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COMMENT ON THIS ISSUE
This 32·page issue  e ight pages more than usual  is still much
too limited to present all tile copy which was intended for the MayJ une number of our periodical. Among tho valuable material which
we were compelled to omit is the Symposium by twelve Christian
Reformed Ministers on the theme: "Which of the Three Forms for
Communion Do I Preferr ' This mate rial will appear in a later
issue. The same app lies to a review bK Professor John Murmy of
the recent book by Dr. Bcrkouwer on 'Divine Election."

BE STILL
Bo stilI, and know that [ am Cod: [ will be exalted among
the nations, I will be exalted on the earth. Psalm 46:10.
In turbulent times like these it is good to lift up our eyes and
rest them upon the T hrone of Eternal Majesty. In Psalm 2 we are
s hown a world in revolt against God. If uni ty be strength, then this
revolt was strong and had every prospect of success. Dut what effcct
did all this conspirney of evil have in heaven where the rc,'ceted
King was enth roned? "He that sitteth in the heavens shall augh,
the Lord shall have the m in derision."

Psalm 46 is a companion picture. The world Is in arms against
the
of God. But, again God interposes, announcing his un·
allemb e purpose and calming trembling hearts by this majestic
utterance, "Be still, and know that 1 am God."
An army chaplain who had been in the thick of Ule fighting in
the 193945 war tells of an allied thrust into enemyoccupied ter·
ritory. The d in of war was deafening; the very earth trembled
under the explosions of shells. But out of tile midst of the confu·
sion, the message transmitted back to army headquarters was, 1110
situation is under contro!." Sure ly tha t is wha t God is telling us
when he says, "Be still, and know that I am Cod." Against all
the opposition of the rulers of the darkness of this world, God is
steadil y pressi ng on with his plan of giving his Son the nations
for his inheritance, and tl l(~ uUc mlost parts of the earth for his
possession. When things are as bad as they can well be, the believer
may still sing:

citro

This is my Father's world.
Oh, let me ne'e r forget
That though the wrong seems oft so strong,
God is the Rulcr ye t.
_ Rev. G. N. M. CoIliIU, Edinburgh, Sootland

"The only theology t1UJt the Bible knows is the Reformed faith."  DR. JAMES I. PACKER

,

. .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . ..., ... ... .. . . . . . . . . . .

Pointed Paragraphs:

H ow often it turns out to be true that we thought we
knew certain things until someone asks us about them, and
then we discover we don't know. It is frequently so with
regard to our religious beliefs and our devotional ut e r ~
ances. Many times we may repeat the words of Psalm
103;2, "Bless the Lord, 0 my soul, and forget not all his
benefits," We think we know the meaning of gratitude and
the sacrifice of praise. We think we know to a considerable degree. But OD e day in the middle years
there flashes upon us, in the light and with the perspective
that are quite foreign to Ufe's younger years, the true
mercies under which we have been living  the unfailing
goodness of God, the undeserved patience of dear ones
from whom so often we withheld kindness, the strength
and support of unmerited friendships. the times we stumbled but did not fall because underneath us were the
"everlasting anns." And then, like dawn over the eastern
hills, we see through wider lenses the sure mercies of God
over all and in all, and with deepthroated praise we cry,
"Bless the Lord, 0 my soul, and all that is within me bless
his holy name."
That is one of the compensations of growing older. Dull
words leap into Same. Prosy passages become precious
promises. Old hymns are sung with brighter eye and fuller
voice. Prayer becomes privilege. The overfamiliar themes
of our ereeds and confessions grow astonishing. Orthodoxy
becomes an anchor and truth becomes a lighthouse.
L.G.

find within himself the supports which he thought he so
abundantly possessed, begins to hate the whole world. He
is rebellious towards everything in his environment. Not
able to live at peace with himself he cannot live at peace
with anybody else. "Nobody understands mel" he exclaims.
Now the deplorable thing about much of the modern
social service and rehabilitation efforts directed at youth in
this third stage is that they do not begin at the beginning
with him. Instead of sctting up at the outset a procedure
in which this problem boy or girl will be taught the importance and necessity of respect for authority, and preeminently the authority of God, so many social service
workers operate solely within the orbit of the third stage
of the youth's devolution. Thc major thrust of their efforts
is in the direction of group activities, especially on tlle
amusement and recreational levels. Teach him not to
suspect and dislike the world, they say, and you have
provided the major ingredient in the formwa for his rehabilitation. It does not OCCur to these workers, who undoubtedly are wellmeaning, that you have not accomplished much with a delinquent when you have done little
ma re than integrate him into group and community activities while he continues to carry with him his original disrespect for authority. What you have only done for him is
provide a relaxation in the third stage of his tensional
development. You have not touched the mainspring of the
tension.
All of which points up the need for more Christian.
L.G.
social service workers.

" DEVOLUTION" OF DELINQUENTS

DR. HARRY BOER AND INFALLIBILITY

There are three stages in the "devolution" of delinquents. The first stage is one of disrespect, particularly
disrespect towards authority. ODe of the roots of this disrespect is indifference. Another can be traced to reprehensible elements in the conduct of parents. The child develops
an aversion to his parents, ignores their teaching, feels that
unreasonable restraints have been placed upon his freedom
to do what he pleases.
The second stage is one of hatred. Indifference and
disrespect have now deepened into something more dangerous. Where once the youth said, "My parents are behind
the times" or "~ ' I y parents are unreasonable" he now blurts
out, "MyoId man is a crackpot"l
The third stage is reached when this sclfcmancipated
youth, insecure in his false sense of security and unable to

Dr. Boer writes a long Reformed Journal ( Feb. '61, p.
9 ) article, entitled "Reformed Scholarship and Infallibility."
He seeks to indicate how little the integrity of our Reformed witness is at stake in the cunent discussion on
infallibility. So the writer does "some reporting" especially
"on thi s particular question: What do Reformed theologians
who have among us an eminent name for orthodoxy in biblical scholarship say about the problem we are wrestling
with?'"
H e at once assures us that it is far from true that in
scholarly Reformed circles there is no question about the
acceptance of the literal infallibility of the Bible. To show
this he especially cites certain authors of the honored
"Korte Verklaring" (Short Commentary).
H e emphasizes the trusted place of this commentary
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three

and "\\ith this in mind" points first to what Prof. A. :Soordtzij, then to what Prof. C. Ch. Aalders, write. Having encouraged us to put our trust in their position, he forthrightly says of them: "It would seem very clear that both
Aalders and Noordtzij have imbibed more than one draft
of higher critical waters, and one who drinks deeply or
even not so deeply there must necessarily have reservations
with respect to the traditional view of the infallibility of
scripture, as it is only too plain that Aalders and Noordtzij
do"; p.ll.
Dr. Boer furth er quotes Dr. N. Ridderbos as saying:
"'There never were six days of creation. Nor were there
ever six periods of crention which might loosely be termed
days. In fact, the account in Gen. 1 was never intended to
be a description of how the world was created."
Finally this article asks: "Should we not take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community? Do we agree with it? If not, at what far
remove in the theological community do we come to
stand?"

• • • •

We notice with regret that he mentions no concern lest
we stand at a "'far remove" from the plain self-attestation of
Scripture or from the testimony of our Reformed Standards
in this matter.
He then asks whether on certain, apparently to him
plausible, conditions we should not "wish to re-evaluate the
meaning of the expression 'Wallible' in its application to
scripture." That, indeed, appears to be the thrust of the
article.
But this is the question which presses for earnest
thought here: How shaH we re-evaluate the concept of
infallibility and not come up with fallibility? Who can explain how anyone can tone down infallibility and escape
fallibility? Let us take timely waming: re-evaluating has
been a common and subtle approach of liberal theology. It
has subverted much vital truth.
As we read and re-read this article it convinces us, both
in its citations and general tenor, that in our discussion of
infallibility, the integrity of our Reformed witness is indeed
at stake.
Unlike Dr. Boer, we feel deeply that this issue is the
profound concern of our church in its entirety anll solidarity: professors, ministers, and also of our sensitive nnd
sensible pew theologians. Let us altogether strive mightily
to study and pray it through to a right conclusion.

GH.
GIVING AND GmlNG

As human beings we are dependent creatures who must
live by grace and by the things we receive from God primarily, and from our fellowmen. No man lives or dies unto
himself; his life and death are intertwined with the lives
of his fellowmen.
On the other hand , we all make some contribution to
SOCiety. We all have a niche to fill , a role to play, a work
to do; and in such a process we make a contribution to
o ur cultural comm unity, and also to the church.
However, on what does the emphasis fall? There are
some members of society and of the church who are con-

fo",

centrating on getting. Whenever anyth..i.ng is free, they are
there in force. So too they like to remind themselves and
others that salvation is free, so they come and get it. But
that is the point at which their religion stops. They hate to
pay into the budgetl They resent all drives for funds! They
resent the poor and the wUortunate for whom collections
are held. They are not moved to generosity by the needs
of others, the milk of human kindness does not flow in their
veins. And what does Bow in their veins they nre unwilling
to share when the occasion presents itself. They would not
think of giving a pint of blood for some unknown brother
in the Lord who is in dire needl Neither do they offer their
time and energy for pressing door-bells, for doing work
around the church or school. They are simply too busyl
To Sunl it up, there are people in the church, as in society, who will not give their money, their time and talent,
nor their blood (donation ) when the opportunity presents
itself. But the Lord Jesus Christ, who died on Calvary,
where he gave himself for us, says to all diSciples: "Take
up the cross and follow me ... faxes have holes and the
birds of the air have nests, but the Son of Man hath not
where to lay his head."
Are you a giver or a getter? Do you offer your money
and time, your blood and your talent for your fellow-man,
your fellow-saints? Or do you selfishly hoard and hold it?
Hemember, he that would save his life shall lose it, but he
that gives it for Christ and his Kingdom shall find it!
H.R.V.T.
A CORRECTION

1684 Warren Road
Ann Arbor, Michigan
April 6, 1961
Rev. H. J. Kuiper, Managing Editor
2401 Paris Avenue, S. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan
Dear Rev. Kuiper,
UST NOW I have been reading the article '1GNORAMUS, IGNOHAMIBUS" in the April issue of your
paper. The writer of this article informs us that he wrote
it after he had just dusted an old Latin dictionary.
May I ask you, for the sake of our High School boys and
girls who might otherwise get confused, to print this
present Jetter in an earl y issue - so that they may know
dlat for theolOgians as well as for them the future first
person singular of the Latin verb ignorare is igllorabimus
and not "'ignoramibus" as you have printed it in three different places.
Let us all learn from this episode that it is not good to
let dust settle on one's Latin. Thank you.

J

Yours respectfully,
Leonard Verduin
Thank you, brother! We have checked and found that
the manuscript had: ignorabimus. We assume responsibility {or the error, as managing editor. Our only consolation
is that the error in no way invalidates the author's argument.
H.J.K.
TORCH and TRUMPET, May-June, 1961

SYNODICAL MATTERS
THE REPORT ON INFALLIBILITY

EPORT NO. 24 of the synodical Agenda, entitled "'Infallibility And Inspiration In The Light Of Scripture
And The Creeds," makes an impression of excellence. ]t is
to the point, thorough, exegetically convinCing and creedally
sound. Thus one is impressed by the main body of this
wellwritten document taking pages 119 to 195 in the
Agenda.
The report concludes with three recommendations.
Recommendation one leaves little room for argument. It
recontmends "That Synod receive this study report as the
fulfillment of the mandate 'to study the relationship between inspiration and infallibility in the light of Scripture
and om own Creedal statements'," l1lis the committee has
done and done well.
Recommendation two asks "That Synod submit this
study report to the Church as a guide ( to form rather than
to bind the mind of the Church) in understanding the
concept of Scriptural infallibility." Why not a recommenda·
tion to adopt, as the Synod of 1959 did with the Conclu·
sions of the report on Inspiration by the Refonned Ecumen·
Lcat Synod of 1958? It is regrettable that the report now
under consideration does not summari7£ its findin gs in a
series of succinct conclusions. Such could rather easily
have been given.
Is the Christian Reformed Church to continue to be a
debating society on this matter of Infallibility? The gen·
eral membership of the church is beginning to weary of
this debate. Furthennore, the Church as Church does not
engage in academic fi shing expeditions. The Church ad·
dresses itself to questions that arise in the life and witness
of the Church, and seeks to give them scriptural and
creedal answers. The question of Infallibility has arisen
and has agitated the Church. Two specific and closely
related questions have appeared in this agitation. They
are these two : (1) Is the term "'Infallibility" still a suitable
term to express the trustworthiness of Scripture? ( the
burden of the Stromata articles ); and (2) "How far that
infaUibiHty extended." ("It is this last question which our
Church is now facing"  J. Kromminga in his paper H ow
Shall We Understand 'InlaUibility'?) These questions stand
against the background of the larger question of the rela·
' tion between Inspiration and Infallibility.
Shall the Church now fail to say whether these questions
have been answered? Are these important questions to
remain unresolved in and for the Church, while every in·
terested member uses this report among other documents
in quest of the answers? Is this the way in which the
Chw·ch meets the pl"oblems and questions that arise in her

R
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life? The questions listed above have been pointedly and
adequately answered in this fin e report. Why then does
not the Church adopt this report? Possibly this material
calls for a year's study before it is presented for fin al adop·
tion. At the same time possibly the report should be
returned to the committee for formulation of a series of
summary conclusions. But at least let the Church resolve
this basic issue, now or a year hence, and not leave it an
open question .
Recommendation three is the most troublesome. It asks
"That Synod make the committee's judgment on the 'periphery' question its own, namely. that the use of the term
to describe Scripture's incidental and circumstantial data
which has no independent revelational significance apart
from its organic relation to Ule central intent and purpose
of a given passage, is not inconsonant with the Creeds."
The report refers to «inconclusive and ambiguous elements in the situation as well as in the paper itself' (p.
193). (The paper referred to is How Shall We Understand
' Infallibility'?) The report fails to dispel these ambiguities.
Just because of these ambiguities the Committee's report
should have addressed itself to the one question that ms·
turbed the church. It is this: Does the term "periphery"
(as used in the abovementioned paper) indicate an area
or aspect of Scripture to which the term "'infallibility" does
not apply or to which it applies in a manner different from
the way in which it applies to the rest of Scripture? This
is the question that troubled Dr. M. J. Wyngaarden . This
question troubled Synod's committee of preadvice in 1959.
And this question troubled the 1959 Synod. This, then, is
the question (at tillS point ) that has troubled the Church.
The question took a tum toward greater refinement and
also greater vagueness at Synod in 1959. The explanation
was allowed that the term periphery refers to .. 'some as·
pact' of the content of the words which is not germane to
the Spirit's purpose." Apparen tly the committee did not
attach much weight to this refinement, for in tlle report
appeal is made to Bavinek's idea of a "periphery of truth,
which though more or less removed from the centrum,
nevertheless belongs organically to the revelatory circle of
Goas thoughts" (Agenda, p. 193; italics by E.H. except centrum ). We certainly can assume that whatever belongs "or·
ganically to the revelatory circle of God's thoughts" can
hardly be something which is "not germane to the Spirit's
purpose."
Hence we are thrown back to the question as given in
the previous paragraph. Bllt the report does not answer
this question in section VIII , where this mattcr is dealt
with. The question is, howcver, answered in the main body
of the report. Therefore it seems rather clear that the third

five

recommendation should be rejected. Let Synod simply say
that whatever the author of the troublesome term mar have
meant, one thing is clear from the committee's study and
that is that there is no area or aspect of Scripture to which
the term "infallibility" does not apply or to which it applies
in a. manner dillerent from the way in which it applies to
the rest of Scripture.
E.H.

EXAMINATION FOR CANDIDACY

number of students to be examined. There are a suffiCient
number of classes located within a reasonable distance from
our seminary to perfolm this task without any great difficulty. These examinations could be carried on, with synodical
examiners in attendance, during the month of May. Each
examining c1assis could then report its recommendation to
Synod in June and any question or difficulty that may arise
could also tllen be resolved by Synod.
It would seem that a plan along these lines would be
more acceptable and would sW'ely place the matter of
examination for candidacy where it properly belongs.

R.I.

T

H E EXAMINATION of students seeking candidacy is
a matter of no small signifi cance. It touches the life of
the church at the very important central area of the preaching of the Word. A report by a study committee on this
matter appears on pages 8-11 in the Agenda for 1961. The
committee here recommends that the examination for candidacy be placed in the hands of the Board of Trustees of
Calvin College and Seminary. I think that in respect of
this report some observations are warranted and some
questions are raised.
It would appear correct to say that the Board of Trustees
has been commissioned by the church to supervise the
educational affairs of our college and seminary. It is completely within their province to set educational policy and
to approve or disapprove the conferring of academic degrees. The matter of candidacy and ordination, however,
deals directly with the ministry of the Word in the churches.
It is not an academic matter in first order and is therefore
not immediately within the scope of the Board's mandate
and responsibility. This is a matter which involves the
preaching of the Word in the churches and is therefore
obviously the business of the churches themselves. This is
most correctly the peculiar business of the various classes.
Why not then make it the business of the classes? It is most
correctly their responsibility and to put the matter where
jt properly belongs is the best solution to the present
'Problem.
In a classical gathering of the churches the eldership of
the church finds its rightful representation. This is not the
case in the Board of Trustees. Here the eldership is not
adequately represented and the responsibility of the eldership of the churches in this most important aspect of tJle
life of the church is not sufficiently recognized.
The seminary faculty by its close association with the
s tudents is the only one that can give a truly meaningful
r ecommendation concerning a student's fitness for the ministry. The members of the Board are in no better position
t o determine this than any designated classis. Very few of
the members of the Board ever come into a Significant personal relationship with any of the students. Could not the
seminary facu lty give thcir recommendation to a deSignated
classis? It wouJd appear that this would be a closer approach to the ideal that we seek.
I would suggest that a plan be devised whereby Synod
would designate a certain number of classes to serve as
examiners for candidacy. Tbe classes could be located as
close to tlle student's residence as possible. The number of
classes to be so designated would be determined by the

ABOUT THE APPOINTMENT OF A SEMINARY PROFESSOR

NE OF THE documents in the Agenda of Synod is a
protest against a decision of the Board of Trustees of
Calvin College and Seminary by four of its members. The
decision and the protest pertain to the appoinbnent of a
second professor to succeed Dr. Martin J. Wyngaarden of
the D eparbnent of Old Testament. When Dr. Wyngaarden
retires tllls year, the sole professor of Old Testament will
be Marten Woudstra. A second man will have to be
appointed by Synod from a nomination by the Board of
Trustees. The Protest was occasioned by the failure of the
Board to prepare such a nomination.
Two years ago the need. of a replacement was brought
to the attention of the Board of Trustees. Last year the
Board nominated only one man, the Rev. O. Kerr of the
United Presbyterian Church. But Dr. Kerr withdrew his
name when public objections were raised against his nomination, on the ground that he was the sole nominee and
that it wou1d be possible to find good material for the
position in our own circles.
When Dr. Kerr withdrew the Board decided in May
of 1960 not to present a nomination to the Synod of that
year because it was too late to make the required announcement and to consider possible objections. Its action was
approved. But instead of preparing a new nomination at
its February meeting of this year, the Board decided that a
series 0/ lectureships should be established for one-year
periods so that the eventual election of a .!:econd professor
for this chair would be postponed for several years. It was
decided that Rev. J. H. Stek should be the first lecturer
and Rev. Dr. F. M. Von Meyenfeldt of the Netherlands
should be the second. Possibly others would fo llow. The
Faculty had recommended these lectureships but only for
two years. Apparently the Board wanted the Church to lise
special precautions to secure the best mall available.
The four protestants, a U of them ministers from Canada
by the way, appeal the decision on more than onc ground.
First, they fee l this decision would fail to do justice to this
important department since it would have only one professor and an inexperienced lecturer, possibly for three or fo ur
years. Second, they make the point that this method of
preceding an appointment to the Sem inary with a series of
lectureships has not been followed in other departments,
except in j ust one instance.

