
which still clings to its principles
than to restore its purity after it has
once begun to drift from its moorings.
It is impossible for a church which
has compromised with the spirit of
modernism to continue to respond to
the mission challenge. When churches
lose the conviction that there is no
salvation for lost souls in any religion

but Christianity they have lost their
message and their enthusiasm for
real mission work is bound to fade.
Nothing can be more important even
for an ardent performance of the mis-
sion task of the church than keeping
its doctrine pure and maintaining a
high standard of spirituality among
its members. From among those
members it must recruit its mission-
aries. These missionaries will not rise
much above the level of faith and
devotion that prevails in the church
which reared and educated them.

The ‘first and most important
requisite for the continuation of a
sound and strong mission program by
a church is the exercise of the ut-
most caution in preventing liberal
ideas from infiltrating into such a
church. History proves that liberal-
ism is the death of missions — the
kind that is worthy of the name.

TIMELY TOPICS

N MUCH of what is being written
today about juvenile delinquency,
in both the religious and the secular
press, there is recognition of the
breakdown of the home as the most
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basic cause of the alarming increase
of lawlessness, vandalism, and crime
among teenagers. However, there is
no general agreement on what consti-
tutes the breakdown of the home. To
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be sure, few will deny that hasty mar-
riages, easy divorce, marital discord,
and parental indifference to the
training of children contribute to the
delinquency of so many young people



and even children of our day. But
we must look deeper to find the
underlying cause of all these evils.

The deepest root of all the violent
outbreaks of youthful depravity in
present-day society is the lack of
thorough religious and moral training
in the homes of the nation. Because
the multitudes have departed from
the teachings of the Word of God,
there is no fear of God in their hearts
and no sense of responsibility to a
higher Being to whom all men will
give an account some day of all they
have said and done. Because children
are not taught to fear God they have
no respect for the authority of their
parents, their teachers, and those who
rule over them in church and state.
Freedom is interpreted as license —
the right to do as one pleases —and
a false notion of democracy, namely
that all men are equal, that no one
has the right to command others, that
government has no deeper warrant
than the will of the people — these
are a fertile soil for all the ills that
infest society today.

Such pernicious ideas pervert the
outlook on life even of many pro-
fessing Christians. Therefore it is

not surprising that lawlessness some-
times breaks out even among children
who are reared in supposedly Chris-
tian homes. It is true that other things
have a part in these outbreaks of
wildness even among some covenant
youth, such as the degrading influ-
ence of the wrong kind of television
and radio programs, the secret
reading of obscene literature, the
prominence which our daily papers
give to stories of crime and vice, and
frequent associations with corrupt
youths. But the fundamental cause
of youthful wickedness lies deeper.
There is not even a measure of im-
munity against such evils unless we
return to the inculcation of the fear
of God, the proper exercise of author-
ity in the home, and the diligent use
of the family altar for the teaching
of religious and moral principles.
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Few things are as salutary and
useful in the religious and moral
training of our children as the fre-
quent reading of the book of Prov-
erbs. Where can we find a more
practical presentation of the danger

and folly of disobedience to God’s
precepts! Nowhere is there a more
gripping portrayal of the tragic con-
sequences of youthful and adult
disregard of the moral life. Its basic
principle that the fear of the Lord is
the beginning of knowledge and wis-
dom is the most powerful deterrent
to lawlessness, dishonesty, intemper-
ance, immorality, and contempt for
the fellowman. It should be read over
and over again in every Christian
home. Its maxims should become
familiar household phrases. Parents
do well to discuss its sayings with
their children even before they be-
come teenagers. We do not know of
a more powerful antidote against
the perverted but popular notions
that rule the hearts of worldly men
and women in our day and age.

Fathers and mothers, why not make
it a point to read the book of Proverbs
at family worship at least once every
year? It will be good for you as well
as the children. “Happy is the man
that findeth wisdom, and the man
that getteth understanding. For the
gaining of it is better than the gaining
of silver, and the profit thereof than
fine gold.”
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bODS INFALLIBLE WORD

Below is the text of the address which Dr. Edward ]J. Young of Westminster
Theological Seminary at Philadelphia gave at Oak Glen, Illinois, under the
auspices of the Layman’s League of Illiana.

This address mentions no names of opponents. However, it does reply to
criticism that recently, in a public lecture, was directed at Dr. Young's book:
Tuy Worp 1s Trutw. It is a defense of the Reformed doctrine of Inspiration

against various departures from that doctrine which by this time

familiar to leaders and members of our churches.

This lecture is to be commended as a forthright and exceptionally lucid
presentation of the Reformed position on Bible Infallibility and was written
especially for the ordinary layman. None of our readers should have any
difficulty understanding it.

IN THE second part of the Age of
Reason Thomas Paine gave the fol-
lowing summary of the work which
he believed he had accomplished. “I
have now gone through the Bible, as
a man would go through a wood with
an axe, and felled trees. Here they
lie, and the priests may replant them,
but they will never make them grow.”
One reads such words with some
amazement; they are words of brag-
gadocio if ever there were such. Can
one man really believe that he has
separated the so-called “chaff” from
the “wheat” in the Bible? Attempts
have been made, I believe, to re-
establish the writings of Thomas
Paine, but such attempts have not met
with much success. How many peo-
ple today have ever read anything
written by Paine? How many even
know of his existence? We may be
sure that his boastful words have not
harmed the Bible. A mosquito might
as well try to sting the Matterhorn.

Paine was not the first who thought
that he could go through the Bible
and dispose of what he believed
should be disposed of. But his exam-
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ple may serve to remind us of the
need for true humility in approaching
the Scriptures.

IS THE BIBLE INFALLIBLE OR NOT?
THE ISSUE BEFORE US

Our concern is with the question of
the infallibility of the Bible. If some-
thing is infallible, it is free from
error. It is absolutely trustworthy and
sure. When we apply this term to
the Bible we mean that the Bible
has an indefectible authority. In
all that it says and teaches it possesses
absolute authority, for it is the very
Word of God. This is simply the po-
sition of our Lord Jesus Christ who
said of the Scripture that it cannot be
broken.

At the outset it is necessary to
guard our usage of terms carefully. It
is sometimes asserted that evangelical
Christians all believe in the infallibil-
ity of the Bible but that they believe
in it in different ways. Some think
that the entire Bible is infallible, true
in all of its statements, containing no
error. Others, it is said, believe in a

ave become

general infallibility of the Bible. In
matters of faith and practice the Bible
is infallible, they say, but in minor
matters of historical detail it is not
necessarily infallible. They tell us
that we need merely believe that the
Bible is generally infallible.

For the sake of clearing the atmos-
phere we must protest against such
loose usage of language. Either the
Scriptures are infallible, as the Lord
Jesus Christ said they were, or they
are not infallible. We may say that
there are certain statements in the
Bible which in themselves are infal-
lible, and we may say that there are
certain utterances which in them-
selves are not infallible. If we say
that, we shall be saying something
which is not true to fact, but at least
we shall be saying something that
makes sense. And if we believe that
there are statements in the Bible
which are not infallible statements,
let us cease talking about a general
infallibility of the Bible. A Bible that
is only generally infallible is a Bible
which is not infallible at all.

The question with which we are
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concerned, then, is not whether the
Bible is generally infallible, but rather
whether the Bible is infallible or not.
Is the Bible the infallible Word of
God, or is it not? Those who hold
that the Scriptures contain error em-
brace the position that the Bible is
not infallible. They do not believe
in the infallibility of the Bible at
all, and to say that they believe in the
infallibility of the Bible, but not in
the orthodox sense, is to becloud the
question. If a man thinks that there
are errors in the Bible, he simply
does not believe in an infallible Bible.
There is no escaping this conclusion.
And it would be a boon to discussions
of the nature of the Bible if men
would cease saying: we all hold to
the infallibility of the Bible, only we
differ as to how we believe in infalli-
bility. That is not the question. The
question which we must face is
rather: Is the Bible infallible or is
it not? That, and that alone is the
issue.

HOW SHALL WE ANSWER THIS
QUESTION?

But how shall we proceed in
determining whether the Bible is
infallible or not? There is only one
thing that we can do. We must go
to the Bible itself and hear what it
has to say. It is the Bible which tells
us what we are to believe concerning
God and what duty he requires of us.
It is the Bible which is to tell us
what we are to believe, for example,
concerning God, predestination, the
Person of Christ, the Atonement, the
Resurrection, and every other article
of our faith. And it is the Bible which
alone can tell us what we are to
believe concerning itself. Any doc-
trine of Scripture that is not taught
in the Bible itself is one that must
be rejected. Would we know what
kind of book the Bible is, we must
listen to the Scripture. The Bible,
and the Bible alone, can tell us what
we are to hold with respect to its
infallibility.

But how are we going to find out

® Didactic statements are statements which
teach certain truths (K).

what the Bible teaches us about itself?
It is sometimes said that we must
appeal to the phenomena or data of
the Scripture if we are to arrive at
a proper answer to this question.
Now, I find myself in agreement with
this claim, if we clearly understand
what is involved. The data or phe-
nomena of Scripture are usually con-
sidered to mean the facts of Scripture
apart from its express didactic state-
ments.® The fact that the OId
Testament was written in Hebrew,
for example, is one of the phenomena
of Scripture. But to assert that, in an-
swering the question what the Bible
has to say concerning itself, we must
take into account the phenomena of
the Bible, simply means that we must
consider all that we can learn from
the Scriptures.

To the best of my knowledge no
Reformed theologian has ever really
denied that obvious fact. But it
would be a grave mistake to think
that we can interpret the didactic
statements of Scripture in the light
of the so-called phenomena of the
Bible. Rather, we must always inter-
pret everything in the light of the
express statements and teaching of
the Bible. The framers of the West-
minster Confession of Faith were very
wise when they wrote: “The infallible
rule of interpretation of Scripture is
the Scripture itself: and therefore,
when there is a question about the
true and full sense of any Scripture
(which is not manifold, but one),
it must be searched and known by
other places that speak more clearly.”
We must therefore first listen to what
the Bible has to say in its express
didactic statements, and only then
may we examine the phenomena of
the Bible and in the light of the clear
statements of Scripture learn from the
phenomena what we can. That is
the only legitimate manner in which
we may proceed. If we do not so
proceed, we may very easily find that
we are setting up the human mind
as judge over the Bible.