O
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also call atte:ltion
the fact that Rev.
worthy of a nomination in 1958 and
they list his qualifications. They speak of the excellent
record of Dr. Yon ), Ieyenfeldt. They urge Synod to nominate these two men and elect one.
It seems to us that the suggestion of the protestants
is a good one. We know of no arguments for a series of
lectureships sufficiently wcighty to offset the disadvantages.
First, such a series of possibly three or four years would
not do justice to the needs of the students. These men are
entitled to the best which the Church can provide. A
teacher's first year, unless he is unusually gifted, can hard1y
be expected to meet the needs of the students, not to speak
of their demands. Second, such a year of lectureship is
unfair to the lecturer himself as a gauge of his ability,
especially since it would involve a drastic departure from
his usual type of work. Fourth, it is not fair to our
churches to entrust part of the training of their future ministers to "raw recruits."

The

ape~

J. H. Stek was deemed

H.J.K.

SEMINARY PROFESSORS AS SYNODICAL ADVISERS

A MOVEMENT in recent years to restrict the inOuence at
Il. Synod of our theological professors and emeriti theological professors led to the appointment in 1960 of a committee to study and report on this matter.
This committee's report is found in the Agenda, pages
220 to 224. Its recommendations are that the theological
professors in active service shall be "present or available
to Synod for advice, upon the request of the chair or members of the Synod." They shall continue "to serve on the
advisory committees of Synod .... As to the emeriti theological
professors, the recommendation is that they shall "'serve on
advisory committees when requested by Synod" and shall
be "'available to Synod for advice, which is to be given
upon the request of the chair or members of Synod."

• • • •
The more we ponder these recommendations the more
difficulties and disadvantages we see arising from the application of the rules now proposed.
We take our starting point in the fact known to all that
our Synods are composed in part by a very large number
of inexperienced ministers, some of them having been in
the ministry for a very short time. This, to our way of
thinking, makes it necessary for Synod to make a maximum
use of the knowledge and experience of our theolOgical
professors in the many difficult and sometimes perplexing
questions that confront the delegates. If the rule should be
adopted that both the theological professors in active
service and those who are retired shall not speak unless
they are specifically asked to do so, we can foresee that
they may be present only when it is convenient to do so
and that they may very well be absent just when their
advice is desired.
Every one who has been a delegate to Synod knows that
it is very tiresome and trying to sit there hours on end day
after day for about two weeks. Only the conviction, "I
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must be here all the time, to vote, or to speak, or to do both.
and to hear all that is said on all the proposals," can
persuade a person to be present daily from 8:30 to 11 :45
in the morning, from 1:30 to 5:45 in the afternoon, and
from 7:30 to 9:30 p. m. when evening sessions are held.
Will Synod not be depriving itself of much valuable information and advice by forbidding the professors to speak
except when the chairman or the delegates ask them to do
so? We have attended many synods as a reporter and can
say that we found the experience to be most wearisome and
that a day at Synod seemed to be twice as long as any day
spent in the usual way. U 1 were to be there as a professor
with no other obligation than to be "'on call," I would not
be present all the time at all the sessions.
Moreover, we take it that the professors are better able
to judge whether they have something worth while to say
on an important question than others. Who can judge best
whether a person has information, ideas, and convictions on
a certain subject than that person himself?
Further, we are not aware that in recent years any of
the theological professors now concerned, whether in active
service or retired, have abused the privilege to influence
Synod by speaking too often or too Jong. The fact is that a
number of them seldom make use of the privilege to speak.
Again, we see a real danger in the proposed rule that
these men shall be permitted to speak only when they are
requested to do so by the president of Synod or by a certain
mcmber or members. When pressing issues are discussed
on which there is sharp divergence of opinion and which
cause more or less tension, delegates can easily resort to
the device of asking for a speech by a favorite professor,
or by one who is known to entertain the same views. And
when that speech is made, another delegate, holding contrary views on the matter in hand, may call for a !o-peech
by another professor to gain support for those contrary
views. In this way the professors may become the pawns
of "politically minded" delegates who are bent on winning
a victory for their "side."

• • • • •
We see thc same danger in connection with the proposal
that the emeriti professors shall serve on advisory committees only when requested by Synod. Delegates are aware
of the enonnous influence whieh the professorial advisers
can exert in the meetings of the advisory committees and
may be tempted to ask Synod to put a man whose views
they favor on a certain committee. All they need to do is
to make a motion, after Synod is organized, that Professor
So-and-so be made the adviser of this or that committee.
The other delegates will, of course, hesitate to speak against
the motion, the person concerned being present. 1s it not
far better to leave the selection of all advisers to the large
and representative Program Committee which proposes the
personnel of all advisory committees and their professorial
counselors immediately after the opening session of Synod?
Because of the great importance of giving the advisory
committees capable professorial advisers, we are opposed toleaving room for the possibility of not one of the emeriti

seven

professors being appointed to serve in this capacity. These
men have a wide and rich experience in ecclesiastical affairs, having attended synods for many years, are thoroughly conversant with their particular Gelds, and are far more
experienced and mature than for example a new theological
professor who has been on the faculty of the Seminary for
only a couple of years and possibly has had little expericnce
as a pastor, if any at all. Yet, if the proposed rule is adopted
such a young professor would be assigned as adviser to one
of the committees while none of the emeriti professors
might be asked to scrve. We hope we have not
reached that stage in the official life of our Church where
..the counsel of the old men" is rejected ( I Kings 12:8).
In short, we see no need of curtailing the influence of
our professors at synodical meetings, whether they are in
active service or retired. Their influence at Synod is great;
we believe it should be. There are other men, also nondelegates, who also have great prestige and influence at
our synodical meetings. We refer to the secretaries and
representatives of our denominational Boards. Apparently
no one has felt the need of suggesting the clipping of their
wings. Yet some do feel the need of restricting the influence
of our Seminary professors.
U at any time it should appear that some of our professors form the habit of speaking on matters more or less inconsequential a gentlo reminder by the President at the
beginning of the sessions should suffice to curb it.

H.J.K.
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR WESTMINSTER SEMINARY

AMONG THE sixt een overtures which appear in the synodical Agenda is ODe which pleads for a continuation
of Synod's inclusion of Westminster Seminary in its list of
recommended causes. This overture is from Classis Sioux
Center. It oHers the following considerations for its pro~
posal:
"1. The Reformed witness which this institution carries
o n, both in tho non-Reformed religious world and the unchurched world of our day merits the support of all lovers
of the Reformed faith.
"2. There has been criticism concerning Westminster
SeJninary which threatens the continued support of this
institutiOD. When considering the enormous amount of
good which this seminary docs in its witness for the Reformed faith, this criticism is not of sufficient weight to recommend discontinuance of support. In the light of this, the
judgment of love for the faith would require that our people
be given the opportunity to support this institution through
o ur churches."
The criticism which point two mentions does not concern the teaching of Westminster Seminary but only a
misunderstood policy of one or more representatives in
soliciting students for the school. Since that policy has
been discontinued, the criticism should not continue.
Churches and individual Christians should not withdraw
their support from any worthy institution for reasons that
must be judged petty.
Westminster Seminary is not a denominational school.

fl..

though it maintains close unofficial connection with the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church. It is governed by a Board
which is determined to prevent the gradual undermining
of its orthodoxy through teachers who might introduce unsound doctrines. Apparently that Board believes that this
happens more easily if a Church appoints the teachers and
governs its affairs, considering that in the long run
C hurches, denOminations, almost invariably make concessions to some form of liberalism. W e may not agree with
this but no one will deny the right of a society or a board to
establish and operate a theological school.
Graduates of Westminster are serving with bonor even
in our own churches and schools, our College and Seminary
included. Westminster is known as a bastion of orthodoxy.
It is also the only Reformed Seminary in this hemisphere
which has the right to confer the degree of Doctor of
Theology. Doubtless some of Calvin's graduates will go
to Westminster to seek this coveted degree. We hope many
will. One of our own Seminary professors is about to receive that degree at Westminster.
We know of not a single reason why our churches
should not make an annual contribution to the financial
support of this school.

H.J.K.
LOS ANGELES

HAT IS VERY likely one of the more serious matters to come before the Synod of 1961 is not even
mentioned in tlle Agenda, and that for good reason. It is
the so-called "Los Angeles Case." The editorial committee
of this magazine had decided to refrain from comment on
this matter, since it is the kind of issue that is usually
properly discussed in executive session . However, when the
subject was openly dealt with and the merits evaluated
in an article in the April issue of the Reformed Journal,
the committee decided brief reference should be made to
the matter.
H ere are the capsule facts in the case as it came to
Synod. A member of the Los Angeles congregation appealed to Classis California to instruct his consistory to lift
the censure which they had imposed on him. Three times
the Classis instructed the Consistory to lift the censure, but
the advice of Classis was not heeded. The Synod of 1960
had the case before it on appeal from the censured party.
( Synod had the case before it in 1959 also, but decided at
that time that it was still a classical matter.) Synod of
1960 decided to "sustain the protestant," that "'the consistory of the Los Angeles church erred in persistently refUSing to lift censure," and to "instruct the consistory of the
Los Angeles congregation to lift summarily the censure
placed all Mr . ............. _"
Furthermore, it was decided tllat "Due to the complexity, magnitude, and gravity of the Los Angeles situation, Synod appoint a special committee to study the s itua~
tion 'in loco,' which com mittee shall advise Synod on the
matter in 1961" (Acts of Synocll960, p. 68).
Two comments appear to the undersigned to be in
order at this time. In the 6rst place one cannot help being:

W

(continued on page 19)
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A TAI F OF T\lVO CHURCHES
by LEONARD GREENWAY

R

ECEKTLY my wife and I spent a week-end in a
large city on our West Coast. To attend the nearest
church of our Own denomination would have required CODsiderable travelling b y bus or taxi, so we decided to worship in churches within walking distance of our hotel. There
were two such churches, and in this account I shall call
them "First" and "Second" respectively. First Church had
two identical morning services  onc at 9:30 o'clock and
the other at 11 ;00 o'clock. Second Church had the one
morning gathering at 11:00. We attended the 9:30 s~rvice
at First and were dismissed in time to reach the 11:00 o'clock
service at Second. The walk did us good. Several times on
the way we rc8ected on how much better it would be if
more people walked to church on Sunday. The traffic
snarls one so often sees in the vicinities of places of wO:'ship
on the Lord's Day are not always necessary. Lungs that
have been ventilated by ten or fifteen minutes of fresh air,
and muscles that have been Bexed by a good walk, are Sne
predispositions to good singing in God's House. Try il n ~ t
Sundayl
This tale of two churches has three "chapters."
1. Similarities between First and Second
2. Dissimilarities
3. Evaluation
SIMILARITIES

1. Both churches give prominence to Gospel symbols
and inscriptions. First has a large illuminated cross on the
roof. Second has a cross and a sign with the words, "Jesus
Saves." Above the entrance of one of the buildings we saw
these words: "Forever Thy Word is Settled in Heaven."
On the comer stone this inscription: "Dedicated to the
service of Him who loved us and washed us from our sins
by His blood."
2. In both places we were given a friendly welcome.
Some of the worshippers appeared to be people of considerable wealth, yet they mixed freely with people
of less than average dress. The ushers were courteous.
3. The congregations worship in large edi6ces. First
has a seating capacity of 3000. Second about the same.
Both were filled.
4. Both feature an elaborate "ministry of music." Fine
organs. Excellent organists. W elltrained choirs. At both
we had a J. S. Bach prelude beautifully and competently
interpreted.
5. The pastor at First revicwed the calendar of thc
week from thc pulpit, interspersing his announcements with
assurances of welcome for the visitors present. At Second
the assistant pastor took care of this matter. Both pastors
had a supply of humorous qu ips that provoked some
TORCH and TRUMPET, MayJune, 1961

laughter. At both services an appeal was made for a liberal
offering.
6. In both places the speaker "preached" without a text.
One of them flourished a Bible while delivering his message. Since this was Sunday, February 12 (Abraham Lincoln's birthday), the two speakers took the opportunity to
make what they apparently regarded as appropriate political references . It occurred to us that the Appalachian
carol, '1 Wonder as I Wander" could have been applied
here with slight modi6cation  We wondered as they
wanderedl
7. At both services there was merchandising! At First
the speaker's books - he was a guest speaker, a longtime
friend of the pastor  were noted. Two hundred autographed copies of his latest publication were on sale after
the servicel Anyone interested in the Power of Positive
Thinking was urged to read this book. Second Church
also had somethin g for sale  banquet ticketsl The pastor
himself urged those planning to attend "to take care of
this matter today."
Books for salel Banquet tickets for sale!
8. Both churches have a "ministerial staff." Four at
First, seven at Second. The bulletin listed their names coospicuously. For the 6rst time in my ministerial experience
I came across the title, "Minister of Visitation." Second has
three of them.
9. First, like Second, used familiar h ymns. First, the
more stately kind  All Hail the Power of Jesus' Name.
Faith of Our Fathers. Second, the more "'tabernacle" type:
There's Power in the Blood, I Surrender All.
DISSIMILARITIES

1. First makes much of social gatherings. The bulletin
announced three luncheon meetings and two dinners within tl}e next 6ve days. Second gives more emphasis to
religious weekday activities. The bulletin listed four
prayer groups, a missionary meeting, a lecture on Prophecy,
and a public Bible Class studying the Book of Revelation all within the next 6ve days.
2. Biblical expository preaching is not the regular pulpit diet at First. The bulletin for February 12 carried the
paStor's sermon topics . for the approaching season of Lent.
Here arc some of them: "Sure Way to Achieve Your
Personal Best," "Make It Easy for People to Like You,"
"Practice the Art of Frienilly Living." The subject fo r the
Easter Morning Service was to be, "Put a Rainbow in Your
H eart." The pastor's sermons are printed each week and
are available in the foyer. I sampled three of them. One
was an exposition of Ralph Waldo Emerson's line, "Write it
on your heart that every day is the best day of the year."
nine

:1 ~pn
ngboard
in Wordsworth's
llliss was it in that dawn to be alive,
But to be young was very heaven .
The third sermon 1 sampled began with Matthew 22:39,
quickly moved away from it, and never returned.
Second Church has a "Bible-centered ministry," that is,
there is Scripture reading, Scriptural references in the
pastor's prayer, sermons in which the Bible frequen tly is
quoted, and sermon topics directlY'related to the Bible and
to cardinal Gospel themes. The morning we attended, the
pastor gave the third in a series on the Holy Spirit. Moreover, the bulletin informed us that a twoweck Bible Conference was soon to commence. In Second Church we had
the unmistakable feeling that we were worshipping with
people who heartily believe that the Bible is the infallible
Word of God.

One fOln ;d

EVALUATION

Both were disappointing for several reasons, but I shall
mention and discuss only one. In both places the pulpit
gave us an optimistic view of sinful human nature. F irst
Church, ns I said before, had a guest minister that morning. H e is a pastor in a denomination that is Reformed,
but was introduced as "a lifelong Methodist." His message
had to do with "selfadjusbnent." He urged us "to cuddle
close to Jesus" ... "to lay hold on the Divine power that
is within every man's reach." Between a couple of humorous anecdotes he told us "to get on the ball for Christ."
Three times he said that we have what it takes if we will
Qoly trust He even quoted a former President of the
United States who is remembered for having said, "The
Qnly thing to fear is fear."
The speaker at Second Church also had an optimistic
view of human nature, but hc stated it differently and
more inCOnsistently. After telling us how foul and helpless
we are by nature  he paused to announce that in four

w~
be would preach a sermon on the moral claos in
America  he proceeded to the imitation part of his message in which he said, "'Think of it, 0 sinner! God promises
that if you will open the door of your heart to his patient,
pleading Son, he will by his Holy Spirit come into your
heart and make you alive, and will bless you with regna~
tionl'" Sic! A sinner dead through trespasses and sins is
given to understand that if with his lifeless hand he will
open the door that seals him in his depravity, the Holy
Spirit will come in to make him alive. To a wonder performed by a dead man will be added a wonder perfonned
by Godl Death must move first. Then Cod takes over.
Only after death has wrought its wonder can life work
the second marvel. First the sinner, then Codl Who will
deny that such a presentation of the matter is pretty complimentary to human nature?

Which of these two pastors is doing the greater harm?
1113.t is a good question for discussion. Sometimes, while
reSecting on this, I find myseli prepared to say that the
second is the greater offender. Certainly, he is more inconsistent. Modernism is bad. Let's not minimize its menace.
Neither let us minimize the confusion, to say nothing of
the effrontery, created in a pulpit that professes to honor
Cod's Word in a sermon that puts Christ outside Lazarus'
tomb waiting for Lazarus to move before commanding him
to come forth. The command of King Jesus is contingent
on the love of Lord sinner.
Fortunate for us the day ended on a better theme. In
the evening we took a much longer walk and worshipped
in another church where we heard an unforgettable sermon
on Ephesians 5:2233. It was an expository sennon with no
misconceptions about the capacity of sinful human nature,
and with no theolOgical confusion. Walking back to the
hotel under a beautiFul starlit sky, we gave thanks to God
for preachers who still believe that Cod is God, and who
say sol

Reformed old Testament Scholarship

TODAY
by MARTEN H. WOUDSTRA

NOTE: This artiele by Professor Woudstra Is the first of three requested by the
editors. These three articles by recognized Old Testament scholars from Calvin
Seminary and Wesbnioster Seminary deal with different aspects of what the editors
regard as a very unsatisfactory treatment of a most important subject appearing in
the Refonned Journal of February 1961.
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HE STUDY of the Old T estament has long been a
battleground of conflicting opinions. It will be the

purpose of the present article to set forth briefly the position of those who adhere to the tenets of Reformed orthoTORCH and TRUMPET, May-June, 1961
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THE SC HOLA R'S ISOLATION

The first thing that stands out is that Reformed students
of the Old Testament are presently much aware of the fact
that their position entails a considerable degree of isolation
from other, non-Reformed, contemporary scholarship. Reflecting on some of the recent developments in Old Testament studies Prof. N. H. llidderbos of the Free University
in Amsterdam remru'ks: "... The orthodox Old Testament
scholar still finds himself in as much of an isolated position
as at the end of the nineteenth century. In all likelihood we
must say that he finds himself more isolated than ever
before.'" This was written in a book entitled Revelation
and the Bible, published in 1958, p. 349 f. Personal contact
with several Reformed Old Testament scholars convinces
me that this feeling of isolation is shared by all those who
take the task of Reformed biblical scholarship seriously.
In the light of the above quotation, certain statements
made by Dr. H. Boer in a recent article in the Reformed
lournal of February, entitled "Reformed Scholarship and
Infallibility," dearly appear to be out of accord with actual
fact. Dr. Boer makes it appear as if the Christian Reformed
community has been unduly isolated in matters pertaining
to the study of the Bible and that it is getting time that
we, i.e. the Christian Reformed community, consider "what
we have been living with." It is Dr. Boer's contention
that the broader Reformed community of which we are a
part has not practised this same isolation but rather has
not hesitated to embrace positions which diller only in
degree but not in substance from that of the higher criticism
of the Old Testament. Dr. Boer is of the opinion that
Reformed Old Testament scholarship as exemplified in men
like G. Ch. Aalders, A. Noordtzij, and N. H. Ridderbos
virtually endorses higher critical positions and methods and
that therefore we, who condemn higher criticism in its historical sense, will find ourselves at a "far remove in the
theological community."