To take a specific example, if there
are didactic statements in the Bible
to the effect that the Bible is without
error (and there are) it would be the

height of folly to ignore these state-
ments and by an examination of its
phenomena to conclude that there
actually were errors in the Bible.
Such a method of procedure could
hardly be called Christian. It could
never bring us to the truth.

On this point, then, let us be
perfectly clear. To discover what we
must believe about the Bible, let us
first listen to what it says concerning
itself. Then, having ascertained from
the statements of the Bible what the
Scriptural doctrine truly is, let us in
the light of this doctrine examine
what the phenomena of the Bible may
have to teach us. Any other pro-
cedure can lead only to error. Were
we to place the data of Scripture on
a par with its explicit statements, we
should fail in our task. And it goes
without saying that if we place the
phenomena of the Bible above the
didactic teaching of the same, we
shall never arrive at a proper con-
ception of the Bible.

Why is this so? Why should we
place the didactic statements of the
Bible above the data or phenomena?
The answer to this question is really
not difficult. The Bible is God’s
Word; it tells us what we are to
believe about God and what duty
God has demanded of us. This in-
formation we learn from the teach-
ing of the Scriptures. In other words,
it is the contents of the Bible which
tell us what we are to believe, even
concerning the Bible itself. The so-
called didactic statements are the
teaching of the Bible; they constitute
the message which God would have
us hear. We must, therefore, first of
all, turn to the Scriptures to see what
they have to say about themselves,
and when once we have ascertained
what they have to say concerning
themselves, we must be guided by
their statements, The phenomena of
the Scriptures may enable us to
understand better what the Scriptures
have to say, but they can never be
permitted to conflict with or to mod-
ify what the Scriptures explicitly
teach concerning themselves.
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We may illustrate this matter by

mmsEl 00 O 8 RIIABTRTY & @ Ot wiNT A~



a consideration of the all-important
passage II Timothy 3:16. This verse
makes the direct and explicit state-
ment that all Secripture, or every
Scripture, is God-breathed. But what
has this to do with infallibility? It
might be argued that to assert the
infallibility of the Bible on the basis
of this statement that all Scripture is
God-breathed is to engage in making
a deduction, drawing a conclusion,
and to go beyond what is explicitly
taught in the verse itself. “The pas-
sage says that Scripture is God-
breathed,” so it might be argued;
“it does not explicitly state that
Seripture is infallible. Possibly Scrip-
ture is infallible, but if so, we must
ascertain that fact, not by an appeal
to this present passage, but rather
by a consideration of the phenomena
of Scripture. Possibly the phrase
‘God-breathed’ permits us to deduce
that Scripture is infallible; possibly
it does not. We must really go to
the data of Scripture and learn from
them whether or not the Scriptures
are infallible.”

There are several remarks which
need to be made at this point. The
procedure which we have just been
discussing assumes that the mind
of man is capable of judging, apart
from didactic statements, and only
upon the basis of the so-called data
of Scripture, whether or not there
are errors in the Bible. One can, for
example, compare Matthew 20 with
Mark 10 and conclude that because
they speak of a different number of
blind men at Jericho, therefore the
Bible at this point is in error. He has
been examining the phenomena of the
Bible, and upon the basis of an
examination of these phenomena he
concludes that there is error in the
Bible.

To the present writer it has
always been a source of amazement
that any man could dare to speak
in such a vein. He is surely a bold
man indeed who dares to make the
positive statement that there are
actual errors in the Bible. Not only
is he bold; he is reckless. One might
be pardoned for questioning whether
he had ever studied the many, many
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instances where archaeology, for
example, has shown that so-called
“errors” in the Bible were not errors
at all. Let us consider a few of these.
Not so long ago, the mention of the
Horites in Genesis was considered by
men who were perfectly sure (just
as sure in fact as the neo-evangelicals
of our day) to be a mistake. These
men had studied the phenomena of
the Bible —they didn't seem to be
particularly concerned with the
Bible’s didactic statements —and as
a result of their study of the phe-
nomena of the Scriptures they were
sure that here was an error. The
Horites didn’t exist. Today such an
opinion seems laughable; we possibly
know more today about some phases
of Horite life (the Horites were the
ancient Hurrians) than we do about
some phases of early American his-
tory.

Then again, as we were once told,
the book of Daniel had made a
mistake in mentioning Belshazzar,
But now the name of Belshazzar has
occurred on the cuneiform tablets.
And Daniel, it is said, surely made
a mistake in mentioning Darius the
Mede! Here, if ever, the data of the
Bible were in conflict with secular
history, and so the data were in error.
And yet, during this past year, two
excellent Bible-believing scholars
have come forth with proposals for
a solution of the problem, each of
which can command approval. It is
now perfectly possible to fit Darius
the Mede into the scheme of history.
The Bible had not been in error, but
the men who thought that in their
unaided strength they could interpret
the phenomena of the Bible had been
in grievous error.

Let us consider one or two further
examples. In Judges 20:40 we read,
“But when the flame began to arise
up out of the city with a pillar of
smoke, the Benjamites looked behind
them, and, behold, the flame of the
city ascended up to heaven.” The
historicity of this statement has often
been doubted. After all, it is a minor
matter; what could it possibly have
to do with our faith? Thus one might
erroneously reason. But when exca-

vation was undertaken at Gibeah of
Benjamin, the modern Tell el-Full,
it was found that the first stratum of
the tell had been burned, just as the
Bible says was the case.

Again, we read in the Bible that
Shalmanezer the king of Assyria came
up against Hoshea and apparently
took Samaria. But Sargon, the suc-
cessor of Shalmanezer, claims on his
own inscription that he took Samaria.
Here the data of the Bible were in
conflict with the express claims of
the Assyrian monuments. Hence,
some were perfectly ready to assert
that the data of the Bible showed
that the Bible was in error; therefore
it could not be infallible. The only
trouble with all this is that further
study has shown that the error was
not in the statements of the Bible
but that it was made by those who
declared that there was here a mis-
take in the Bible. For, as a matter
of fact, the one who took Samaria
was not Sargon but Shalmanezer.

Again, we find in the Bible that
Tiglath-pileser 111 is called by another
name, Pul. But surely this is an
error, according to some. Here the
phenomena of the Bible must show
us that the Bible is no infallible
book. Surely, the name Pul is simply
the invention of the Biblical writer.
We will grant that the Assyrian king
had the name Tiglath-pileser, but not
the name Pul. But again it has been
shown that the opinion of men on
this matter had to be revised. The
name Pul has now been found on the
Babylonian documents. The state-
ments of the Bible were correct; the
phenomena of the Bible were in per-
fect accord with the didactic state-
ments of Scripture. Once again the
error was not in the Bible but in
those individuals who thought that
they knew enough to declare posi-
tively that there were mistakes in the
Bible,

And this brings us to the heart of
the matter. Anyone who believes that
he is competent to make the judg-
ment that there is actual error in the
original manuscripts of the Bible —
and that is the question which con-
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cerns us now —is setting himself up
in the position of God. He is flying
in the face of express statements of
the Bible which assert the contrary.
Jesus Christ says, “The Scripture can-
not be broken”; a sinful man says,
“The Scripture is broken.” This is to
elevate the human mind to the posi-
tion of judge; it means that we sub-
stitute the human mind for the Word
of God. It is to assume that the
human mind knows so much that it
can say with assurance that there is
actual error in the original manu-
scripts of the Bible. It is rationalism
of the worst kind. Serious indeed is
this charge, but there is no escaping
it. If the Bible is the Word of God,
he alone can tell us what we are to
believe about the Bible. God has so
told us; in statement after statement
he has spoken to us about his Word.
If we think that we can disregard
these clear statements and by simply
examining the phenomena of the
Bible conclude what the true nature
of the Bible is, we have simply set
our minds up as higher than God
himself. We have fallen into the
worst kind of unbelief.

SCRIPTURE GOD-BREATHED
AND INFALLIBLE

Let us now return to II Timothy
3:16. Is it true that we can learn
nothing about Scriptural infallibility
from this verse? Must we resort to
deduction, if we wish to appeal to
this verse for support for our belief
in the infallibility of the Bible? Those
who speak in this vein, and I fear
that there are too many who so
speak, do not seem to understand
what this passage teaches. Paul de-
clares here that every Scripture is
“God-breathed.” That is a strange
word, but it is a remarkable word.
It means simply that the Scriptures
are the product of the breath of God;
they are of divine origin. The same
thought has been expressed through-
out the Old Testament, not merely
once or twice, but over and over
again, in the words, “God said.”

We read, for example, in the pref-
acetothe Ten Commandments,

“And God spake all these words
saying,” etc. We read this Scripture
each Sabbath in our churches and we
read it because we believe that the
Ten Commandments were spoken by
God. Then, if the proponents of the
theory which we are now considering
are correct, we make a tremendous
“deduction.” Every time we read the
Ten Commandments we make this
“deduction” that inasmuch as God
has spoken these commandments,
they are therefore true, and are to
be believed and obeyed. But if that
is only a deduction, would it then
not be better if we simply said to
our congregation, “Now, God spoke
these words, that is true enough, but
we cannot say that these words are
true. We shall have to examine the
phenomena of Scripture to ascertain
whether these commandments are
true and infallible. Possibly they are
infallible commandments; possibly
they are not. It may even be that
our examination of the phenomena of
the Bible will lead us to conclusions
that we fear and prefer not to accept.
Possibly it will turn out, after all,
when we have finished studying the
data of the Bible, that it is not really
wrong to break these commandments.
But be of good cheer, let us not be
afraid. Let us boldly accept what our
studies bring to us. Fear should not
motivate our study of the Bible.”