•

Dr. Boer's construction of the evidence is clearly out
of accord with the views of at least one of those whom he
q uotes in support of his contention. Dr. Boer contends that
unless we follow the example of Refonncd scholarship in
the Netherlands we shall find ourselves at a far remove in
the theolOgical community. Yet it is precisely one of the
contemporary Refonned scholars in the Netherlands who
points out that the Refonned position today entails an increasing isolation from non-Refonned positions.

GREATER PRECISION AGAINST ERROR

A second trend in Reformed Old Testament scholarship
today is that, in the face of modem denials of supernatural
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inspiration. it is beginning to be
more precise in its refutation of erroneous positions.
Around 1940 it was possible for Prof. A. Noordtzi j, emeritus
professor of the State University at Utrecht and previously
also connected with the Seminary at Kampen, to endorse
positions which were strictly in conflict with the doctrine
of infallible inspiration. This trend has now been reversed.
Prof. Noordtzij assigned certain parts of the book of Leviticus, which are introduced with the fonnu la "the Lord said
to Moses," to a time considerably later than Moses. But
today's Old Testament scholarship at the Free University,
as represented by Prof. W. H. Gispen, docs not tolerate
such concessions to higher criticism. In his large and
scholarly commentary 00 Leviticus Prof. Gispeo clearly
indicates that Prof. Noordtzij's position on this point is
unacceptable. Discussing the view of the Roman Catholic
Heinisch, who holds a position identical to that of Noordtzij, Prof. Gispen remarks: "Neither can the view of Heinisch
with respect to the introductory formulas in which it says
that Yahweh spoke to Moses be our view. For in those
introductory fonnulas we deal with the communication of
an historical fact'" (p. 11 ). Prof. Gispen also undertakes to
prove in his commentary "that there is nothing in those
particular laws which cannot have been given in the time
of Moses."

Dr. Boer, in his just mentioned article, makes ample use
of Noordtzij's unwarranted concessions to higher criticism
while failing to indicate that subsequent developments have
reversed that trend. Would Dr. Boer wish us to admonish
this Free University professor and ask him to "take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community"? In passing it should be noted that Prof.
Noordtzij did not teach at the Free University, as Dr. Boer
informs us. Noordlzij began his career at Kampen Seminary and later on transferred to the State University of
Utrecht.
It may be true that the theolOgical community in the
Netherlands has at times been able to digest divergent
opinions wi th a greater degree of ease than is sometimes
the case among ourselves. But Dr. Boer clearly overdraws
this contrast in his article. On the one hand it should not
be ovcrlooked that the Refonned community in the Netherlands faithfull y upheld the historicity of the account of the
fall when this was challenged around 1926. This decision
still stands as the official position of the Gereformeerde
Kerken in the Netherlands. Even Prof. N. H. Ridderbos.
whose views on Genesis 1 are q uoted by Dr. Boer in support
of his contention, makes it clear that he is not prepared to
extend his framework theory to Genesis 3 (Cf. "Beschouwingen Over Genesis I," Gelool en Wetenschap, Vol. 53,
1955, p. 230 ). We should be very careful not to makeNetherlands Refonned scholarship say things it c1early
does not want to say. Yet this happcns all too often among
us. As further proof of the fact that the Reformed community in the Netherlands is sometimes anything but calm
and inclusivistic we may cite also the tensions around thecovenant controversy which resulted in many depositions
from office.
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llliss was it in that dawn to be alive,
But to be young was very heaven.
The third sermon I sampled began with Matthew 22:39,
quickly moved away from it, and nevcr returned.
Second Church has a "'Bible-centered ministry," that is,
there is Scripture reading, Scriptural references in the
pastor's prayer, sermons in which the Bible frequ ent1y is
quoted, and sermon topics directlY'related to the Bible and
to cardinal Gospel themes. The morning we attended, the
pastor gave the third in a series on the Holy Spirit. Moreover, the bulletin informed us that a twoweek Bible Conference was soon to commence. In Second Church we had
the unmistakable feeling that we were worshipping with
people who heartily believe that the Bible is the infallible
Word of Cod.
EVALUATION

Both were disappointing for several reasons, but I shall
mention and discuss only one. In bot1} places the pulpit
gave us an optimistic view of sinful human nature. First
Church, as I said before, had a guest minister that morning. He is a pastor in a denomination that is Reformed,
but was introduced as "a lifelong Methodist." His message
had to do with «seUadjusbnent." He urged us "to cuddle
close to Jesus" ... "to lay hold on the Divine power that
is within every man's reach." Between a couple of humorous anecdotes he told us "to get on the ball for Christ."
Three times he said that we have what it takes if we will
only trust. He even quoted a former President of the
United States who is remembered for having said, "The
only thing to fear is fear. "
The speaker at Second Church also had an optimistic
view of human nature, but he stated it different1y and
mare inconsistently. After telling us how foul and helpless
we are by nature  he paused to announce that in four

weeks he would preach a sermon on the moral chaos in
America  he proceeded to the invitation part of his message in which he said, "Think of it, 0 sinned God promises
that if you will open the door of your heart to his patient,
pleading Son, he will by his Holy Spirit come into your
heart and make you alive, and will bless you with regenerationl" Sic! A sinner dead through trespasses and sins is
given to understand that if with his llfeless hand he will
open the door that seals him in his depravity, the Holy
Spirit will come in to make him alive. To a wonder performed by a dead man will be added a wonder performed
by Cod! Death must move first. Then Cod takes over.
Only after death has wrought its wonder can life work
the second marvel, First the sinner, then God! Who will
deny that such a presentation of the matter is pretty complimentary to human nature?
Which of these two pastors is doing the greater harm?
That is a good question for discussion. Sometimes, while
reflecting on this, 1 find myseU prepared to say that the
second is the greater offender. Certainly, he is more inconsistent. Modernism is bad. Let's not minimize its menace.
Neither let us minimize the con.fusion, to say nothing of
the effrontery, created in a pulpit that professes to honor
Cod's Word in a sermon that puts Christ outside Lazarus'
tomb waiting for Laz<'l.rus to move before commanding him
to come forth. The command of King Jesus is contingent
on the love of Lord sinner.
Fortunate for us the day ended on a better theme. In
the evening we took a much longer walk and worshipped
in another church where we heard an unforgettable sermon
on Ephesians 5:2233. It was an expository sermon with no
misconceptions about the capacity of sinful human nature,
and with no theological confusion. Walking back to the
hotel under a beautiful starlit sky, we gave thanks to Cod
for preachers who still believe that God is Cod, and who
say sol

ReforIlled old T estaIllent Scholarship

TODAY
by MARTEN H. WOUDSTRA

NOTE: This article by Professor Woudstra is the first of three requested by the
editors. These three articles by recognized Old Testament seholnrs from Calvin
Seminary and Westminster Seminary deat with different aspects of what the editors
regard as a very unsatisfactory treatment of a most important subject appearing in
the Reformed Jounwl of Februnry 1961.
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HE STUDY of the Old Testament has long been a
battleground of conHicting opinions. It will be the

purpose of the present article to set forth briefly the position of those who adhere to the tenets of Reformed orthoTORCH and TRUMPET, May.June, 1961
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to some of the bas:c issues of Old Testatoday.

THE SCHOLAR'S ISOLATION

The first thing that stands out is that Reformed students
of the Old Testament are presently much aware of the fact
that their position entails a considerable degree of isolation
from other, non-Reformed, contemporary scholarship. Reflecting on some of the recent developments in Old Testament studies Prof. N. H. Ridderbos of the Free University
in Amsterdam remarks: ... .. The orthodox Old Testament
scholar still finds himself in as much of an isolated position
as at the end of the nineteenth century. In all likelihood we
must say that he .finds himself more isolated than ever
before." This was written in n book entitled Revelation
and the Bible, published in 1958, p. 349 f. Personal contact
with several Reformed Old Testament scholars convinces
me that this feelin g of isolation is shared by all those who
take the task of Reformed biblical scholarship seriously.

In the light of the above quotation, certain statements
made by Dr. H. Boer in a recent article in the Reformed
Journal of February, entitled "Reformed Scholarship and
Infallibility," clearly appear to be out of accord with actual
facl Dr. Boer makes it appear as if the Christian Reformed
community has been unduly isolated in matters pertaining
to the study of the Bible and that it is getting time that
we, i.e. the Christian Reformed community, consider "what
we have been living with." It is Dr. Boer's contention
that the broader Reformed community of which we are a
part has not practised this same isolation but rather has
not hesitated to embrace positions which differ only in
degree but not in substance from that of the higher criticism
of the Old Testament. Dr. Boer is of the opinion that
RefOlmed Old Testament scholarship as exempli.fied in men
like C . Ch. Aalders, A. Noordtzij. and N. H. Ridderbos
virtually endorses higher critical positions and methods and
that therefore we, who condemn higher criticism in its historical sense, will .find ourselves at a "far remove in the
theological community."
Dr. Boer's construction of the evidence is clearly out
of accord with the views of at least one of those whom he
quotes in support of his contention. Dr. Boer contends that
unless we follow the example of Reformed scholarship in
the Netherlands we shall .find ourselves a t a far remove in
the theological community. Yet it is precisely one of the
contemporary Reformed scholars in the Netherlands who
points out that the Reformed position today entails an increasing isolation from non-Reformed positions.

GREATER PRECISION AGAINST ERROR

A second trend in Reformed Old Testament scholarship
today is that, in the face of modem denials of supernatural
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revelation and infallible inspiration, it is beginning to be
more precise in its refutation of erroneous positions.
Around 1940 it was possible for Prof. A. Noordtzij, emeritus
professor of the State University at Utrecht and previously
also connected with the Seminary at Kampen, to endorse
positions which were strictly in conHict with the doctrine
of infallible inspiration. This trend has now been reversed.
Prof. Noordtzij assigned certain parts of the book of Leviticus, which are introduced with the formula "the Lord said
to Moses," to a time considerably later than Moses. But
today's Old Testament scholarship at the Free University.
as represented by Prof. W. H. Cispen, does Dot tolerate
such concessions to higher criticism. In his large and
scholarly commentary on Leviticus Prof. Cispen clearly
indicates that Prof. Noordtzij's position on this point is
unacceptable. Discussing the view of the Roman Catholic
Heinisch, who holds a position identical to that of Noordtzij, Prof. Gispen remarks: "Neither can the view of Heinisch
with respect to the introductory formulas in which it says
that Yahweh spoke to Moses be our view. For in those
introductory fonnulas we deal with the communication of
an historical fact" (p. 11 ). Prof. Gispen also undertakes to
prove in his commentary "that there is nothing in those
particular laws which cannot have been given in the time
of Moses.'"
D r. Boer, in his just mentioned article, makes ample use
of Noordtzij's unwarranted concessions to higher criticism
while failin g to indicate that subsequent developments have
reversed that trend. Would Dr. Boer wish us to admOnish
this Free University professor and ask him to "take a good
hard look at what has been going on in our own theological
community"? In passing it should be Doted that Prof.
Noordlzij did not teach at the Free University, as Dr. Boer
informs li S. Noordtzij began his career at Kampen Seminary and later on transferred to the State University of
Utrecht.
It may be true that the theological community in the
Netherlands has at times been able to digest divergent
opinions WiUI a greater degree of ease than is sometimes
the case among ourselves. But Dr. Boer clearly overdraws
this contrast in his article. On the one hand it should not
be overlooked that the Heformed community in the N e th er~
lands faithfully upheld the historicity of the account of the
fall when this was challenged around 1926. This decision
still stands as the official position of the Gcrefonneerde
Kerken in the Netherlands. Even Prof. N. H. Ridderbos,
whose views on Genesis 1 are quoted by Dr. Boer in support
of his contention, makes it clear that he is not prepared to
extend his framework theory to Genesis 3 (Cf. "'Beschouwingen Over Genesis 1," Geloof en W etensclwp, Vol. 53~
1955, p. 2JO ). We should be very careful not to make
Netherlands Reformed scholarship say things it clearly
does not wan t to say. Yet this happens all too often among
liS. As further proof of the fact that the Reformed CO nl munity in the Netherlands is sometimes anything but calm
and inclusivistic we may cite also Ule tensions around the
covenant controversy which resulted in many depositions.
from office.
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_-\5 to our own Xorth _-\.merican church community it is oot
infrequently said by some that this community tends to be
overly censorious of healthy progress, that it cannot tolerate
a fresh debate of theological issues and that it frowns on
the raising of questions. I believe that it would be a dvi s~
able not to perpetuate that myth but rather so to conduct
our theological discussions that our loyalty to the Scriptures
as interpreted in the Reformed creeds is at all times above
suspicion. When that is the case our Church will prove to
be a model of tolerance, while it will continue to do what
Christ has enjoined it to do, namely, to watch over the
purity of its teaching and the holiness of its life.

BIBLICAL METHODS ONLY

Another, and third feature of Reformed Old Testament
scholarship today, is its continued insistence on the aplic~
tion of nothing but biblical methods of investigation. In
this respect it differs decisively from most other Old Test<!ment research today. The majority of biblical scholarship
today is conducted on the basis of a would-be scientific
methodology. That methodology ignores the persistent
claims of Scripture regarding supernatural revelation and
inspiration. The few Old Testament scholars of Reformed
persuasion in the world wholeheartedly repudiate that type
of approach to Scripture.
When it comes to this point the artide of Dr. Boer is
possibly at its weakest. Although admitting at one or two
points that the Reformed notion of revelation differs from
that of higher criticism, Dr. Boer fails to perceive the
pervasive influence which this point of difference has in
biblical scholarship. Because of this failure Dr. Boer's
article actually combines two totally heterogeneous things.
While building up a huge case for some sort of literary
and historical criticism of the Old Testament, his article
makes it appear as if this type of criticism as practised
among Reformed scholars is essentially no different from
that of the higher critical school in its historical connotation.
At this point Dr. Boer's discussion shows much similarity to
o ther phases of the infallibility debate. This debate, as
conducted by those who have sought to defend the p os ib] ~
ity of actual historical inaccuracies in s o~caled
peripheral
matters, has betrayed a re."ll lack of understanding as to
what the issues in biblical scholarship are. TIus lack ap~
p ears clearly in Dr. Boer's suggestion that the book of
Bernard W . Anderson, entitled Understanding the Old
T estament, presents a view not essentially diiferent from
that of contemporary Reformed scholarship. Since Dr. Bocr
builds his entire argument on what other Refonn ed scholars
have been saying in recent years it might be well for him
to take note of the devastating criticism of tllis book given
in the May 1959 issue of the W estminster Theological
Journal. (p. 252 fF.) by Dr. M. G. Kline, himself thc
proponent of somo sort of fram ework hypothesis of the
creation chapters.
It apparently is Dr. Bocr's intention to salvage the
position tha t "there may be peripheral historical contradic-
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tions in the Bible.- For- that purpose he marshals aU this
supposed e\idenee in order to make our Christian R e ~
formed community see "what we have been living with."
BlIt one wonders seriously whether Dr. Boer's article does
not itself betray an attitude similar to that criticized. Dr.
Boer would like us to draw a wider circle than he tlunks
our Christian Reformed community has been doing so far.
But he himself does not draw the circle nearly wide enough.
H e apparently is not fully aware tllat all his remarks must
be seen within the context of biblical and theological
scholarship as a whole. It is within that context that his
remarks must bo weighed as to their accuracy and biblical
character. And it is within that broader framework that
Dr. Boer's failure to speak meaningfully and distinctly most
clearly appears. Dr. Boer should have recognized, as
those whom he quotes in support of his position most
certainly do, that there is nothing more destructive of truly
biblical thought and biblical faith tllan the principles and
methods on which traditional higher criticism has pro·
ceeded. But instead Dr. Boer, quite uncriticaUy and without any attempt to define his terms, suggests that "the same
principles and methods that lead higher critics to the ac·
ceptance of JEDP lead 'our men' to the acceptance of com~
pilers, composite structure, dual authorship for Genesis 1
and 2," etc. ( p. 13 ). Even the higher critics themselves
show a far greater awareness of the implications of their
approach than is done by Dr. Boer. Speaking about the
highcr criticism of the Pentateuch, C. R. North remarks
that "it is clear that the questions in d ispute have to do
with much more than the nomenclature and appropriateh ono
r ed
labels." Here North refers to
ness of certain time~
the tlleory concerning four "documents," called j, E , 0, and
P, which the critics have assumed to be underlying the five
books of Moses. What then, according to North, is the
real issue raised by this type of criticism? Is it one of co m~
pilers, composite structure, dual authorship, as Dr. Boer
suggests? North indicates that the issue is far more basic
than that. Says he: "We are face to face Witll a fu n da~
mental problem, that of the interpretation of Old Testa·
ment religion" (The Old Testament and Modern Study.
1951, p. 74 ). Certainly Dr. Boer would not wish to snggest
that on the score of how to interpret Old Testament religion
there is no essential difference between. us and tho critics
as concerns principles and methods. If he did, one might
have just cause to wonder about the contents of the gospel
which he proclaims to the Nigerians. That gospel is most
intimately related to our interpretation of Old Testament
religion.