Now to talk this way is to talk
nonsense, and yet that is the way men
do talk and interpret II Timothy
3:16. The Scripture is God-breathed,
they may say, well and good, but we
must not deduce from that that
Scripture is also infallible. But to say
that Scripture is God-breathed is the
same as saying that Scripture is
spoken by God. What a terrible
calumny we utter against the very
nature of God when we conclude that
when God has spoken something or
breathed forth something, it is not
therefore infallible! Let us rather
boldly and with all confidence pro-
claim that God has breathed forth
the Scripture and that for this very
reason. the Seripture must be infalli-
ble. To talk of a God-breathed Scrip-
ture that is not infallible is to say a
meaningless thing. If Secripture is

God-breathed, it is also infallible;
the two cannot be separated.

FURTHER REFLECTIONS ON
I TIMOTHY 3:16

Possibly it may be granted that
our interpretation of II Timothy 3:16
is correct. Granted that all Scripture
is God-breathed, so it may be argued,
it does not, however, follow that every
word of Scripture is God-breathed.
The verse simply states that “all
Scripture” is God-breathed; it does
not state that every word thereof is
God-breathed. This assertion would
hardly seem worthy of refutation; and
were it not for the fact that it has
actually been employed to defend
the position that there is error in the
Bible, we should prefer to pass it by
in silence. On the other hand, if
a consideration of this argument,
weak as it is, will enable us the better
to understand what Paul has written
in IT Timothy, it will be worth our
while to devote brief attention to it.
Let us then examine more closely
what Paul has written.

“All scripture,” states the Apostle,
“is God-breathed.” We reject most
heartily the erroneous translation of
this verse proposed by Sigmund Mo-
winckel, namely, “Every scripture
inspired by God is useful for doc-
trine.” This translation entirely omits
the significant word “also” and con-
sequently cannot be considered as
correct. The late Benjamin B. War-
field has adequately discussed the
proper interpretation of this passage,
and there is no point in repeating
what he has so admirably said. We
focus our attention now upon the
word translated “scripture.” What
is the Scripture? In itself the Greek
word simply means “a writing,” “the
thing written down.” Seripture is
writing. Paul had previously (verse
15) designated the Scriptures as the
“holy scriptures” although there he
used a different word (literally: the
holy letters). But what is the Scrip-
ture? It is simply writing composed
of individual words. We do not see
how writing can be composed of
anything else. If therefore we say
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that the writing is God-breathed, we
are in the very nature of the case
saying that the words which go to
make up that writing are also God-
breathed. How the writing could
be God-breathed while the words of
that writing are not God-breathed
passes our comprehension. If words
have any meaning whatever, then to
state that the Scriptures are God-
breathed is to make the assertion that
the individual words of the Scriptures
are God-breathed. Without the indi-
vidual words there can be no Scrip-
ture.

Warfield devotes several pages to
prove by a study of the contents of
the Bible that the Scriptures are “a
compact mass of words of God”, and
that for this very reason this compact
mass of words of God came to be
designated by the term “the holy
oracles.” If then we assert that Paul
here teaches only the God-breathed
character of Scripture but not of
every word of Scripture we are flying
in the face of the plain Biblical
evidence. Furthermore, what we say
does not make good sense. Scripture
and the words of Scripture are iden-
tical. The words go to make up the
Scripture. If the words of Scripture
are true, the Scripture is true. If
the words of Scripture are false, the
Scripture itself is false. Scripture and
the words of which it is composed
cannot be divorced.

WHEREIN IS THE BIBLE
INFALLIBLE?

And that brings us to another
consideration. Certainly the Bible is
God-breathed, and therefore infalli-
ble, it will be acknowledged. “But,” —
and now another charge is leveled
against those of us who hold to the
infallibility of the Scriptures, “this
infallibility has to do only with mat-
ters of faith and morals.” Again we
must look at IT Timothy 3:16. If we
take the first part of this verse, it is
said, and then apply it to all matters,
we are acting in an unwarranted
fashion. The verse itself, so the
argument runs, places a limit upon
infallibility; it limits that infallibility
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to the realm of faith and morals.

And so another objection to the
infallibility of the Bible appears.
What can be said concerning it?

In the first place, as we have
pointed out, Paul makes the definite
statement that ALL Scripture is God-
breathed. Paul does not limit the
words that are “God-breathed” to
certain parts of the Bible. He speaks
of “all” or “every” Scripture. It is
Paul, therefore, who applies this
epithet “God-breathed” to all or to
every part of Scripture. It is the
Bible itself which asserts with crystal
clarity that “all Scripture”, or “every
Scripture”, (the Greek is pasa
graphe) is God-breathed. What war-
rant or right then has any man to
deny the truthfulness of what Paul
has here written?

In reply it may be said that, true
enough, all Scripture is God-breathed,
but Paul in this very verse limits that
God-breathed quality only to matters
of faith and morals. But does Paul
really do that? We must examine
carefully what the apostle has writ-
ten. In this remarkable verse Paul
makes two statements which apply
to all Scripture. In the first place
he makes the statement that all
Seripture is God-breathed. He then
makes a second statement which is
joined to the first by the word “and”
(kai). He says that all Scripture is
profitable. Those are the two state-
ments which Paul makes with respect
to all Scripture. How different this
is from what we at times might be
tempted to think! We are very prone
to say that certain passages of the
Bible have nothing to do with faith
and ethics; that certain parts of the
Bible are not important or necessary.
Paul, however, in distinction from the
modern practice, asserts that all
Scripture (without exception) is prof-
itable. Not only therefore is all
Scripture God-breathed, but all
Scripture is also profitable. The one
thing Paul does not wish to say is
that Scripture is God-breathed only
with respect to the realm of faith
and practice. To force such a con-
struction upon this verse .is to read

one’s own ideas into it, and to do
exegetical violence to a clear passage
of Scripture.