Summarizing the above we may say that, whereas Dr.
Boer suggests that Reformed Old Testament scholarship
has been on speaking telms with higher critical principles
and methods, this scholarship itself considers its position
one of increasing isolation. Secondly. RcIonned orthodoxy
has begun to revise its positions in the direction of a more
consistent orthodoxy. And finall y, Heform ed orthodoxy has
never abandoned the foremost tenet of all truly biblical
scholarship, the complete recognition, both for principle
and practice, of the divine origin and authority of Scripture, in matters of biblical research.
TORCH and TRUMPET,
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Dr. Boe:-'s discussion must be \iewed as 3:l attempt to
salvage the position, originally propounded in 1953, that it
is possible and proper to speak of actual historical inaccuracies in some details of the biblical narrative. Dr. Boer
sums up this position as follows: "that there may be
peripheral ltistorical contradictions in the Bible." Over
against that view the Synod of 1959, upheld by that of
1960, declared "that it is inconsonant with the Creeds to
declare or suggest that there is an area in Scripture in
which it is allowable to posit the possibility of achIaI
historical inaccuracies."
Since Dr. Boer's contentions were found wanting at
more than onc point, they also must be deemed insufficient
as a defense of the view of infallibility rejected by Synod.
tn this connection I take note of the fact that Dr. Boer
quotes from a review of mine printed in The Banner of
November 22, 1957, and dealing with N. H. Ridderbos'
view on Genesis 1. It is unfortunate that Dr. Boer could
not also let his readers know about some of my criticisms
of this position of Dr. Ridderbos, uttered before the Christian Reformed Ministers' Conference at Grand Rapids in
1957. Mimeographed copies of that address have been
circulated. Perhaps a copy may be had at the Calvin
Library.
But the real question wltich concerns us is again a
definition of terms. Does the framework hypothesis, as
propounded by Dr. Ridderbos, have a bearing on the question of infallibility? In my opinion it does. But I should
like to make it clear that my criticism does not proceed
from the point of view of a "literal infallibility." Yet it is
that word wltich Boer uses upon at least one occasion (see
p. 9). The word «literal" when used with «infallibility" is
subject to misunderstanding. It may suggest that those
who hold to such a view have no eye for varieties of style,
types of literature, historic.'ll development and the like.
Although I do not repudiate the word aJtog
~ ther
, 1 believe
it is in need of definition. Not to define it confuses the
issue. It also betrays a Jack of awareness of \~h ~ t the infallibility debate is all about. Such a lack is all the more
deplorable after several years of spirited deb\l.te. When wiII
the time coroe at which a fair and accurate picture is given
of the opinion of those who have sought to uphold the
traditional Reformed position regarding.infalijbility?
Those who have sought to defend the position of the
possibility of actual hililorical inaccuracies or mistakes ·have
frequently assumed that their opponents were possessed of
an extremely narrow, unduly literalistic view of inspiration
and infallibility. While rightly repudiating such a view of
infallibility, those same people continued to posit the pos·
sibility of actual historical error in matters not pertaining
to tho Spirit's purpose. But it was here that an unjustified
jump was made. The legitimacy of that jump has never
been proved in any of the discussions that have come to
my attention. No matter how much emphasis one may lay
on "letting Scripture speak for itself," the possibility of
actual historical error or contradiction does not fl ow from
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a ~
C =:l t::e ?henomeru. of a di\ine:y inspired Scripture,
produced under the impulse of a sovereign God who controls all things and makes them usable for his purposc of
revelation. In an earlier article in this journal I have written extensively about this matter. I shall not repeat these
arguments at this point.
In my estimation the framework hypothesis as propounded by Dr. Ridderbos does have some bearing on the
question of infallibility. In my Banner review I explicitly
mention the question of the relation between the transmission of oral tradition to the infallibly inspired Scriptures.
I also mention the question of the relation between the
broad theme of the creation narrative and the factuality on
which that theme depends. These nre the general questions within the context of which the doctrinc of verbal
inerrancy also fi nds its place. Depending on how one
solves these broader questions, the question of infallibility
will be settled in one way or another. But does the framework theory also support or lend credence to the position
which Dr. Boer apparently at this late date still considers
worthy of consideration, namely "that there may be peripheral historical contradictions in the Bible"? That was the
issue on which the infallibility debate originally started.
Dr. Boer's appeal to Dr. Ridderbos' creation views makes
it apparent that he is thinking in terms of contradictions
which are lor from peripheral. One could hardly call the
creation account a peripheral matter. On the other hand.
in the early phases of the infallibility debate it was argued
in the pages of the Reform ed Joumal that this whole issue
was of such limited significance that it should not create
such a tremendous stir in the church. What, then, must
we believe? And what, so we would ask, must the people
believe whose peace of mind Dr. Boer avowedly seeks to
furth er with the discussion of these matters? Is this type
of writing truly designed to bring about the desired reassurance? Has ndt the time come for theologically trained
men to· speak and write rrlore carefully than they do now?
Space does not permit a more detailed discussion of the
article in question. There is one practical remark with
which I wish to d ose. I.t concerns the usc made of the
materials of Old and New Testament. Reformed prea,<hing
and Bible. instruction in Sunday school, day school and
elsewhere must begin to take far more seriously than it
has done the inner coherence and the interdependence of
the various parts of the Bible. Thqre are some approaches
to the biblical narrative which border upon criminality.
No regard is shown for the ltistorical place within which
the narrative occurs. A simple equation is drawn between
biblical times and our own. The expositor's fan cy is left
free play. Where that method of Scripture "exposition'·
prevails tlle question of accuracy of detail naturally will
have little practical value. But he who sees God's precious
revelation embedded in the totality of the written record
cannot dispense with even the most insignificant detail.
May the outcome of the infallibility debate produce a renewed and deepened awareness of and appreciation for
the totality of Scripture in its significance for a truly biblical presentation of the truth of God.
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Prof. Arie

~ordtziJ

and Higher Criticism
by MARTIN J. WYNGAARDEN

In the year 1912 there were significant changes in theological professorships in The Netherlands. In that eventful
year D r. Arie Noordtzij became professor at Utrecht and
Dr. J. Ridderbos succeeded Maarten Noorcltzij as professor
of Old Testament studies at the Kampen Theological
School. (Dr. Arie was the son of Professor Maatten
Noordtzij. )
H ow wise of the Kampen Board of TrustC'es (Curatorium ) that they did not recommend for t'!lis position Dr.
Arie Noordt.li j a nd that they did put on the nomination to
Synod the name of Dr. J. Ridderbos. Anyone who is at all
familiar with the books of these two men Cd D applaud that
wisdom.
Curators usually have sources of infOnllation not available to Tom, Dick and Harry, and the Kampen Curators
did very wisely not to recommend Dr. Arie Noonllzij for a
professorship at that Seminary. And very wisely the Free
University of Amsterdam also did not appoint Dr. Aric
Noordtzij to a professorship there, even though Dr. Harry
R. Boer speaks of "A. Noordtzij (of the Free University of
Amsterdam) ."
The staff of TORCH AND TRUMPET requested me to answer a recent article, in so far as it concerns Dr. A. Noordtzij. The occasion for this request is, a t least in large part,
the followin g in an article by Dr. Harry R. Boer:
"'... With this in mind, let us look at what A. Noordtzij ( of the Free University of Amsterdam) has to say
about the composition of Leviticus, in his commentary
on that book - onc of the Korte VerkIaring series.
"'In the Introduction to this commentary, he reflects
On the d iscontinuous character of substantial sections
of the book : Chapter 16 should be connected with
chapter 10j verses 10-23 of chapter 24 stand apparently
without connection; chapter 'Xl sustains no connection
to chapter 28, and so on. How is this all to be explained?
'lhe traditional explanation of these phenomena is
that Moses wrote Leviticus in stages separated by intervals of time, and as a result we get a more or less
disconnected whole. This view, says Noordtzij, is erroneous. Although most of Leviticus assumes the background of Israel's wandering in the wilderness, other
parts can be expJained only from the fact of Israel's
settlement in Canaan. These sections have been in serted later and account for the discontinuity. Thus
the author cites numerous examples of ordinances
which are introduced with the words, 'the Lord said
to Moses: which the Lord in fact never spoke to Moses,
nor did they ever occur to Moses to give them to Israel." (See pages 9 and 10 of February 1961 issue of
The n eformed /ounwl. a paper that has published
much better articles than this one of Dr. Harry n.
Boer.)
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What does the Christian Encyclopedia (Christeli;ke Encyclopedie, Tweede Oruk ) say of the standpoint of Dr.
Arie Noordtzj j? "'Zoowel binnen als buiten de kring van zijn
geestvcrwanten heeft men wei de mening uitgesproken dat
bij N. beinvloeding van kritische opvattingen, m. o. van
de godsdiensthistorische school, aanwijsbaar zou zijn."
What docs this long sentence mean? This is it substantially:
The opinion has been expressed, both by tllose that were
within the circle of his spiritual kin, and by those that were
outside of this circle, that with A. Noordtzij the influence of
Higher Critical views, particularly of the History of Religion School, can be shown.
-Dr. H arry R. lloer also refers to S. R. Driver. The story
goes that Wellhausen said concerning D river, that Driver
merely thought that he was more conservative than Wellhausen, but that, according to Wellhausen, Driver was
even more radical than Wellhausen. Why so? Well, according to the story, Wcllhausen answered, Driver thinks
that there are pious frauds in the Bible, and so do I. But
when Driver then also holds to some kind of revelation and
inspiration of tile Bible, he really holds that God, by his
revelation and inspiration, inspired these piOUS frauds. But,
said Wellhausen, I reject all supernatural revelation and
inspiration, and so I do not hold that God revealed and
inspired these pious frauds. Thus I am really more conservative than Driver.
That shows the plight of a scholar like Driver, or even
a scholar like D r. Arie Noordtzij . For he is in the greatest
danger of making God a liar and a fraud. Tho Higher
Critics like W ellhauscn mean by a "'pious fraud" such
words as these: '!he Lord said to Moses" - when the Lord
had not really spoken to Moses. Now look again at the
above quotation from the article of Dr. Harry Boer, referring to the stand of Dr. Arie Noordtzij on this matter.
(Such a stand concerning an alleged pious fraud in Scrip·
ture cannot be found in the works of Dr. C. Ch. Aaldt'r::.
If anyone wants to know my view on other Pentateuchal
views of Aalders he can consult my Introduction to the
Pentateuch, in the possession of my students and recent
graduates. )
The title of Dr. Harry R. Boer's article is: "Reformed
Scholarship and Infallibility." It seems to be another
attack on the historic Reformed view of infallibility, as
that view is indicated in various works on the Belgic Confession. It reminds one of the article "Infallibility Questioned," which contains the following sentence: "'But we
must go on to ask a fur ther question: To what extent has
this misapplied word determined our attitude toward what
is called 'higher criticism'?" (Marvin Hoogland, in Stromata, Sept. 1958, page 10, second paragraph from the last.)
It would be wise for the Christian Reformed Church not
to open the door to such Higher Critical, modernistic views.
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by EDWARD J. YOUNG

VERY SERIOUS shldent of the Bible must be interested in the question of the authorship of the Scripture's individual books. In some instances there is little
question, for the author of the book is named. This is the
case, for example, with the Pauline epistles. Sometimcs the
author may not be named in the heading of the book, but
some other passage of the Bible gives an indication as to
his identity. The New Testament, for example, speaks in
such a way as to make it clear that Moses wrote. In other
cases no indication as to the author is given. So it is with
Ecclesiastes. The name of the human writer is not stated.

E

SCRIPTURE OR TRAOInON

Inasmuch as there is no speci6c attribution of authorship
with respect to Ecclesiastes, how may one determine the

identity of the human writer? To understand the sihlation
more clearly we must note that if the Scripture did expressly teach the identity of the human author, the question would be solved. If it were explicitly stated, for
example, that Solomon were the author, the matter would
be settled. It would be useless to look further for an answer. The reason for this is that the Bible is the Word of
Cod, and when Cod speaks on any subject, what he says is
true. If God says that Solomon wrote Ecclesiastes, that is
that. We as Christians need but accept what he teaches.
All that the Bible teaches is true and is to be believed. If,
however, there were no statement in the book itseU, but if
the New Testament, for example, explicitly attributed the
authorship of the book to Solomon, the question would
also be settled.
With some books of the Bible no statement of authorship is given. In such cases, if one is to determine the
authorship, he must use whatever criteria are available. In
many instances it is not possible to determine who the
author is. One criterion which may sometimes be employed
is that of tradition. Let us say that a tradition has grown
up in the church to the effect that a particular book of the
Bible was written by a certain author. The book itself does
not identify its author. How much eredence should in such
a case be given to human tradition? It seems to the present
writer that all traditions must be weighed on their own
merits. U in any respect they conRict with express teachings of the Bible they are to be rejected. If, on the other
hand, they do not conflict with tlle Bible, they are to be
treated with respect. Treating a tradition with respect,
however, does not mean that one allows himself slavishly
to become bound to tradition. The serious and devout
student of the Bible must be gUided by what the Bible
says, not by mere tradition. Now it may be that in many
instances a tradition is old and venerable, and possibly
should be accepted. In other cases. the tradition may not
be worthy of acceptance. Tn any case. our standard is not
TORCH .and TRUMPET, ~y.June,
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human tradition, but the Word of Cod. A tradition to the
effect that Solomon was the author of Ecclesiastes is not
therefore, in itself, a sufficient reason for holding that
Solomon actually did write the book We must evaluate
the tradition and judge it on its own merits. The cautious
student of the Bible is not a mere traditionalist; he is onc
who should be true to the teachings of the Bible. Betwcen
the two there is a vast difference.
THE AUTHORSHIP OF ECCLESIASTES

Reformed scholars have differed in their views of Ee·
clesiastes. Some have held that Solomon was the human
autllOr, and some, like the present writer, believe that the
book was written later than the time of Solomon. The bo~
as we have already noted, does not contain an express
declaration of its authorship. ]f it did, that would settle
the question: In company with many Reformed scholars
the present writer holds a view of the authorship of Ecclesiastes which maintains that the book is later than the
time of Solomon. The late Dr. C. Ch. Aalders has adequately
expressed this view as follows: ".. . that the writer wished
to place his words in the mouth of Solomon, but in so doing
desired expressly to guard against the misapprehension that
Solomon actually was the author."]
What are the reasons for accepting this position instead
of assuming that Solomon himself actually was the author?
The reasons generally given for this position are as fellows.
In the first place it is claimed that the language at the book
points to a time long subsequent to that of Solomon. Dr.
Aalders, for example, feels that this argument has considerable force. 1 do not feel its foree as greatly as Dr. Aalders,
for it does not seem to me to be an entirely decisive argument. We know so little about the nature of the Hebrew
language in the different periods of its history that I for
one do not care to press this particular argument.
All of the writings of Solomon actually bear his name
in the title. We may note the first verse of the Song of
Solomon. In Ecclesiastes, however. we simply read, "The
words of Qoheleth," and it should be noted that the word
"Qoheleth" is a feminin e participle. In 7:27 (in the He·
brew) the feminine construction is apparent. If the reference is to Solomon, why is he identified by a feminine
form? The designation is unusual. Why would Solomon
speak of himsclf in the feminine? Is it not more likely that
the use of the feminin e is a literary device designed to·
designate the one through whom the words are spoken
rather than an actual deSignation of the actual human author of the book?
In 1:12 the writer uses tllO language, " Qoheleth was
king in Jerusalem." which seems to imply that, although
the speaker had been king in Jerusalem he no longer is so.
We must grant that the language might conceivably mean,
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"I was king and still am king," but this is quite unnatural.
Dr. Aalders thinks (and I agree with him ) that the most
natural rendering is "1 have been king" ( ik ben koning
geweest ) and he calls attention to the perfect tenses in the
following verses.
What is of particular significance is the background of
the writing. This background appears to be quite diHerent
from that of the age of Solomon. First of all we may note
the emphasis that the book places upon the miscry and the
vanity of the time. It would appear that the glory of the
Solomonic age had departed (note 1:12-2:26 ). Oppression
was present and those oppressed had no comforter. (These
thoughts I have developed further in my Introduction to
the Old Testament. Grand Rapids, 1958, pp. 367-369). For
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t.'!)ese reasons and others most conser\"ath·e scholars h3.\"e
believed that the book is not the work of Solomon.
It must again be noted, however, that in adopting this
position conservative scholars are not £lying in the face of
express Scriptural statements. Their only desire is to arrive
at the truth in this matter. If God had spoken directly on
this subject, making a statement as to the author of the
book, conservative scholars would wish to be guided by
that statement. There is a difference between followin g the
Bible and follOwing mere tradition. God grant that in our
study of Scripture our one and only Standard may be that
of his infallible truth.

OR A LONG TIME warnings have been sounded that
the National Council of Christian Churches ( successor
to the Federal Council ) would in time arrogate to itseU
the position and task of a super-chwch. Usually such
charges were dismissed by the champions of that organization as totally unfo unded. Now the aims of its leadership,
however, are becoming more apparent and public.
At a r ~ nt meeting of churches held at Buck Hills
Falls, Pa., Dr. Truman B. D ouglas, author of the S ~ n Francisco NCCC Assembly messagc, outlined the three major
goals which he feels the Council should undertake. These
arc ( I ) the ~evlo
pm
ent
of a journal which would speak
responsibly for the ecumeni cal church, (2) an effective
scheme for organiz.iog congregations on an ecumenical
basis and (3) more effective use of radio and television on
behalf of the ecumenical movement. He berated some denominations for using broadcasting timc and films "not to
communicate the Christian gospel but to peddle denominational wares." To this he added, "The National Counci l of
Churches ought to be encouraged to take a much finner
against the misuses of l'il11o for d~ no
li na 
stand tli:ln it doc.~
tional propaganda."
Thu t the Council throllgh some of its representatives
has encouraged radio and TV stntions to cut out indep~Jdcnt
religions bro ~\ dcasting
in favor of "authorized"
broadcasting spon.sored by the NCe commission is a known
fact. The SOlllhcm Presbyte riall ]o llrHnl, commenting on
the above, added that fl. proposal to invest the Nee with
thl' rigllt and pmYi:r to ordain ministers was witJ lllrawn
frOI1. lhe Sun Francisco meeting for purely slmtegie purposes. The til1lt:, so the leadership felt, wasn't q llite ripe
for this yet.
From all this it ought to lw clear to cvcl"}'ono in which
direction the Council is moving. Plainly it is the outspoken
foe of all dcnuminHlion,l1 dis t j nclives~.
It will exert every
possible influence to become the spokesman for all Protestants in the United States. Nor docs it seem ·to bother
thcse gentlemen, who prate long and loudly about our
freedoms, that many of their e fIort
~ involve a curtai lment
of our freed oms. Liberalism seems to be tolerant of anyone
and anything except historic Protestantism as embodied in
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the oe rial creeds : t..lte c...."-1..---cl:es.. :\0 ~e:
~
of us
shal..-e our heads, when occasionally voices are raised urging
a more acth'e and positiye alignment 00 OUI part \\ith this
mo\·ement. Such suggestions sound strangely like asking us
to sell out our Refonned heritage for a mess of ecumenical
pottage.
THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE

Recent years have witnessed a veritable Hood of new
Bible translations, almost too many for even the scholars
to analyze and assess competently.
Doe of the most recent, producing a great deal of om~
ment especially in England and Canada, is the New English
Bible. An interesting article on tltis production appeared
recently in the Finnncial Post of Toronto, a rather un~
expected place to find such comments. Written by J. B.
McGeachy, it compares the new translation with the ICing
James and the Revised Standard Version of 1952 as to
literary quality. "RSV, intended only as a revision, stays
close to the KJ text Even so, it has been publicly burned,
denounced by the fundamentalists (including Premier
Manning of Alberta) and even ascribed by them to a Communist plot. Axed from left as well as right, RSV was assailed b y literary critics for spoiling the KJ version's
lovely rhytluns and epigrammatic quality. How NEB will
fare in fundamentalist hands I cannot guess; but lovers of
the KJ Bible as a masterpiece of writing are going to be
upset, perhaps appalled . , . It is as if St. Paurs Cathedral
had been replaced by a 20th century office building, shoebox design."
McGeachy admits that mnny passages have been clarified by tile new translation but adds, "Thc:re are hundreds,
perhaps thousands, of changes in NEB whicll sacrifice
tradition for no apparent reason at all, or which rub out
salty, living, memorable and poetic language (comprehensible with a little thought) in favor of utterly unrustin·
guished, cliche-ridden prose. Luke the beloved physician
disappears; in his place we have only Lukc the doctor.
False prophets no longer come in sheep's clothing but
'dressed up as sheep.' A thorn in the Hesh ... sinks to 'a
sharp pain in my bod)': 'Wha t a fearhll descent from viv:id
concreteness to abstrnct banality! Instead of seeing tllrough
a glass darkly, we see 'puzzling reflections in a mirror:
The den of thieves is a robbers' cave. Birds' nests are
roosts. Jonah's whale is a sea monster. The children of
light are 'the other-worldly'."
As a literary critic i\lcCcaehy concludes, "I can believe,
as I run fissured b y clergymen, that ehilch'cn wil! find NEB
caskr to rend Ihan KJ; hut 1 uouht if this is all to the good.
To find thc meaning of any great work of art, like the
Bible, should and always docs take mental effort; and the
effort j$ beneficial."
Comments from quite another perspective, rooting in n
totally different appraisal of the Bible as God's infallible
Word, are made by Dr. Wm. C. Robinson in the Southern
Presbyterian IOl/rnal. The professor agrccs that "as a
presentation of Greek in current English tbis translation
will prove invaluable for the preacher and interesting for
the popular shldy of the Word." He thereupon lists several
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phrases which are now made clear. Yet he is convinced that
the translators "permit the line between translation and
commentary to become very thin." Even more serious is
his criticism tha t "tile great theological words of the Christian faith drop out:' Redeem is rendered "liberate, set free
or buy free." For mystery we read ""hidden purpose." Instead of impute the colorless word "count" is used. There is
no wrath; only "retribution." Nor do we read about propitiation. This has become either "expiation" or "remedy."
Robinson is convinced that ..the NEB depersonalizes the
living God" and "follows the low Christology of the RSV."
Many folk are quick to use and praise the new translations without realizing that basic theological issues arc at
stake. Possibly they will be wam ed by the conclusions of
the esteemed professor, "Our conclusion? The greatest
value that we see in these new translations of the Bible is
the re-inforccment tlley give to the testimony of our Church
that the Old Testament in H ebrew and the New in Greek
are the ultimate sources of appeal and as such should be·
come the tools of our ministry. Preach the Word, God's
Word . Use every translation to help you attain thereunto
... but rest in no rendering until you have checked it with
the original.'- It is interesting to note that this accords
completely with the rules laid down by the late Dr. S.
Volbeda of Calvin Seminary throughout his years of t ea. ch ~
ing seminarians how to approacll the glorious work of
preparing sennons for the people of God.
IS THE CHURCH MiSSiON?

•••

The National Council of Christian Churches needs a
rallying point for its growing organization. This seems to
have been provided by the asscmbly's Division of Foreign
Missions, which cmployed as theme for its 1959 report that
the church is mission. This is fast becoming tile slogan of
the entire organization. Innocent as the wording seems at
first reading and :lttraetive in view of the vast world arcas
still unevangelized, we are cautioned to think through its
implications.
Christianity Today has some vcry pointed things to say
in this con nection about the new doctrinal approach whieh
thc NCe is fois ting upon the supporting churches in its
publications. "Certain ccumcnicists are convinced that the
rescue of thc ecumenical movement from preoccupation
with structural and organizational Wile-ems depends upon
shifting cmphasis from do c/rille or orde r to unity in mission. No t truth, not sh'ucturc, hilt snving deed 01' (let (" the
Church is mission") is thought to ho ld promise of unity in
depth. In the apostolic age, however, the Christian community was taught to glory, simultaneously in one Lord,
one faith, one baptism, and not simply in hcr world misThe new emphasis 011 lIlissioa, therefore, is a
sion ..
corollary of ecumenical stress on Church unity. Its controlling assumption, regrettably, seems to be that the modern
ecu menical movemcnt supplies the framcwork within which
Christian activity becomes proper and legitimate .... The
cliche Th e Church is missiOlt ( itself objectionable, since
mission is the task rather than the cssence of the Church)
unfortunately may serve so to revise the Cospel that no
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1on6 er does i:t center in the a::e:- 0: supe:-:1ab..:...-a1 re:;e::tention to lost sinners, but accommodates a reliance ( as especiallr in the Kational Council ) on socia-political pronouncements and legislative programs as primary means of social
change."
The virus of liberalism dies hard within the body of
Christ's church. Even two world wars, economic recessions,
and a complete change in the political and social structure
of the nations of the world have not basically changed the
approach of the liberals. Their heads may be bloody, but
they remain unbowed. Few seem to ask the question: What
message is brought by the church which is mission? When
some do ask, the reply is an old liberal emphasis on man's
freedoms and abilities now dressed up in the terms of
existential theology or philosophy. The new approach in
theology and preaching may speak much more about Cod,
grace and judgment than did the older liberalism. But by
its refusal to submit to the Word which lives and abides
forever, it leaves man still pretty much in the center and in
control.
BEHIND THE IRON CURTAIN . . . .

For more than a decade the churches of the West have
been frustrated in seeking contact with Christian brethren
in satellite countries. News from those lands is usually
censored. Churchmen allowed to visit us for a few weeks
are suspected of parroting the government line. Books and
magazines from there seem to present a picture of the
church kowtowing to those in power.
TIus view is challenged in a recent article by Dietrich
Ritschl which appeared in the Christian Century (March
29, 1961). He is the grandson of the influential theologian
of the last century, Albrecht Ritschl, and has been a Frequent summer visitor and lecturer in Soviet dominated
lands. He is convinced that the churches in the West have
failed to understand both the position and the approach of
the churches in the East.
In the lands of eastern Europe Ritschl finds a "radical
turning point" in theology. This and not a passive acquiescence in present political conditions has influenced Christianity there. No longer is the emphasis on "communicating"
the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ in preaching to those
outside but rather on the church's "diakonia" or ministry of
loving service in a specific situation and at a specific time
in world history. Among the influential leaders there is
Albert Bereczky, Refonned bishop in Hungary. Much stress
is laid on the church's failure in the past to minister in love
to the whole nation. Everywhere, so the claim is made,
the church had become comfor tably middle-class, using all
the privileges and freedoms granted for centuries to entrench itself in economic and social security. Thus it was
unable to meet God's dcmands to serve men of all conditions and kinds. As a result, these gifts were removed,
forcing the church to rethink the question of her calling in a
radically altered society.
The voices from the East insist that the church everywhere confess her failin gs of the past. She must realize that
those whom she so long has ignored and despised, the
proletariat, are in control. This requires her to take a. new
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appr ciJ.. in sp:te of the fact that there is no salvation
e.xcept in Jesus Christ and no hope save in him, the church,
in the view of the Eastern churchmen, cannot now sa y so
to the world, not only because she would not be heard but
because she can no longer say so in an authentic way. The
exousia - the authority - no longer lies in statements. It
is somewhere else."
We prick up our ears and wonder where it then lies.
To this the leaders behind the iron curtain have an answer.
Although preaching and teaching (within certain limits!)
takes place and may be appreciated, "the church must
travel the more difficult way." This is the way of "solidarity
with the whole people," including "solidarity with thc
governments of their nations ... based on an understanding
of judgment. It enables and permits Christians to try to do
their best to build a new society. Needless to say. in doing
so they cannot become communists." In this way c0operation with the godless state becomes a duty, since this
new regime is a judgment upon the sins of thc church in
the past. Yet it allows believers to enjoy Christian freedom "to take the world and all men seriously, and not to
be afraid of the world."
Here there is much that asks us to pause and ponder.
Few of us would care to dispute the guilt of the
churches under the old regime. Much less would we
quarrel \vith the call to Christian service. The church has
a responsibility to the whole nation. But do the Eastern
churchmen take seriously that God is also sitting in judgment on their present program and deeds? Can we interpret the present conditions purel y in terms of the sins ·of
the church? The inBuence of the existential philosophers
and theologians is plainly evident in tills new position. Not
the word as concretely set forth in the Scriptures but the
present deed becomes the testimony of the church's life to
the world. Now we begin to understand why Barth, who
was so adamant1y opposed to the Nazi regime during the
thirties, sounded an altogethcr different note when the
Hungarian brethren asked him concerning their duty in a
Communist controlled country. Without the Bible as normative for Christian faith and action in every age, it becomes easy to explai.n and justify almost any kind of attitude
and activity.
To be sure, we dare not sit in lofty judgment on the
churches which live on the other side of the iron curtain.
Their experiences should rather serve notice on our
churches, that we Hve in a world of rapid and radical
change. Too often have we failed to translate the Christian faith into a life of dedication to Cod and self-denial.
Must our mink stoles, ranch houses mortgaged to the hilt
and Bermuda vacations be taken away by Cod, before we
begin to grasp the import of our Lord's radical demands:
'1f any man would come after me, let him deny himself,
take up his cross, and follow me. For whosoever would
save his life shan lose it: and whosoever shall lose his
life for my sake shall find it"?
With all its superfiCialities and shams, middle-class
respectability looks like a comfortable way of life. Yet for
true believers it cannot be reconciled with gospel demands.
It produces not only stomach ulcers in an effort to keep
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the Eastern churchmen.
" 'e disagree radically \~;th
They seem to suppose that the cross of Christ has little

lOS ANGElES
(continued from page 8)
amazed at the charge made in the abovementioned article

that neither Classis (on three different occasions) nor
Synod dealt with the real merits of the case against the
party placed under censure. Such a Jaw estimate of our
church assemblies suggests its own falSity.
Of greater importance, in the second place, is the whole
matter of protest and appeal. Article 31 of the Church
Order states that "If any one complains that he has been
wronged by the decision of a minor assembly, he shall have
the right to appeal to a major ecclesiastical assembly, and
whatever may be agreed upon by a majority vote shall be
considered settled and binding, unless it be proved to conflict with the Word of Cod or with the Articles of the

LEADER •••

~

:-e

: e'",~
to a godless wo:-!ci. Precisely here it does have
relevance, for it has always been a stumblingblock to Jews
and foolishness to Greeks but God's power unto salvation
for all who believe. For the preaching of the cross, when
sincerely believed, compels us to crucify our selfish strivings for creaturely comforts. Without such daily crossbearing our professed faith in Christ's cross becomes a
pretty hollow thing.

Church Order, as long as they are not changed by a
General Synod."
To the facts given above must be added the significant
bit of history that the consistory of Los Angeles had not
complied with the pointed decision of Synod ( that the
censure be lifted "summarily" ~ decided in June ) when the
committee appointed by Synod arrived in Los Angeles in
October. For their own reasons the Consistory had determined to ignore or reject the instructions of Synod.
It seems perfect1y plain that if the actions of the Los
Angeles consistory are not seriously challenged, the whole
meaningful process of protest and appeal, so important a
feature of Reformed and Presbyterian church polity, is reduced to a mockery.
E.H.

TEENER'S CORNER...,

A", '1 a Sdl-~

by LEONARD GREENWAY

'P~?

"

QUESTION:

My folks keep telling me that 1 am a self-centered person and
today in school my geometry teacher said tilat 1 stick to my own
ideas too strongly and will not admit it when I am wrong. 1 guess
there must be some troth in what they all tell me about myself and
yet I don't feel that I am so unpleasant a person as they make me
out to be. Can you suggest something for me to read which will help
me understand myself better? I am 15 years old.
ANSWER:

Ack now ledged aMOng m~ny
eliingelical Olristi ans at the leading Bibl.. dictionary, DJI"i,
Dictionny of the Bible, by John D. 011"'"
Fourth Revi",d Edition, $5.9S.
B",y II copy today  for yo",.",lf, or 11$ II gIft.
Bible ,t",dy i. more meaningful, with Dhis
Dictiona.y of the Biblol
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My suggestion is that you read through the Psalms and the book
of Proverbs, and that as you read them thoughtfully and carefully
you ask the Lord to help you refer to yourself those verses and passages that can be given a personal application to your immediate
need. Your problem appears to be that of egotism, and frankly, that
is a basic weakness against which all of us, more or less, have to
guard ourselves. Most of us, before we moved beyond our childhood years, learned how to strain reality through a sieve of selflove,
keeping out whatever hurts us. Truth can hurt, and we don't like it
when it does hurt. It comes to us quite naturally to use our own
private measurement of truth, and when we do so we are as foolish
as the beginner at the piano who wants to let his own preferences
decide which key on the piano is middle C. We must learn to love
truth more than we love self. Saint Augustine once said, "'He is
Cod's best servant who looks not so much to he.'l.r from Cod that
which he himself willeth as rather to will that which he heareth from
God.'" Think through that statement. It has a wide application to
the way we handle all truth, even the truth of geometryl
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CHRIST and SCRIPTURE
by EOWARD HEEREMA

C

HRIST is the key to the Scriptures.
The most obvious reason for that statement is that
the Scriptures are redemptive. That is the main burden of
the Biblc's message. And it is Christ who stands at the center of Cod's redemptive revelation. From Genesis 3: 15
to Revelation 22:21 the Scriptures tell of the Redeemer .
In the second place Christ is the key to the Scriptures
because he is the incarnation of the wisdom of God. He is
the Logos, the Word who has become fl esh. H e is that
wisdom that was active in creation (John 1:12). The wisdom of Cod is not couched in a barren intellectualistic
body of propositions. Cod's wisdom is the very breath of
life as embodied in the Son of Cod become man living
among men. In him "'are all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge hidden" (Colossians 2:3). Christ himself
c1aimed to be the truth (John 14:6).
This leads naturally to the third sense in which Christ
is the key to the Scriptures. Christ is the key, or certainly
the most important key, to the proper evaluation of the
Scriptures. Since Christ is the central figure and message
of the Scriptures, and since this Christ is the living personification of the perfect wisdom of God, then we surely can
look to him for faultless direction in appraising the true
character of the Holy Scriptures.
Christ has not left us without such clear d irection in the
evaluation of the Scriptures. At this point we d eal, of
course, with his attito.de toward the Old Testament Scriptures. But this is not without significant meaning for the
proper evaluation of the New Testament Scriptures as well.
"IT IS WRlnEN"

Jesus Christ was and is the great prophet. lbe multitudes," we read, "were astonished at his teaching; for he
taught them as one haVing authority, and not as their
scribes:"
Of course he had authority. He was the Son of God. He
was the Word in the Hesh, the Logos. H is word was therefore sufficient unto itself.
Yet, this Lord of truth and wisdom sprinkled his teaching with supporting and conclusive references to a body of
writings. Again and again he settled a point of dispute
with a reference to the Old Testament. Formulas such as
the foHowing always introduced these decisive citations:
"It is written" ... "Have ye not read" ... "Did ye never
read" ... "D id ye never rend in the scriptures" ... "Today
hath this scripture been fulfi lled" ... '1 0 yOur law it is
written."
He who spoke with utter infallibility and absoluteness
nevertheless reinforced his teaching with such ci t at i o n ~
from the Old Testament canon. I t should be obvious that
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that which he cited to buttress his teaching could not be
less infallible and absolute than his own completely authoritative words. Indeed, the clear import of these citations
from the Old Testament Scriptures and the formulas b y
which they are introduced is that they were an appeal to
a final and incontrovertible authority. The words of Scripture were final and conclusive. Nothing further need be
said.
Are we to conclude that only these passages cited by
Christ are thus absolutely authoritative? Or are they part
of a body of writing which in its totality and in all of its
parts is thus absolutely authoritative? The laUer would
surely seem to be correct. Pierre Ch. Marcel states the
matter well in a recent study. "The formulas with which
Christ introduces his q uotations are fa miliar : Scripture, the
Scriptures, the Law, the Prophets, the Law and the Prophets, It is written, and so forth. These designations are
very important, for they refer always to the canonical Scriptures. Although they do not describe the limits of the
Canon, they suppose the existence of a complete and sacred
collection of Jewish writings, which, as separate and fixed ,
is distinct from aU other literature."1
Does our Lord's use of Scripture allow for a distinction
between matters of faith and morals on the one hand and
matters of fact and historical d etail on the other, with the
accompanying thought that Scripture in Christ's mind was
wholly authoritative and reliable in the former and not
in the latter?
Marcel addresses himself to this question, and his conclusion is worth quoting. "'From the manner in which
Christ quotes Scripture," he says, "we find that he recognizes and accepts the Old Testament in its entirety as possessing a normative authority, as the true Word of God,
valid for all time .. .. He seals with his authority numerous
facts which arc related in Scrip ture, and the historicity of
numerous events: we are therefore instructed to believe
them all. He believes in the creation by God, in the existence of the first couple ( Matt. 19:4), of Cain and Abel
(Luke 11 :51 ), of Noah, in the reality of the flood and it<;
results, and of the ark and its saving fun ction (Matt. 24:
3739); he attests the destruction of Sodom and the tragic
death of Lot's wife (Luke 17;2830, 32)."Z
THE UNBREAKABLE SCRIPTURE

In John 10 we read of a dispute between Jesus and the
Jews on a tremendously important point, namely, his claim
that "I and the Father are onc." The Jcws threatened him
with stones. They charged Jesus with blasphemy, for thi'
reason : "'because that thou, being a man, makest thysell
God."
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In a:mr.-er jems ::ndr ~ :xiii! arl..: t 1Ippe2l to Psalm
1:6, 3.:ld m th.:.s ;::ppeaJ asser...ed the tn\iobble authority of
Scripture \\ith these words, -.\nd the scripture cannot he
broken" (John 10,35 ).