This procedure of wresting the
language of a document to make it
mean what we want it to mean is
also applied to the creeds of the
Church. He who is ordained to be a
Presbyterian minister must declare
that he believes that “the Scriptures
are the infallible rule of faith and
conduct.” And then this Confession
is wrested to mean that the Scriptures
are infallible only in matters of faith
and conduct. Of course, as a little
reflection will make clear, this Con-
fession means no such thing. This
formula of subscription does not mean
that when the Bible speaks on mat-
ters of faith and conduct it is an
infallible rule, but that when it speaks
on other matters it is not an infallible
rule. Not at all. The framers of this
formula were deeper thinkers and
more devout Bible students than to
frame nonsense of that sort. This
formula states that the Bible is an
infallible rule. If, however, there are
errors in the Bible, then the Bible
is not an infallible rule. If the Bible
is not trustworthy on matters other
than those of faith and conduct, it
is not infallible. If it is an infallible
rule, it is infallible in all that it says.
Otherwise, as we have pointed out
earlier, it is not infallible.

Why, then, does this formula men-
tion faith and conduct, and why does
Paul in II Timothy 3:16 speak of the
God-breathed Scripture as being prof-
itable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in right-
eousness? Paul himself gives the
answer, namely, that “the man of God
may be perfect, thoroughly furnished
unto every good work” (II Timothy
3:17). The purpose of the Bible is
to tell us what we are to believe and
how we are to act. In order that
we may know these things we need
an infallible rule. A fallible rule
would not be sufficient. For if the
rule were fallible in minor matters,
how do we know that it would not
also be fallible in the more important
things? We can trust it because it
is infallible. Were it not infallible,
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we could not trust it. We merely
cloud the question when we confuse
the nature of the Bible as God-
breathed Scripture with its purpose
to instruct us with respect to faith
and conduct.

And this brings us to a great ques-
tion, a question which has been
completely ignored by those who
think that the Bible is infallible “only”
when it speaks of matters of faith and
conduct. The question is this: Who
is to tell us what is a matter of faith
and conduct and what is not? Who
is to show us what the so-called minor
matters of Scripture are? Who has
the knowledge (I ask in seriousness,
would he not need omniscience?) to
draw up a list of those parts of the
Bible which are infallible and those
which are not? Whose judgment shall
we trust in this matter?

There are many Christians today
who seem to think that the doctrine
of creation is a comparatively minor
matter. Shall we therefore follow
them and reject the first chapter of
Genesis as irrelevant to faith and con-
duct? On the other hand, there are
Christians who think that the first
chapter of Genesis and the doctrine
of creation are essential to the Chris-
tian faith. Whom shall we believe?
A very good friend of mine, a devout
Christian, wrote some time ago that
the Virgin Birth was of no theological
consequence. On the other hand, a
Christian like the late J. Gresham
Machen has written a large volume
on the subject, simply because he
believes that the doctrine of the Vir-
gin Birth is very important and sig-
nificant. To judge from what Karl
Barth has written about the Trinity,
one might conclude that Barth does
not think that the Biblical doctrine
of the Trinity is of much significance,
for he does not present the Biblical
doctrine correctly. On the other hand,
think of the grand things that John
Calvin has written on the Trinity!
Evidently Calvin thought that the
doctrine was of the utmost signifi-
cance. Whom shall we follow, Barth
or Calvin?

Of course, an objection is immedi-
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ately at hand. Those who hold that
the Bible is not infallible will say,
“This is not what we mean. The
Trinity is important; the Virgin Birth
is important; the doctrines of Chris-
tianity are important. What we have
reference to is such things as the
numbers of the Old Testament, the
parallel passages, the chronology of
the kings of Israel and Judah, and
similar matters. In these minor mat-
ters,” they would say, “there may be
error.” Even with this delimitation,
however, we have not escaped diffi-
culty. Even here, who is to tell us
what is essential to faith and what
is not; what is infallible and what is
not?

What surprises one who reads the
Bible attentively is the manner in
which the Bible regards as important
and significant matters which a reader
might regard as being only of minor
consequence. Let us note a few
examples. In his first epistle to
Timothy (5:17, 18) Paul makes an
exhortation to the elders, especially
to those who labor in the word and
doctrine. To support his exhortation
he quotes from the book of Deuter-
onomy, “Thou shalt not muzzle the
ox that treadeth out the corn” (Deu-
teronomy 25:4). What does this pas-
sage in Deuteronomy have to do with
our Christian life? Surely, if ever
there was a passage that might seem
to us to be irrelevant and without
weight, it is this one. What can
this ancient Hebrew law possibly
have to say to us today? Is this not
one of the minor matters of the Bible,
a matter so insignificant that it really
is irrelevant, whether it is infallible
or not?