The Greek word translated broken is somewhat peculiar
to John. A check of his use of the word makes his meaning
clear. In John 2:19 Jesus is reported as saying, "DestToy
this temple and in three days I will build it up." In 5:18
John teUs us that the Jews wanted to kill Jesus "because he
not only brake [broke, RSV] the Sabbath, but also ..." In
7:23 Jesus refers to the practice of circumcision even on the
Sabbath "that the law of Moses may not he broken." In
I John 3:8b we read, "To this end was the Son of God
manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil."
( In each case the word in italics is the translation of the
Creek word involved..)
Obviously Jesus is making a most Significant statement
about the Scriptures in John 10:35. It seems clear that
Jesus is not limiting his remark to the specific passage of
Scripture to which he refers ( Psalm 82:6). He does not
say "this scripture" but rather "the scripture" (he graphe).
He uses "'scripture" here as a generic term covering the
whole of the canon (of the Old Testament ). He is saying
that Psalm 82:6 is authoritative because it is part of the
Scripture which cannot be broken.
This Scripture, this body of sacred writing, is final and
completely authoritative. It may not be broken, annulled,
set aside, questioned, fragmented., destroyed. Scripture is
true and thus wholly authoritative. To declare it untrue,
in whole or in part, is to break it.
Therefore it may not be fragmented. Scripture, that
which Cod has given in written form, may not be broken
in pieces. As a whole it is Scripture. Thus it may not be
fragmented. by saying this is true, that is not; this is valid,
that is not; this is authoritative, that is not; this is reliable.
that is not; this is the true Word of Cod, that is the error of
man; this is the true Word of Cod, that is an error permitted
by Cod. The whole of it is the Word of Cod written, the
Scripture, and it may not be broken. It is in its entirety
the inviolable deposit of Cod-breathed truth.
This, it seems clear, is the teaching of Jesus at this crucial point. Once more we quote pointed words by Marcel
as to the significance of the testimony of our Lord . .. 'The
Scripture cannot be broken' (John 10:35). It is unalterable,
indestructible in its truth, indillcrent to every denial, to human ignorance and criticism, to charges of error, and to subjective attacks. Let us then be instructed. and convinced I
The Holy Spirit prevents us from accepting the opinion of
those who say that Christ was governed by the intellectual
outlook of his time and country, and who oppose his testimony in the name of 'modern scientific methods.' For us,
the thought of the Master is canonical. It is an external
authority superior to aU the most venerable rabbinical,
ecclesiastical. and scientific authorities. The witness of lhe
Holy Spirit in our heart disposes us to prefer the affinnations of Jesus.'·J
Marcel's words leave no doubt that he means to say that
he who speaks of error or untruth in Scripture is setting
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himsed O\'er against the perfect wisdom and authority of
our Lord. That judgment appears inescapably right.
"ONE JOT OR ONE TlnLE"

A charge commonly laid against Jesus was that he was
teaching in such a manner as to destroy the law of Moses.
Jesus attacked. this aspersion of his enemies by declaring,
"'Think not that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets; I came not to destroy, but to fulfil." Then, to reinforce
this statement of his devotion to the Scriptures. he said
emphatically, "For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and
earth pass away, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass
away from the law, till all things be accomplished" ( Matt.
5,17·18 ).
There are delicate questions of interpretation here. We
inquire, for instance, as to the exact thrust of the word
"till." But such questions need not detain us here. They
are hardly germane to our main interest at the moment.
This simple fact stands out with uboost clarity as we exa m~
ine Christ's strong statement : Jesus asserts the binding and
enduring quality of the Word in terms of its written form.
He does not speak of the durability of the law in terms of
the permanence of its ideas. Rather, the enduring and
binding character of the law is accented by this divine judgment, that not even the smallest letter or mark shall drop
from it. Yes, he is speaking about the permanence of the
moral law, as is clear from the following context. But these
commandments are written, and the pemlanence of these
great moral principles is underscored by the fac t that not
the tiniest element of the written Word is to fall away. The
force of Christ's words strikes us vividly when we consult
the parallel passage in Luke 16:17. Here we read, "'But it is
easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than for one tittle
of the law to fall."
Certainly this thrust is wholly in harmony with Christ's
stress on the Word of Cod as written. Christ's appeal was
always to an authoritative Word written, the Seripture(s),
and not to a Word to be thought of simply as teaching or
concept or idea.
THE INFAlliBLE SCRIPTURES

From this brief study of the attitude of Jesus toward the
Scriptures of the Old Testament we draw the obvious conclusion that our Lord and Saviour regarded these Scriptures as completely trustworthy, as absolutely authoritative
and as utterly inviolable. This inescapable conclusion is
well summarized. by Packer in a recent study where he
gives us what he regards as the exegetical distillate of John
10:35 and Luke 16:17 (also Matthew 5: 18). '''Infallible'
denotes the quality of never deceiving or misleading, and
so means 'wholly trustworthy and reliable'; 'inerrant' means
'wholly true.' Scripture is termed infa llible and inerrant to
express the conviction that aU its teaching is tile utterance
of Cod 'who cannot lie,' whose word, once spoken, abides
for ever, and that therefore it may be trusted implicitly.
This is just the conviction about Scripture which our Lord
Scripture cannot be
was expressing when He said : 'Th~
1
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bro-ke:l,' cd i t is eas:er· Cea\-e:::t a:ld ea..-th to pas:s, th n
one tittle of the law to fail' God's Word is affirmed to be
infallible because God Himself is infallible; the infallibility
of Scripture is simply the infallibility of God spealcing.
What Scripture says is to be received as the infallible Word
of the infallible God, and to assert biblical inerrancy and
infallibility is just to confess faith in ( I ) the divine origin
of the Bible and (U) the truthfulness and trustworthiness
of God. The value of these terms is that they conserve the
principle of biblical authority; for statements that are not
absolutely true and reliable could not be absolutely authoritative."4
A most interesting and telling statement of the prevailing
attitude among the Jews of Jesus' day toward the Old Testament Scriptures is found in the writings of the noted
Jewish historian Flavius Josephus. In a book written about
A. D. 100 in defense of his people Josephus speaks of their
sacred writings. His list of twenty-two books is regarded as
being the books of our Old Testament canon set in an
arrangement that prevailed among the Jews. (An illustration of the Jewish scheme is that what we list as the twelve
books of the Minor Prophets they listed as one book. ) With
regard to these sacred writings Josephus says, "It therefore
naturally, or necessarily, follows (seeing that with us it is
not open to everybody to write the records, nod that there
is no discrepancy in what is written; seeing that. on the
contrary, the prophets alone had this privilege, obtaining
their knowledge of the most remote and ancient history
through the inspiration which they owed to Cod, and committing to writing a clear account of the events of their own
time just as they occurred) - it follows, I say, that we do
not possess myriads of incOnsistent books, conllicting with
each other. Our books, those which are justly accredited,
are but two and twenty, and contain the record of all time.
. . . We have given practical proof of our reverence for our
own Scriptures. For, although such long ages have now
passed, no one has ventured either to add, or to remove, or
to alter a syllable; and it is an instinct with every Jew, from
the day of his birth, to regard them as the decrees of God,
to abide by them, and, if need be, cheerfully to die for
them_"s
Did Jesus share this prevailing attitude of the Jews of
his time on this fundamentall y important matter? Naturally
it would be out of order and in very poor taste to place this
statement whole into the mouth of our Lord. But our study
of Christ's plainly expressed attitude toward the Old Testa·
ment strongly indicates that the thrust of the statement by
the Jewish historian expresses our Lord's position aptly.
What about the New Testament? This question does not
logically come within the scope of our study as we are
dealing with Christ's attitude toward that part of Scripture
that existed for him. But a few observations are in order.
There is no good reason to doubt that the place of any New
Testament writing in the canon was determined by the
same high view that prevailed toward the Old Testament.
Whatever was to be regarded as Holy Scripture would share
the lofty and inviolable position occupied by the Old Tes·
tament. It is worthy of note that in I Timothy 5:18 the
formula "For the scripture saith" introduces a twofold quo-
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tatiO:l, one part from Deuterono:ny S5:4 and the other from
Luke 10:7. And in II Peter 3: 15b-16 the epistles of Paul
are put on a par ,vith "the other Scriptures." Especially
noteworthy is the stern warning against any tampering with
"the revelation of Jesus Christ" with which the last writing
in the canon comes to a close (see ReveJation 22:18-19).

CHRIST SPEAKS IN THE CONFESSIONS

A careful reading of the confessions of the Reformed
churches reveals an evaluation of the Scriptures that is the
same as that which we have seen to be the attitude of our
Lord himself. The Lord of the Word spcaks plainly through
these confessional statements. It is as if we hear the voice
of Christ himself whcn Article IV of the Belgic Confession
speaks of the books "which are canonical, against which
nothing can be alleged'" (italics by E. H.). And again the
Lord of the Word who is also the Head of the church seems
to be speaking in Article V as the church declares herself
as "believing without any doubt all things contained in
them."
Again, in Article VII we seem to hear the voice of our
Lord as the Confession speaks of "those divine Scriptures"
as "the truth of God" over against "'any writings of men,"Therefore," the church confesses under the tutelage of our
Lord, "we reject with all our heart whatsoever does not
agree with this infallible rule, as the apostles have taught us,
saying, Prove the spirits, whether they are of COd."6
Then again, in Lord's Day VII of the H eidelberg Cat(>
chism the church, taught by her Lord, confesses that true
faith means to ''hold for truth all that God has revealed
to us in His Word." Some try to tell us that this means that
God's Word contains the truth but is not as such and in aU
its parts the truth. Ursinus, the main author of the Catechism, makes clear that such notions are wrong. He tells us
in his commentary on the Catechism in loco that thc "man
who truly believes .. . beHeves that every thing which the
Scriptures contain is true, and from God."
"A DISCIPLE IS NOT ABOVE HIS TEACHER"

Ursinus has said it exactly. The true believer ''believes
that every thing which the Scriptures contain is true, and
from God." ( Incidentally, Ursinus and Article V of the
Confession are not to be discredited by the pedantic inanity
that after all we can't believe the lies of Gehazi, Elisha's
servant, as recorded in II Kings 5. The simple paint is
that Scripture records these lies factually, truthfully - as
lies. ) In regarding as true all that the Bible contains the
believer is simply reflecting the view of his Lord and Saviour, who declared, "Thy word is truth" (John 17:17).
The language and sentence structure of the Bible may
not always be what the grammarian or literary critic may
desire. The standard of accuracy prevailing throughout the
Bible may not be that which has become commonplace
since the development of modem mathematical science,
But the superimposition of these latter-day standards upon
the Scriptures is artificial and pedantic, and betrays a lack
of sound historical and exegetical perspective. What we
TORCH and TRUMPET, M.y-June, 1961
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contain !lO error or
untruth. To aUege such against the Holy Scriptures is to
place a da rk question mfJrk over the Lord of glon) and
truth who stands as t}l$ living heart and center of that
redeeming Word .
To be sure, every honest student of the Bible meets
problems, troublesome questions, and difficult exegetical
matters. Let such be dealt with faithfully in scholarly
fashion. But, let none of these questions tempt the student
to ascribe error or similar fault to that which OUI Lord
and SaviOur, who is the Son of God, regarded as sacredly
inviolable truth. Let the student be a humble disciple,
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always pra}iDg for a larger measure of that humility which
is the mark of true discipleship. For, as our Master said,
"A disciple is not above his teacher... . It is enough for the
disciple that he be as his teacher" ( Matthew 1O:24-25).
I. P;ure Cb. Mar«!, "Our Lord'i UM! of Scripture," ;11 Henry, R~I1i<>
.. aOld
,I!. BibU. p.U t. Grand Rapids, Ilake. Book Hause. c. USa.
2. The lame, p. iJJ.
3. The I&m<:. p. 134.
4. J . I. ) 'ICIeU, .. P.. ""......."'..I ..........Old I.... W.,...d
CtHl, PlI. 95f. , Grand
R.t.pi<k, Eerdru.anl, 1958 (rpcr) .
S. J OKpbu. ,
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a all iu l Library, New Yorle, Putn am, 1926.
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appearin, ;n 1M USual En,llil b tul of !.he C>ufes.siOll., and ajlrccs "" lb tbe
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The Significance
of
General Revelation
by NICHOLAS J. MONSMA

I

N OUR THINKING and intellectual labors we are com·
pelled to make distinctions, This is at least in part due

to the limited capacity of our minds. However, the danger
exists that distinctions are treated as if they were separa·
tions, so that the one part is evaluated independently from
the other. In such cases we fail to see the forest because
of the trees.
This danger exists with the distinction we regularly
make with respect to the revelation of God. We speak of
God's general revelation and of his special revelation. Cod
reveals himself in all his works and his revelation must,
therefore, be said to be universal. However, we call all that
which is not Scripture general revelation, while Scripture
itself is described as the special revelation of God. Though
this terminology is not literally found in Scripture, yet the
distinction is legitimate, provided it is not abused. For such
abuse occurs. General and special revelation are then
placed in separate compartments and they are approached
from different starting points and evaluated by different
standards. This forced and unscriptural bifurcation (divi.
sian into two branches - Ed. ) produces serious errors.
In this connection the views of dialectical theology, as
propounded by Karl Barth, should not be discussed. In·
deed, Reformed theology differs from Barthianism, but the
difference does not concern the evaluation of general and
special revelation, but the very concept or idea of revelation itself. It should be known that Barth considers revelation not as an object for investigation but as an act of
God, which must be repeated and experienced over and
over again. It is, according to Barth, a "vertical act" of
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God. This implies the denial of the existence of general
revelation and even a distortion of the doctrine of special
revelation. Hence it would be useless to discuss the signif·
icance of general revelation with Barthians. They simply
deny its existence.
INVASION OF ROMAN CATHOLIC THEOLOGY

However, the danger which not only threatens us who
are supposed to be Reformed, but to which some in Reformed circles appear to succumb, is Roman Catholic theol·
ogy. This theology has absorbed the philosophy of Thomas
Aquinas (1225? 1274), who insisted that there are two
separate areas in which we labor in different ways and
with different standards or principles. There is the realm
of nature, which unaided reason is to investigate and to
interpret; there is also the realm of supernatural grace, in
which faith must operate. Each may and must go its own
way, for reason and faith pertain to different and separate
reahns. Attempts at reconciliation between the results
garnered in these realms is not necessary_ They do not
affect each other. Hence no distinction is made, but a
separation.
Evidence that somc among us succumb to these Roman
Catholic views, i.e. to Thomism, may be observed rather
frequently. The latest instance coming to my attention 0ccurred in the November (1960) issue of Th e Reformed
lournal. In it a letter is published written by Brandon H.
Wiers in which he quotes with approval a typically Thomistic statement by the Roman Catholic philosopher Etienne
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bifurcation.
This unnatural and unscriptural division by Roman
Catholicism, simple though it may seem, is bound to rcsult
in the overemphasis on the one realm or on the other, and,
consequently, in the ncglect of either the one or the other.
Roman Catholic scientists do not feel bound in their interprctation of na ture by the teachings of the Bible. Thcy
allow themselves free rein and assign Scripture (and also
the sacraments) to a differcnt realm - the realm of supernatural grace in which faith is to operate and not reason.
As could be expected, the other extreme is also found
among Roman Catholics - the neglect of nature and the
exclusive emphasis upon the realm of grace. This produces
such things as morbid mysticism, monasticism, celibacy and
the like.
However, with and after the Reformation a similar
development occurred among "'Protestants." On the one
hand rationalism asserted itself, glorifying reason, and expressing itself boldly in the enlightenment- the AufkHirung
- and its sad results. On the other hand we observe the
neglect of nature and of God's general revelation in Anabaptism, Pietism, Wesleyan Methodism, as well as in present-day Fundamentalism or Undenominationalism. The sacrificial zeal of these movements for missionary work should,
of course, not be condemned but, as a rule, little or no appreciation is found in them for God's work in the realm of
nature. To them Christ seems to have no Significance for
culture and civilization.
REFORMED THEOLOGY

Over against such and similar deflections, Reformed
theology strives to be Biblical in its delineation and appreciation of God's general revelation in nature. The Bible
must be considered the divinely revealed and inspired
"supplement" to God's general revelation. It is, of course,
true that all God's works always require Cod's words (interpretation and direction), so that it was not man's fa ll
into sin which made "special" revelation necessary (cE.
Cen. 1:26-31; 2:2, 3, 18-25); but man's fall did make it
necessary for God to reveal himself as the Redeemer and
the Restorer. Hence after man's fall the contents and the
scope of Cod's special revelation was changed and enlarged.
For sin affected man not only judicially, that is, in his
status before God; it also affected him as a rational a.n d
moral being. The disobedience of man not only made him
a rebel and guilty before Cod; his mind was also darkened
and his will became perverse- autonomous. Moreover,
God's curse rests upon nature (Gen" 3:17-19 ) and it is
subjected to vanity - it now groans and travails in pain
(Rom. 8:20-22). But nature is also waiting "for the revealing of the sons of God" ( Rom. 8:19 ). It is Christ who
reconciles all things to himself, whether things upon earth
or things in the heavens (Col. 1:20 ). The meek must inherit
the &'lrth ( Matt. 5;5). Christ is the Redeemer and the

Restorer and it is the Bible, God's special revelation, which
makes Christ and his work known to us.
But that means that God has not given his special
revelation to us in a vacuum. In fact, and reasoning in an
infralapsarian fashion for the moment, it must be maintained that special revelation has been given because general revelation needs special revelation. God not onl}"
adapted his special to his general revelation, but special
revelation presupposes the existence of general revelation
and its fallen, marred state and condition. If that wel"e Dot
the case special revelation would be useless and purposeless. As the existence of physiCians, pharmacies, hospitals
and the like, presuppose not only the cxistence of man but
of man in need, so God's special revelation presupposes his
general revelation and its need. General revelation, therefore, constitutes the realm in which special revelation
operates and in a certain sense explains its existence and
function.
For that reason the Bible, far from divorcing itself from
God's general revelation and nature, deals with them
throughout. In fact special revelation attains its purpose
through the restoration of nature and general revelation to
Cod. The purpose which both revelations, in the created
and in the re-created universe, must serve is identical - the
glory of God. There is, therefore, nothing profane or secular about nature and the revelation of Cod's power and
wisdom in it. In that sense all is noly ground" and "sacred
territory" to us.
DEPENDENCE OF GENERAL UPON SPECIAL REVELATION

However, a choice should not be made between general
and special revelation. The one should not even be
emphasized at the expense of the other. Both must be accepted, but accepted in proper relation to each other. We
cannot possibly gather true and comprehensive knowledge
from the realm of general revelation from that realm itself
and by means of unaided reasoning. Knowledge - comprehensive knowledge - concerning Cod's general revelation, for example its motives and purposes, can be obtained
only from God's special revelation. All Roman Catholic
theology notwithstanding, no one bas ever yet arrived at
the knowledge of the only true God by studying nature.
On the contrary, history is replete with evidence that man's
unaided reason leads him away from God and to idolatry.
The reaction of unaided reason to nature leads from bad to
worse and even to heinous and repulsive sins (Rom. 1:1832; Acts 17:22-31 ). The proper appreciation of general
revelation demands faith in Gocfs specialreveiation. Also
in the realm of general revelation one must operate with
faith.
Though we should, therefore, speak of the "integration"
of God's general and special revelation in Scripture, yet the
starting point must ever be taken in that element of the
Bible which reveals the Christ of Cod as the Mediator of
redemption and restoration. In the existing situation, which
is abnormal because of the fall and its results in man (the
subject) and in nature (the object ), there is no other way.
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be reconciled to God. Christ is, therefore,
declared to be "the mystery of God . .. in whom are all
the treasures of wisdom and knowledge hidden" (Col. 1:16,
20; 2:2. 3 ) . He is the Interpreter of God, who again sheds
the light of divine wisdom and knowledge upon man himself as well as upon the world, God's product and man's
habitat and realm of operation. In his light we see the light.
CONTROVERSY IN SCRIPTURE

It is not at aU surprising that Scripture engages in controversy throughout. It is said that all pagan religions
always lapse into the worship of nature and its powers. In
fact, it is man's sense of dependence upon these powers
which produces paganism. There is then an identification
of deity and the powers of nature. Hence Scripture sets
itself against such notions. tendencies and practices. It
does that in the New Testament, but it does this clearly in
the Old Testament. The nations living round about Israel
worshipped such deities as Baalim and Ashtaroth. They
identiSed their Baalim with the masculine generating power
of nature, while their Ashtaroth personified the feminine
receptive and reproductive power of nature. Of course, this
godless trend inevitably goes from bad to worse, expressing itself in the gross and repulsive sins described in Rom.
1. But this persistent tendency to identify nature and deity
embodies itself in a mor
~ refined way in the philosophy of
pantheism, the philosophy of divine immanence, which also
insists that nature is "god" - a philosophy which continues
to this day.
But, though God is highly exalted above creation (Ps.
97;9) and is, therefore, the transcendent God, yet "'in him
we live, and move, and have our being ( Acts 17:28 ). He
maintains and governs all things and has not delivered the
title to his creation to Satan or to man. And he never will.
"'The earth is Jehovah's. and the fulness thereof; the world
and they that dwell therein" ( Ps. 24:1). "'For every beast
of the forest is mine, and the cattle upon a thousand hills"
(P,.5O, 1O).
GOD MANIFESTING HIMSELF

Moreover, though material creation is marred because
of the sin of man and now groans and travails in pain. yct
God still manifests himself in that creation. It is he who
reveals his wisdom and power in all things - in animate
(living) creation, and also in inanimate (non-living) creation ( Ps. 65, 104, 145; Hab. 3:6, etc.). He is the source and
giver of all material blessings - of grain and oil and wine
and silver and gold. He responds to the need of his crea·
tures (Ps. 147:9), SO that he answers the cries of the
heavens, and they in turn answer the earth, and the earth
again answers thc grain, the wine and the oil (Hos. 2;8,
21,22; see also JoeI2:23 ff.) .
REFERENCES IN SCRIPTURE TO GOD'S
GENERAL REVelATION

Of course, Scripture is consistent in teaching that God
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te'>·eals himself as the Creator and Sustainer of the earth
and of life. The Old Testament does that. but the New
Testament not less. Barnabas and Paul protested vehemently against the attempts of the people at Lystra to
render worship to them and bade them "turn from these
vain things unto a living God, who made the heaven and
the earth and the sea, and all that in them is" (Acts 14:1517). An identical reference is made by Paw in his address
upon the Areopagus to the Athenians. God is again proclaimed as the Creator of "the world and all things therein,"
and it is said that he is "'not far from each one of us, for in
him we live and move and have our being" (Acts 17:22-31).
It is striking that in both addresses, at Lystra and at
Athens, as the apostle proclaims the gospel of redemption,
he takes his starting point in the fact that God is the Creator
and Sustainer of all things. But this is not an exceptional
approach. It is consonant with all of Scripture. Scripture
itself begins that way (Gen. 1 and 2). Moreover, the soeaBed Votum, used in our public worship services, refers
to the same fact, "Our help is in the name of Jehovah, who
made heaven and earth" (Ps. 124:8). In the prologue of
the Gospel aecording to John, Christ, the Logos, is presented
as the Mediator of creation before he is proclaimed as the
Mediator of redemption, "All things were made through
him; and without him was not anything made that hath
been made" (John l:3). Again. it is striking that when the
apostles wcre threatened by the Jewish magistrates and
appealed to God, in their prayer they first of all mention
the fact that God created all things. " 0 Lord, thou that
didst make the heaven and the earth, and the sea, and aU
that in them is" (Acts 4:24). The "'invisible things" of
God, namely, "'his everlasting power and divinity" are
"clearly seen" since the creation of the world, "being perceived through the things that are made." True, man by
nature hinders and suppresses the tTuth of God in umight·
eousncss, and God's wrath is revealed against tillS ungod·
liness nnd vanity of man, but that suppression does not
erase the fact that God does reveal his everlasting power
nnd divinity in general revelation (Rom. 1:18£1.). Though
nowadays this reference to God as the Creator may be
neglected or relegated to the background by Christians, the
early church evidently lived by that truth - it was an integral part of its faith. The first article of the Apostles'
Creed reads. "I believe in God the Father, Almighty. Maker
of heaven and earth." The Nicene Creed is consonant with
this.
MAN'S INTELLECTUAL AND ARTISTIC ABILITIES

But God reveals his power and divinity not only in the
elements of nature and their operations (sun, moon, stars,
rain, drought, etc.), but likewise in the talents and abilities
of man. He either endows man with the gift of speech
and all that it implies or he withholds such a blessing.
"Who hath made man's mouth? or who maketh man dumb,
or deaf, or seeing, or blind? is it not I Jehovah?" (Ex. 4:11).
Technical and artistic abilities are ascribed to the Spirit of
God. Of Bezalel it is said, " .. . I have fill ed him with the
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knowledge, and in all manner of workmanship, to de\'ise
skilful works, to work in gold, and in silver, and in brass,
and in cutting of stones fo r setting, and in carving of wood,
to work all manner of workmanship" (Ex. 31:3-5 ). Moreover, Oholiab and "all that are wise-hearted" received the
same gifts (Ex. 31:6). At the request of Solomon the
Lord gives him "a wise and understanding heart," and he
adds "riches and honor" (I Kings 3:12, 13). Such as lack
wisdom must ask God, "who giveth to all liberally and
upbraideth not; and it shall be given him" (Jas. 1:5).
These gifts include the reasoning of the husbandman and
his adjusbnents to various seeds and seasons. In Is. 28:2329 we find a parable, the thrust of which is that the work
of God in his dealings with men and nations differs, so
that he, as it were, "adjusts" himself to various needs and
circumstances. To illustrate this fact, the adjustments which
a farmer makes to various seeds and seasons is used. But
it is stated, "For his God doth instruct him aright, and doth
teach him." In all man's ingenuity, whether of a skilled
or unskilled laborer, God must be acknowledged. He
teaches man even in common and "every day" affairs.
We wonder at the facility with which Jesus, in his
parabolic teachings, turns to nature for illustrations ( Matt.
13:2443, f.i.). However, that could be expected. TIle
Logos, the Word, made the world and he redeems it. No
wonder, therefore, that he can use the one to illustrate the
other with such admirable and skilful facility. Both are
his handiwork. However, it is only through special revelation that we learn to know this. Only through special
revelation do we obtain the proper view of general revelation.
GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY

As special revelation traces legitimate culture to God
and his Spirit, so it refers all political and governmental
power to God. Even among peoples and nations not
touched directly by the special revelation of God, this
power or authority is ascribed to God and it is ever delegated by him . The initial arrangement for the exercise of
this authority is made in the well-known ninth chapter of
Genesis. But this truth is revealed more explicitly later on .
"By me kings reign, and princes decree justice" (Prov.
8:15). Jehovah's rule is not confined to Israel and to the
realm of his special grace and revelation, but he reigns
over all nations and peoples (Ps. 41:8; 96:10; 97:1; 99:1,
see also such sections as Is. 13-23). Elijah must anoint
Hazael to be king over Syria (1 Kin gs 19:15 ), and Cyrus,
the Persian king, is called Jehovah's "shepherd," who "shall
perform all my pleasure," and Jehovah's "'anointed,"
...... whose right hand 1 have holden ..." (Is. 44:28; 45:1).
Moreover, Christ is now «the ruler of the kings of the earth"
(Rev. 1:5). Rom. 13:1 is the locus classicus for this doctrine, ... .. there is no power but of God; and the powers
that be are ordained of God." For that reason we are bidden to render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's
(Matt. 22:21), to be in subjection to rulers, to authorities,
twentfl...six

to be obedient (Tit. 3:1 ) , to be subject to e\·ery ordinance
of man for the Lord's sake ( I Pet. 2:13-17 ).
All this tremendous power, playing such a large and
often decisive role in the history of mankind, is to be attributed not to man, nor to any contmt social of Rousseau,
but to God and his Christ, who causes the realm of his
general revelation to serve that of his special revelation.
Again, there is integration here, but there can be no proper
appreciation of God's general revelation without his special
revelation.
ESCHATOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Finally, the eschatological question should be put
whether God's genera] revelation and the gifts and powers
distributed by God in that realm, will be of any significance for eternity and for the new heaven and earth.
There appears to be a view among Christians which not
only distingUishes between the present and the future but
also separates the age to come from the age that now is.
The break is made complete, so that it is a foregone conclusion that nothing, in any shape whatever, is to continue
from the present into the future dispensation. Scripture,
however, does connect the future with the present : "...
whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap" (Gal.
6:7), But in addition to that, Jesus reveals something
remarkable about the new Jerusalem in Rev. 21. He states
that the kings of the earth "'shall bring the glory and the
honor of the nations into" the new Jerusalem (vss. 24 and
26). As throughout the book of Revelation, so here also
the nations are those of the world, Gentile nations, and not
Christian nations. Admittedly these texts challenge the
acumen of the keenest scholars. However, it seems to me
that they establish at least two truths. First, that there is a
definite connection between the old (Jerusalem ) and the
new (Jerusalem) ; and second, that the old is not only of
symbolic significance for the new, but that "something"
shall be brought into the new from the old.
Some able scholars, for example Dr. S. Greydanus, appear to be of the opinion that these texts refer only to that
which kings and nations contribute to the kingdom of God
here and now - that is, during this present dispensation.
However, the entire chapter (Rev. 21) speaks of the future
and of the new JenlSalem. Hence the idea is unavoidable
that these passages teach not only that there is connection
between the present and the future, but also that the one
age is of significance for the other in the sense that the
realm in which God's general revelation operates now is
to contribute "something" to the realm which is to come.
Just what is this significance and contribution? Glory
and honor are definitely mentioned. But these are abstract
nouns - they must represent something concrete and substantial. It has been remarked that since "the heavens that
now are and the earth . . . have been stored up for fire,
being reserved against the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly men'" (11 Peter 3:1 ), nothing substantial can be carried into the onc from the other,
since all will be burned. However, Paul states that
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the meek shall
that is, the manner of its existence. ~Iore\',
inherit the earth p .Iatt. 5:5 ); this would not be possible
if it should cease to exist altogether. Is. 60, a chapter in
which the so-called prophetic perspective is found , should
be studied, for in it too Scripture teaches that some things
are to continue from the present into the future.
I mention all this to indicate that this is an important
and difficult question in which problems are involved which
are Dot easily unraveled and which require a separate
study. For the present I should like to transmit the comment of Dr. H. Bavinck in this connection. I translate what
this devoted and erudite scholar has written in his Ge1'e-

formecrde Dogmatiek, Yo1. IV, pp. 80:2, 803, ...All that which
is true, all that which is honorable. all that which is just, all
that which is pure, all that which is lovely, all that which is
of good report, in the entire creation, in heaven and earth,
is to be gathered together into the future city of God, but
renovated and recreated and developed to its highest glory.
The substance of it is present in this creation .. "' as the
resurrection body is raised from the body which has died
and is buried in the earth, so the new heaven and earth
shall once appear ... Substantially nothing wUl be lost . ..
all nations bring together into the new Jerusalem all that
which they, each according to its own character, have received from God in glory and honor (Rev. 21:24, 26)."

Some Thoughts on Public Aid

to
Christian Education
by WALTER A. DE JONG

~IS

YEAR the question of government aid to nonschools has become a national issue. Judging
from columnists like David Lawrence and from reader
responses printed in our national weeklies, a sentiment
seems to be growing that nonpublic schools should receive
tax money. The problem that concerns America is the
Supreme Court's interpretation of the Constitutional amendment, "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; . . ." How can a part of the large sum of proposed
federal aid reach nonpublic schools as long as the Supreme
Court rulings have gone to great lengths protecting the
principle of the separation of church and state?
While America is pondering methods to effect a more
equitable distribution of tax funds for education, supporters
of religiously oriented schools. both Roman Catholic and
Protestant, are asking themselves whether public aid
would be good or bad. A difference of opinion prevails
within the various groups. As supporters of Calvinistic
Christian Schools we arc no exception. We too differ. The
question of state aid was debated at the National Union
of Christian Schools convention held in Worthington last
swnroer. The question is now under discussion in our
journals. in our Christian school district meetings, and in

.1 public
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our principals' clubs. It is a good thing that this question
be thoroughly considered so that we may fo llow an enlightened path.
Historically Christian schools of Reformed persuasion
have fought for full recognition along with other conunon
schools of a country. Dr. Abraham Kuyper was the leader
in this 6ght in the Netherlands. There Christian schools
receive the same support as othcr common schools. In
America our Christian schools, while eager to receive full
accreditation as schools, have not aggressively fought for a
share of tax funds . Our schools have, however. taken advantage of such public aid as has been made available to
them. Today Christian school pupils ride on public school
busses and participate in government food programs. Nonpublic school teachers use federal funds for scholarships
through the National Defense Act. Many college students
have benefited by the G.L BiU. In one area our people
have aggressively sought relief from the extra burden
imposed by Christian education. TItis is the area of income
tax deduction for tuition. It is probably safe to conclude
that Christian school people of Calvinistic persuasion feel
justified in receiving help from public funds as long as it
le..wes them comparatively free.
Such a position is consistent with our tradition and
fwenlysevc,'fl
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moti\"3.ted by a world 2.:ld life \iew to eght for full academic and financial recognition of Christian educatioD. :\[r.
Glenn Andreas argued forcefully at the Kational Union
COllvention that we must insist on public aid on the basis
of principle. By insisting on public aid we also testify to
the American world that there is no such thing as neutrality in education. Tax money supports a world and life view
when it provides public school education. Man is first of
all a religious being. When the state educates him it cannot escape this fact. This is recognized at the level of
higher education when state universities are concerned to
have campus chapels. In the Grand Rapids area there
arc plans for a new college. Among other things, the leaders
of this college movement assure us that the religious aspect
wiD not be neglectcd. It seems that America is becoming
more scnsitive to world and life views because of the totalitarian impact of Communism. There is a growing feeling
that the secularism which binds public education limits its
effectiveness in combating aggressive ideologies.
The question remains, however: what about public
fund s and control? No doubt there are dangers connected
with government aid. But aid or no aid, the government
will continue to exercise control over the schooling of its
youthful citizens. It has a responsibility to see to it that
its citizenry is adequately trained to safeguard democracy.
The government must set standards for buildings, faculties,
and curriculums. Now thc question arises whether it is
more dangerous to have control with corresponding financial aid or to have control without any corresponding financial responsibility on the part of the government.
A recent casc of government control without corresponding government financial responsibility is the Ohio
sihlation. There the Friends, or Brethren. as they are also
called, are involved in court cases because they cannot
meet the building requirement qf one classroom for every
two grades. This recent law requires that no more than
two classes shall be allowed in one classroom. This also
means one teachcr for two grades as a minimum. Small
religious groups cannot meet that standard. In such cases
control without aid is more threatening than control with

a:."1l kcirle:::s !£.:e th:.s c:;::) be :T.uitp~ed
when one ronsiders certi£cation of teachers, laboratory requirements for
science, etc.
Another compelling reason to study the question of
public fund s is the greater parental burden resulting from
the enlarged educational program of our times. The college is becoming the common school. Today the question
for the high school graduate is not so much, Shall I go on
to school? Thc question confronting the graduate is,
Which school shall I go to? Denominational coUeges too
are becoming the common school. When parents pay for
12 to 16 years of education for their children they have a
greater burden than in past years when the average length
was from 8 to 12 years. It is not uncommon among Christian school supporters to find families with a tuition bill of
$1000 per year. With federal aid on the way this cducation
bill is going to grow along with taxes.
Will tax money used to support non-public schools
mean more control over these schools? No doubt it will as
far as the mechanics of running a school is concerned.
There wiD have to be an exact accounting given to the
government of moncy spent. There will be a stricter enforcement of building codes, teacher certification, etc. Quite
obviously the government is responsible for the money expended and will set in motion controls to safeguard the
spcnding of funds.
Will the using of tax funds exert undue control over
non-public schools? To this we cannot give a definite
answer. From my reading and conversation about European
democratic countries I judge that the religious stand of
schools has not been jeopardized by public aid. It seems
as if the customs and the traclitions of a people have more
influence on freedoms than government aid. In America
the Federal govemment is detcrmined to give aid without
threatening local control. Only the vigilance of our citizens
can assure this. It is doubtful to me whether public aid is
really germane to this problem. It may be a symptom of
the problem as pimples may be of small-pox, but it need
not be. Government controls can come as easily, cheaply,
and devastatingly without as with the use of public funds
to non-public schools.