Such is the way in which we might
be tempted to reason. Plausible rea-
soning it might seem to be; plausible
indeed, but utterly false. What does
Paul do with this passage? He ad-
duces it to support his charge to the
elders. And he introduces it with
the words, “For the scripture saith.”
In other words, this passage, which
we might have considered insignifi-
cant and irrelevant, is said by Paul
to be Scripture; and because Scrip-
ture has spoken, men must obey. They

must even obey this particular Scrip-
ture. Indeed, this particular Scripture
is so relevant and important that
Paul — rather the Holy Spirit — uses
it to substantiate the charge made to
the elders. The words, “Thou shalt
not muzzle the ox that treadeth out
the corn” are infallible Scripture. Be-
cause they are infallible, the elders
must obey the charge which Paul
makes to them,

And again, we have the conclusive
and infallible statement of God, that
“whatsoever thi ngs were written
aforetime were written for our learn-
ing, that we through patience and
comfort of the scriptures might have
hope” (Romans 15:4). I do not
understand how a Christian can dare
to go contrary to the clear language
of this verse. Whatsoever things were
written aforetime, we are told, were
written for our learning. That is sim-
ply another way of saying that any-
thing that was written aforetime, any-
thing that can be called Scripture, was
written for our benefit. We might
state the truth in still another man-
ner. All Scripture written previous to
Paul’s time was written for our ben-
efit. This verse does not say that
only some things were for our good.
It does not say that only those
Scriptures that had to do with faith
and morals are for us. It does not
assert that only those Scriptures that
are infallible are for our learning.
No, it says that whatsoever things
were written before — whether we
think them relevant or not; whether
we consider them significant or not
—all that was written before is for
our learning. Here is a clear-cut,
explicit statement that all the Scrip-
ture written before the time of Paul
is for doctrine. From whatsoever was
written aforetime we are to learn.
We are not to pick and choose what
sections of those Scriptures appeal to
us. No, we are to consider whatso-
ever things were written aforetime
and from these things we are to learn.

In Psalm 82:6 we read, “I have
said, Ye are gods.” That little quota-
tion, “Ye are gods,” what is its sig-
nificance for our Christian lives? Is
it not merely a quotation, a secondary
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clause in a main sentence? Yet what
did our Lord do with that clause?
He wused it in his argument, and
then, with respect to that apparently
insignificant clause, he remarked, “It
is not possible for the Scripture to
be broken” (John 10:35). This clause,
so his argument may be paraphrased,
is a part of Scripture, and the Scrip-
ture cannot be broken. Not even this
apparently unimportant clause can
be broken; for even it is a part of the
indefectible Scriptures.

The great question with which the
Church today must deal is that of
the nature and authority of the Word
of God. What kind of a book is the
Bible? Is it a trustworthy revelation
of the one living and Triune God, or
is it a book in which error and truth
are mixed? Can the Church any
longer go to the Bible for her doc-
trine? She went to the Bible to learn
what she was to believe about the
Trinity, about the Fall of Man, about
Sin and the Redeemer, about Justi-
fication by Faith. Can she also go
to the Bible and learn from it what
she is to believe about the Bible
itself? Is that Bible true and trust-
worthy or is it not? Is it free from
error in the original manuscripts, or
are there errors in the autographa?
That, and precisely that, is the ques-
tion that is before us today.

One thing is clear. The position
that the Scripture is only generally
infallible, or infallible only in certain
spheres, was not the position of J.
Gresham Machen. If we adopt this
position we part company with
Machen. More than that, we part
company with Warfield and Hodge.
And we certainly part company with
Bavinck and Abraham Kuyper. And
that is serious, for these men whom I
have just named are some of the
greatest theologians that God has
given to his church during this and
the past century. But we must go
back further. Luther and Calvin
would certainly separate from us.
They would never have tolerated
the idea of a generally infallible
Bible. Nor would Augustine nor Paul.
If we part from these men in our
doctrine of Scripture it is surely ser-
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ious, for these were great men in
the church and Paul was an inspired
apostle. It is tragic if we separate
from them on this matter. But what
is of infinitely greater sadness is to
part from Him who is the Way, the
Truth, and the Life. There can be
no denying the fact that Jesus Christ,
the eternal Son of God, believed that
the Old Testament Scriptures in their
entirety were the infallible Word of
God. The evidence for this has been
presented many times. Those who
claim that the Scriptures are infallible
only in the realm of ethics and faith
are in disagreement with that Holy
One who said, “The scripture can-
not be broken.” Before we dare to
set our views in opposition to him,
let us count the cost of what we are
doing.