THE READER WRITES:

Dear Eclitor:
~LlTER

A TE

FOR WHAT?" under "Pointed Paragraphs in a recent issue of TORCH ANn ThUMPET,
is a question which we should ask - and answcr with an
avalanche of literature true to the Word of God. Mr. Van
Til notes that the Communists are doing more than any
other organized world-voice to supply the new armies of
twenty-eight

-

literates with mass production and distribution of their
propaganda.
We can not hope to match Communism's production in
qtlantity or in money value, but that does not mean that
we nre beaten, for we have the truth, and it endures and
finally emerges to survive when lies perish. Yet it is still
true that we cannot fulfil our stewardship of the machinery
TORCH and TRUMPET, May-June, 1961
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:::.e Facts About Literature Today," !::1 the J anu
.r y - ~I arch
isst.:.e of Blue Banner
Faith end Lije, editor, the Rev_ Johannes G. Vos, who reprinted the article from The Banner of Truth, London,
England, the following sentences are gleaned: "Lenin's
writings have now been translated into 968 languages and
are available in all parts of the world. According to Dr.
Laubach, Communists are spending about 500 million
pounds a year on cheap, easy-to-read, Communist literature which is fundamentally anti-Christian." "In a recent
year 'Jehovah's Wiblesses' distributed nearly 3 million
bound books and 28 million pamphlets. In the same year
copies of their magazines were distributed worldwide in
forty different languages."
One e(fort being made to provide Reformed literature
is the Reformation Translation Fellowship, organized by
Prof. Vas, the Rev. Samuel Boyle, then a missionary of
the Reformed Presbyterian Church in China, and Charles
Chao, since ordained as a minister. These men and their
associates have been busy for the past ten years translating
and distributing such works as Christianity and Liberalism
by the Rev. J. Gresham Machen, Refonned Doctrine of
Predestination by Loraine Boettner, and the writings of
Prof. Berkhof, Dr. Oswald T . Allis, Dr. Cornelius Van Til
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Lester E. Kilpatrick
American Representative
Reformed Translation Fellowship
1031 E. Cleorosa
Phoenix 14, Arizona
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N JESUS' DAY the elders, scribes, and Pharisees ignored
the Scriptures and instead made their own code of
ethics. But the Lord rebuked them when he said: "Ye
do err not knowing the Scripturcs" (Matt. 2.2). Contrast
this with the attitude of the Ethiopian eunuch who delighted in the Scriptures and notice how the Lord rewarded
him. "He went on his way rejoicing" ( Acts 8). The blessing of our Cod then depends upon our attitude towards
his Word. If we delight in it, he prospers us as he did
Josiah and the eunuch. But if we ignore it, we are, like the
elders and scribes, subject to the Master's rebuke and, like
Israel, will surely perish. David said: "Thy Word have 1
hid in my heart that I might not sin against thee" (Psalm
119 ). To Jeremiah, Cod's Word was "the joy and rejoicing
of his heart" (jeremiah 15 ).
Just where do we members of the Christian Reform ed
Church place the Word of God? Does it have a central
place in our hearts and Jives? Or could it be that we are
becoming guilty of the age-o ld error of Rome, that of substitutin g a maze of mall-made clements for the living

I

.&nd fi3.!j
~ - others. to Christian pastors and students, both
in the Orient and in this country. Two ministers of the
Christian Reformed Church have contributed to this cHort
as translators, the Rev. Paul Szto and the Rev. Isaac Jen,
while a layman, Mr. J. Van Mouwerik of Redlands, California, early became associated with the Fellowship as a
director.
While the meager editions of 2000 and 3000, placed in
the hands of Chinese pastors, doubtless have had, and will
have, greater and more lasting effect than tons of finely
printed Communist propaganda, we are missing a great
opportunity by such in6nitesimal circulation. But at least
a beginning has been made in the Chinese language. That
area is not going completely by default.
Anyone interested in learning more about this work
may write to the undersigned for a copy of our annual
report, from which you may see something of what is being
done to "furnish (one of) the empty rooms, from which
the demons of paganism have £led."
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Word? This is precisely the problem I wish to present to
you. My observation is that the Bible is losing its Codordained central place in our lives. Let us take an honest
look at ourselves.
Regarding Bible reading in our homes. is it not true dlat
where the Bible is still read at mealtime, it is usually with·
out comment or discussion? Could it be that it has practical.
ly deteriorated to a mere formality of "chapter" reading?
Personal Bible reading has become an exception rather than
the rule and is usually postponed to times of illness or
great sorrow.
In our social life the topics of our conversation arc seldom about the Word or its Author. Psalm singing has been
replaced by TV and Hi-Fi. In our ehurch meetings, too,
the Bible is for the most part unconsciously left in the
background. Without being aware of it, we are the recipients of a system of training where the training aids have
a lmost, if not entirely, rcplaced the direct handling of the
Dible. We are so preoccupied with sources and aids about
the Bible that we as a people suffer from a deplorable lack

twenty-nine
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Scripture.
~I y observations Jead me to believe that our tendency
to use aids and other sources rather than the Bible itself
has robbed the Bible of its God-ordained centrality in our
hearts and lives. This 1 believe is our most serious error.
Isn't this an amazing fact when we consider that no church
on earth has given the Word of God such high esteem in
its creeds and confessions as our church? Is there a church

A Lol~
The Children's 'King James' Bible New Testament
by JAY GREEN and 'PETER' PALMER
Modern Bible T"nslalo<l, Inc., 112<1 S. E. Firsl Sl.,
Evansville, Indiana, 1960, 687 pp., $6.95.

This, the lint volume of the entire Bible,
has been published so that Johnny can
read.· The translator believes that any
normal nineyearold caD both read and un·
demand the New Testament iD this modernized version of the King James Version.
The thing that intrigues one is the fact
that this Children', Bible has also one hundred stories with four hundred pictures
setting forth the Gospel as presented by all
the four Evangelists. And that is not all.
Twentyone of the stories arc about the
Epistles, setting forth in dramatic action
some of the main tcachings of tlle apostles.
If only this "Bible" could be put into the
hands of the children of Amcrica, what a
blessing that would bel The Communists are
covcring the world with their refarlous liter·
ature. What are we d oing to counteract
this? "The entrance of thy Word givcth
light," says the sacred wri ter. How the
Church of Christ ought to work to spread
the Word to the Ilomes of those who do not
attend church. Many would buy such a
Bible as this for their children.
The Modem Bible Translators are to be
congratulated with the publication of this
Children', BIble. I shall not trespass into
the Geld of New Testament scholarship, but
speak merely AS a pater familia" when I say
that this is an excellent production that we
can safely place into the hands of our children. A few years ago a new fivevolume
children's Bible was published with the
Kin g James Version, but the comment was
all written from the liberal point of vicw.
Abraham, for example, became a religious
genius rather than n man of faith, and Saul
·cr. Wiry IQhftn:1
Harper . I?5 S.
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With great enthusiasm we lo\-e to sing "-F aith of Our
Fathers," but fail to realize that just singing about it does
not transfer this faith to us, much less perpetuate it. We
boast of a great heritage, but are we aware of the fact that
without love for the Word and its Author, that heritage
is but an empty shell?
Arnold Jonker
e.::
Yet ~ s:pr;:.e
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was rejected because of his bad temper
rather than for his unbelief and disobedience. But here we have the historic, orthodox emphasis plus attractive ehildcentcred illustrations. ' Vhat is more, it serves
as Bible Story for the little ones, while
making the Bible itself available for those
who ought to begin reading the Sacred
Writings for themselves.

HENRY R. VAN TlL

An Exposition of Ephesians
by PAUL BAYNE
Sovereign Groce Publ ishers, Evansvi\l" 1959.
678 pp. $7.95.

This is the second volume of a threevolume Puritan commentary which the publisher has assembled on the epistle to the
Ephesians. The first volume of 832 pp. by
Thomas Goodwin deals with the text of
Ephesians 1:12:10. This second volume,
by Paul Bayne, a sixteenth century preacher
and lecturer at St. Andrews Chu rch of
Cambridge University, consists of his lectures
on Ephesians 2:11 through 6: 18. Calvin's
exposition of the final six verses of the
epistle, appended at the end of this volume,
completes the commentary. The publisher,
though, urges that the third volume of the
bilogy, The Christian In Complew Armor, an
exposition of Ephesians 6 : 1()..}7 by William
Gurnall consisting of 600 pp., also be obtained to round out this Puritan output on
Ephesians to the aggregate total of almost
a million words ( the publisher's claim ). 1be
complete set sells for $18.95, a saving of
90¢ over the totru price if each volume were
purchased singly (i.e., $5.95 for Goodwi n,
$7.95 for Bayne, a nd $6.95 for Gumall,
respectively). And that possession of the
complete set is rendered practically n necessity may be secn from the fa ct that, despite
the inclividual bulk and expense of each
volume, commentary on only a part of tile

contents of the Ephesian epistle Is to be
found in each single volume. TIle major
portion by far, however, of the unequal p~
portionmcnt of the commentary on the text
is to be found in this second volume of the
~

L

11lOse familiar with Puritan works, of
which this volume under review is a typical
example, are doubtless aware of the fact
that they are by and large period pieces
in the same way as grandfatbcr d ocks,
spinning wheels, and Chippendale furniture.
Not that their doctrine is outmoded, for the
truth of God's Word is eternal and changeless. But the dress of the Puritan werk ill
that of another age. Consider, for example,
this comment on Ephesians 5:22 dealing
with the submission of the wife to the
husband. She should "learn with all submission; yea, if a man should go to blows,
she must endure with patience, not striking
again, not railing; this is to shoot with the
devil in his own bow" (p. 494). Wives, at
Icast, today would hope that this is a dated
application belonging to a fonner agel Or
this statement on 6:1 with respect to the
obedience of children to their parents. "We
must obey them (our parents ), in taking
the callings of life to which they train US;
for children are under the power of the
parent to be ordered this way" (p. 539).
Let us hope that this is also an application
of a bygone age which is no longer followed today, for it hardly comports with
the Godgiven duty of parents to $00 tllat
their children develop into independent per_
sonalities serving God according to his
Word and who thus tllemselvcs become able
and willing best to decide where their
Divinely bestowed talenlS may most properly be employed to the honor of God and
the wellbcing of their fellowman.
This reviewer would again repeat that he
has no basic doctrinal objections to Puritan
works. For the most part they arc un

TORCH and TRUMPET, MayJune, 1961

r-r'"-a!W .:.:-

~

.:. _

......::.-.

~:.JZoe"

qu=: .
d"'
.;;} l~
b
But also
additio:l to a li:=:eC. ~es.
like lUltiqUes, Pt.:.."'l:.;.:) works share in the
same roortc:omi:lgs, llot the least of which
is datedness and expensiveness.
It w·o uld therefore seem to this reviewer
that, everything considered, a wiser investment of time and money could be made by
publisher and reader alike in more up-todate Refonncd literature. Perhaps publishers, not to mention author.;, need to be
encouraged to produce mOre of such. Moreover, those energies now used to republish
Puritan works might well be diverted into
the translation of more of contemporary
Dutch works where a relevant contribution
to the English theological scene might well
be made by them. An adequate Refonned
literature is the need of the bour. But in
the humble opinion of tliliI reviewer, it is
doubtful whether Puritan works, valuable
only as they are to a limited degree, really
measure up sufficiently so as to make their
reapPClll"aJlCe significantly worthwhile.
RAYMOND O. WRN
Fawn Crove, Pa.

Christian Home and Family Living
fRANCES VANDER VHoe

Zondervan Publi l hing House, Grand Rapids,
Michigan, 119 pagel, $2.00, 1959.

Although the tit1e lacks clarity this book
on the Christian family is well written. It
deals with the institution of matrimony as
instituted by Cod, the cstablishment of a
Christian home, the hannonious relation,hip between husband and wife, the role of
man as father and the woman as mother,
children and parents, Christian education
and hospitality. From that point on the
unity of the book is lost. The author deals
with such subjects as envy, faith and calling, friendship, stewardship, persona] Bible
study, and the older woman. Of course, in
general all these thin gs are related to the
home, but the choice is rather arbitrary.
Instead of personal Bible study II chapter
on family worship would have been more
apropos. Instead of considering the older
woman, why not look into the problems of
old age in gcncral, in~much
as both partncr.; in the marriage relationship have to
face this eventuality?
This book is Scripturally oriented. It
ahoUllds with rderences to tho Word,
which is always cited as authori tative, as
the last court of appeal. And we find that
the Scriptures actually abound in referCod-ordained relationship of
ences to ~ t1l(
marriage and the home. It is simply deplorable that even Christian sociologists, because of a blind adherence to tile worldly
presupposition that Sociology is a neutral
science, wi!! not allow the authority of the
Word to determine what is right and wrong
in human relationships. Instead, they say
sociology is descriptive, not nonnative; consequently, the "thus saith the Lord" is miss-
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the dhine institutions clearl>' delinea ted in the Word. ~Irs.
' ·ander Velde is to be congratulated on
the fact that she has not pcnnitted such a
pseudo-scientific approach to dim her appreciation for the Word of Cod as the Gnal
authority in the life of the believer.
I heartily recommend this book. It ought
to be found in every Christian home and
church-library. Having said that, I must add
that I do not subscribe to everything written therein. For example, Jacob is pictured
as having accumulated a large fortune
"through steady toil and his own business
acumen" (p. 34). However, as Dr. Van
Haitsema showed years ago in his intriguing The Decelver Undeceived, God
sllowed Jacob clearly that it was not
through his own machinations, which were
contrary to the laws of genetics, but
through the blessing of Jehovah that Jacob
was rich. Morcover, the idea that reason
can be singled out as man's bighCllt possession and one "by whJch he can know
God" is not Christian but a remuant of
Greek philosophy. The Scripture references
given at this point, namely, Isaiah 1;18,
Acts 24;25, and I Peter 1;13 are not relevant. Also the uncritical quoting of J. B.
Conant and H. Schultze in one breath is an
eclecticism tllat is unwarranted.
HENRY R. VAN TIL
~
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Jerome's Commentary on Daniel
translated by GLEASON L. ARCHER, Jr.
Publilned by Baker Book HOUle, Grand Rapids,
Mich. 1958. 189 pp. Pri~
$3.95.

If you are looking for a single, good,

modern commentary on the book of Daniel,
this is not the book to buy. It is a translalion of a work of Jerome who lived from
A.D. 347 to 420. To anyone who Is interested in more careful study of the book of
Daniel or in the history of the Christian
chureh this is a book of unUSual fascination.
In the Introd uction Wilbur M. Smith observes: 'The most important single work
produced by the Church Fathers on any of
tlle prophetic writings of the Old Testament, commenting upon the original Hebrew
text. and shOwing a complete mastery of
all the literature of the Church on the robfeets touched upon to the time of composition, is without question St. Jerome's Commentary 011 the Book of Daniel." St. Augustine is quoted as having confessed to
Jerome, " I have not as great a knowledge
of the div ine Scriptures as you have, nor
could I have such knowledge as I see in
you."
The book repeatedly shows a concern
about refuting the attacks of Porphyry on
the book of Daniel. Interestingly, those
attacks of Porphyry, the claims that the
book must have been written later as a
history of past events, are substantially the
Slime as those of " Modernis t" critics down
to the present dayl In other respects, too,

6:a ~
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Drlel rums oot to be much more ~ful
to present readers than one might expect.
At times there are allusions to the historical
events of 1600 years ago, but the reader is
left with an impression of how unchangingly
relevant the Word of God is to the people
of any century. Observing the comment of
Jerome, "But the saints shall never possess
an earthly kingdom, but only a heavenly.
Away, then, with the fable about a millenniuml" ( p. 81), one finds himself more at
home with the sane and scholarly Jerome
than with the much less responsible fantasy
of many a modem writer on Daniel.
Jerome's comments on the text of Daniel
are usually vet)' brief and to the point.
OccaSionally he takes up a controversial
point at considerable length.
This new and Brst E nglish translation of
a very old book may be interesting and
valuable to a nu mber of stu dents.
PETER DE JONG
Seattle, Wash.

Preuhing, Confession, the
Lord's Supper
WALTER LUTHI Ind EDUARD THURNEYSfN

121 p. John KnOll Prell; price $2.50

Here are three sparkling essays on
signi6cant aspects of the li1e of the church
in today's world. Written by two Swiss
theologians, they remind us that the Refonned tradition is still very much alive in
that land.
The first by Luthi deals with preaching.
He has many fine things to say about the
centrality of tllo \Vord in evangelical worship, a refreshing note in view of so much
poor preaching palmed 01I on congregations both in Europe and America. Tho
essay's value lies not in many new and
profound insights but rather in saying some
very important things in a clear and challenging way. As a result of the present
emphasis on psychology, psychiatry, and
mental hygiene. Protestant voices are heard
clamoring for something like the Roman
Catholic confessional. Thumcyscn vigorously
and effectively sets forth the distinction
between the Roman confessional and evangelical confession. It i! Luthi again who
writes about the Lord's Supper, calling
attention to the plight into whJch its observance has fallen in the Swiss churches.
He is convinced that increasing the frequency of its edebration will not cure the
churches of their fearful neglect of this
ordinance. Ilather strange to our ears is his
rejection of any disciplinary prohibition to
partake. He would make use only of the
"key" of preachi.ng to open or close the
table to member.; of the church.
Especially for minister.; of the gospel are
these essays illuminating and challenging.
They deal specifically with questions and
prohlems which repeatedly address also us.
The sweeping fonn evident in not a few
statements is hardly in keeping wilh the
best Rdonned tradition. Much fine refe r-

ence is made to Scriptural material, although the choice appears to be onesided.
Some things which this reviewer believes
ought to be said in specific connections are
not mentioned. The powerful inlluence of
Karl Barth is clearly evident. Much of the
music in these essays is sweet and clear
indeed, but many of us would feci somewhat out of place in this chorus.
PETER Y. DE JONG

The Biblical Expositor
(The living Theme of the Great BODie)
Consulting Edi lor, Carl F. H. Henry, Price $6.95
per vol., A. J. Holman Co., Philadelphi a 7, Pa.
VoL I, GeM.is·E,lher; Vol. II, JobMa lachi; Vol.
III, Mauhew·Revelallon.

the subtitle of this tllreevolwne
commentary on Holy Writ suggests, this is
not a verse by verse exposition of the
Bible, but the central theme of a given
passage is vividly portrayed and set before
the mind. This commentary is not only
serviceable for the teacher and student, but
will prove a great help for the ordinary
belicver who wishes to grow in the knowledge of his Lord.
Not only have these expositions been
written by 65 recognized authorities in their
field, but each of them writes from the
evangelical, conservative point of view.
This is truly an interdenominational and
intemational venture. In the volume on the
Old Testament, for example, one finds,
among others, such wellknown scholars as
Allis, W. M. Smith, Leupold, Unger, Payne,
Kerr, Harris, Johannes Vos, E. J. Young,
M. A. Woudstra, to mention only a few
known more particularly to the readers of
this maga:cine. Among those writing on the
New Testament, I S;Ce the names of Mantey.
Bruce, Lndd, Gcldenhuys, Henry, Gerstner,
Clark. Hughes, Packer, and others  scholars
all and committed to the high view of the
inspiration of Scripture.
\Vhat especially appeals to me in this
commentary, from the point of view of the
ordinary reader's needs, are the general
and the special introductions as wdl as tho
firstrate outlines at the beginning of each
book. This ·commentary will serve excel·
lently as textbook for a college survey
course in EngliSh Bible. It should be
found in every church library to serve all
.members of the congregation.
HENRY R. VAN TIL
As
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Baker's
BIBLE ATLAS
BY CHARLES F. PFEIFFER

Consulting Editors; E. LESLIE CARLSON,
Old Testament
MARTI N H. SCHARLEMANN,
New Testament

This new atlas has features which will be appreciated by
all students of Scripture.
This volume is an atlas in the true sense of the word. Its
emphaSiS is on geography. In addition to the colored maps
each chapter has its black and white outline maps showing
clearly the geographic features emphasized in that chapter.
Photographs have been carefully chosen for the purpose of
clarifying the text.
The atlas is organized to follow the Scriptural narrative.
This makes the atlas readily usable as a Bible study aid.
The concluding chapter gives an enlightening resume of
the Bible Lands Today, including a brief review of archaeological research to the present day.
An oustanding feature of this atlas is its Geographic
Cazetteer. This gazetteer gives in concise fonn the location
and other pertinent data on geographic names of significance in Scripture.
The authorship of this atlas assures its scholarliness and
evangelical spirit.
Charles F. PfeiHer is Associate Professor of Old Testament at Cordon Divinity School. He is a graduate of Moody
Bible Institute, Temple University (B.A.), Reformed Episcopal Seminary (B.D.), Dropsie College for Hebrew and
Cognate Learning (ph.D.), and has done post
~ gradute
work at New York University and the University of Chicago.
E. Leslie Carbon is Professor of Old Testament Introduction and Interpretation at Southwestem Baptist Theological
Seminary at Fort Worth, Texas.
Martin H. Scharlemann is Professor of New Testament
Exegesis and Isagogics at Concordia Theological Seminary,
St. Louis, Missouri.
The authors of this Bible Atla,s are eminently qualified for
their project through their background of studies, teaching,
and visits to the Holy Land and other lands significant in
Bible history. Their expert work is evident throughout.
Evangelical scholarship may well be proud of this atlas.
After 1961. $7.95.
Special Introductory Price. $6.95.
To be ready on June 15. AT ALL BOOKSELLERS, or

BAKER BOOK HOUSE. Grand Rapids 6. Mich.
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