It is not my privilege to be a
minister in the Christian Reformed
Church. But I am a minister in a
Church which officially holds the
same position with respect to the
infallible Scriptures as does your own
Church. Your Church has stated very
clearly what it believes about the
Bible. In the answer to Question 21
of the Heidelberg Catechism we read,
“True faith is not only a sure knowl-
edge, whereby 1 hold for truth all
that God has revealed to us in His
Word,” etc. Now, if there are errors
in that Word, we ought not hold them
for truth. If, however, we hold for
truth all that God has revealed to us
in his Word, and there actually are
errors in that Word, it follows that we
are holding for truth what is really
error, and to do that is to sin. We
had then better revise the Catechism
to read “. .. whereby I hold for truth
all that God has revealed to us in
his Word which has to do with faith
and morals, and I must decide for
myself what has to do with faith
and morals.” That is the logical con-
clusion to which we are compelled
to come if we adopt the view that
the Bible is only generally infallible
and contains errors.

Then again I read the noble state-

ment in Article Five of the Belgic
Confession which speaks of our atti-
tude toward the Scriptures: “...be-
lieving without any doubt all things
contained in them,” the reason given
being this that “the Holy Spirit wit-
nesses in our hearts that they are
from God.” But must we now revise
this statement to read “believing
without any doubt only those things
contained in them which are infalli-
ble”? God grant that we may never
adopt such a position.

It has often been my privilege to
preach in a Christian Reformed
Church. And sometimes when I have
arrived early for the service, I have
sat alone in the consistory room and
read the admirable statement which
precedes the Belgic Confession as it
is -printed in your hymnals. It is a
statement which we all should read
from time to time, for it expresses
the conviction of the early adherents
of the Reformed faith, who testified
concerning the truths contained in
this Confession that they would “offer
their backs to stripes, their tongues
to knives, their mouths to gags, and
their whole bodies to the fire,” rather
than deny the truth expressed in
this Confession. And one bit of the
truth expressed in this Confession is
that set forth in Article Five, “We
receive all these books, and these
only, as holy and canonical, for the
regulation, foundation, and confir-
mation of our faith; believing without
any doubt all things contained in
them, not so much because the
Church receives and approves them
as such, but more especially because
the Holy Spirit witnesses in our hearts
that they are from God and because
they carry the evidence thereof in
themselves. For the very blind are
able to perceive that the things fore-
told in them are being fulfilled.”

God grant that this may be our
faith. God grant that in this day,
when so large a part of the Prot-
estant Church has followed the errors
of modern theology, we may say to
those that walk in darkness, Be of
good cheer; God has spoken, and
his Word is truth.



SERMONETTE

FAITH: The Prerequisite

for PRAYER

“If ye abide in me, and my words abide in you, ask whatsoever ye will, and # shall be
one unto you.” Joun 15:7

E ARE LIVING in an age

which may be characterized
as “the age of pragmatism.” Perhaps
this term is strange to you, even
though you yourself may be a prag-
matist. Very simply, a pragmatist is
a person who is always asking, “Does
it work; will it profit me; of what
advantage is it to me?” If something
works, it is good. If something does
not work, it is not good.

This pragmatic spirit influences our
thinking more than we realize. We
ask, “Will it profit me?” in our deci-
sions every day. This is, no doubt,
a good attitude when we consider
whether or not we should buy a car
or an insurance policy. But this
philosophy has also crept into our
evaluation of moral and spiritual
matters. In moral and spiritual mat-
ters, God’s Word, the Truth, should
be the criterion of goodness. Still
we hear people asking, “Will it be
to my advantage to belong to this
church — to send my children to that
school —to take this stand in the
community? Will it work?”

This spirit has also conditioned our
attitude toward prayer. Does prayer
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work? The Scriptures say, “Ask, and
it shall be given to you; seek, and ye
shall find; knock, and it shall be
opened to you” How wonderfull
Prayer works! So we pray, “Lord, do
this,” or “Lord, .give me that.” But
when these requests are not fulfilled
we conclude, “Prayer doesn’t work.
So why pray?”

But God does answer prayer.
Prayer does work. However, there
is a prerequisite for prayer. That
prerequisite is faith.

I. Faith Teaches The Necessity
Of Prayer

“If ye abide in me...ask whatso-
ever ye will and it shall be done unto
you.” Obviously, Christ is speaking
here of faith, for it is through faith
that we abide in Christ.

As Reformed Christians, we believe
and teach that we can be united to
Christ only if and when he draws
us to him. In other words, we believe
in Christ only when he works faith
in us. Because we are by nature
totally depraved, we abide in Christ
only when we are born again by
the power of the Holy Spirit.

However, once we are placed in
possession of true faith, we must
exercise ourselves in that faith. Our
text speaks of this responsibility, “If
ye abide in me.” This means that we
must live in close relationship to
Christ, as a branch does to a vine,
acknowledging that apart from him
we have nothing but that abiding in
him we have everything. We must
recognize Christ as the sole supplier
of all the needs of our bodies and of
our souls. It is faith which causes
us to recognize our complete depen-
dence on Christ. In other words,
faith teaches us and recognizes the
absolute necessity of prayer.

There are too many people who
are praying today but do not acknowl-
edge the fact just mentioned. Their
whole demeanor shows that they do
not feel that they really need Christ.
They need and want money, pop-
ularity, and a position in the com-
munity. These are the things which
will bring them real security. They
will even violate the teachings of
Scripture to gain this supposed se-
curity. Yes, they will pray, but only
when they are placed in circum-
stances of obvious and dire need.





















