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EDITORIAL 


THE PENTECOSTALS - WHAT ABOUT THEM? 

JOHN VANDER PLOEG 

To avoid misllnderstanding, let it be said that it 
has been my privi lege to meet and fellowship with 
devout Pentecostals whose sincerity as Christians is 
unquestionably above reproach. Meeting with them 
at the annual con ventions of the Evangelica l Press 
Association, we defin itely did not see eye to eye 
about speaking in tongues, but there was never any 
doubt that we believed the same Bible and belonged 
to and loved the same Lord and Savior. Believe me 
then, it is not something to be relished when it be
comes necessary to differ with these good Ch ristian 
friends as we seek to dissuade others from joining 
them in what we honestly believe to be a serious 
error. 

An interesting announcement - That we of the 
Christian Heformed Chnrch are not ti lting at wind
mills or engaging in a merely academic exercise as 
we give further attention to the Pentecostals has 
hecome obvious from vn riol1~ recent reports and 
developments, not the least of which is the following 
announcement that appeared a few weeks ago in the 
Sunday bulletin of a C R Church in the Crand Hapids 
area: 

"Because of the increasing prevalence of Nco
Pentecostal views, the Council ha .~ decided that any 
memher of thc congregation direcll y involved in thc 
charismatic movemen t sha ll not be appointed 0 1' 

e lected to a position of leadership or teaching in the 
congregation. I t has taken this acti on on the ~round 
that the teaching of a baptism of the Spirit (evidenced 
by an initial experience of speaking in tongues, heal
ing, etc.), an experience distinct from and subsequent 
to conversion and one that every Christian should 
seek, has no bas is in Scri pture. The Council also calls 
attent ion to the fact that such a teaching has never 
been upheld in our creeds nor in the practices of OUl' 

Reformed churches. The Council is also arranging 

for the near future a series of adult education pro
grams in which the Scri ptural teaching of the work 
and gifts of the Spirit will be e mphasi:r..cd ." 

It is heartening and reassuring to learn that the 
council of a C R Church is taking such forth right 
leadership with respect to this error that appears to 
be leapfrogging from church to church and from one 
denomination to another. To be commended is the 
fact that this council's leadership is not only negative 
in disqualifying for certain positions in the ch urch 
those who practice or advocate this error, but also 
positive in that it is providing for the ~orely needed 
instruction from Scripture about this matter. 

Permit me, at this point, also to acknowledge the 
correspondence received from readers about the Pen
tecostal movements. Their patience will be appreci
ated as they await the publication of their materi al, 
hopefully in our following issue. 

Pentecostalism - The church bulletin announce
ment cited above speaks of "Nco-Pentecostal views." 

aturally the question arises: just what is the d iffer
ence between Pentecostalism and Nco-Pentecostali sm? 
F irst, a word about Pentecostalism. 

Fundamentalist in their theology in general, Pen
tecostals have this in common: they hold that be
lievers may expect and seek something additi onal to 
(and therefore not necessarily concomitant with) their 
initial salvation - the ooptisrn in the Holy Spirit, as 
received by the early Christians on Pentecost.• to 
enable them also to SI)ellk in tongues. 

In Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of Religiofn 
Knowledge, Elmer T. Clark says of the Pentecostals: 
"Their distinctive emphasis is on sanctification as a 
separate work of grace subsequent to justification, 
the climactic experience of which is the outpouring of 
divine gifts, especially glossolalia or 'speaking with 
other tongues as the Spirit gives utterance: ... The 
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Pentecostal experience of Acts 2:1-4 is held to be the 
crowning attestation of salvation." 

Although no accurate count is available because 
some Pentecostal bodies do not report their statistics, 
a rather recent estimate has placed their number at 
about two million throughout the world. However, by 
this time the figure may he considerably h igher due 
to their rapid growth and successful missionary en
deavors. Time (Nov. 2, 1962) called Pentecostalism 
"the fastest growing ehurch in the hemisphere." 

Clar ity is needed with respect to the followi ng 
terms: glossolalia , coming from the Greek, glossa., 
tongue, and laleo, to speak, is common ly used for 
speaking in tongues; charisma is the Greek word 
used in the New Testament for special gifts to be
lievers; charismatic renewal has been defined as: 
"T crm for spiritual renewal among Christians through 
the BAPTISM OF TH E H OLY SPIRIT, accompanied 
by the manifestation of speaking in tongues. 
D uring the latter half of the twentieth century, 
PROTESTANTS of many denominations experienced 
sHch renewal" ( The Dictionary of Religious Terms, 
Donald T. Kauffman, 11p. 108, 109 ). 

Neo-Pe ntecosta lism - Busscll T. H itt, editor of 
Etemity magazine, is credited as b eing the first to 
employ the term New- or N eo .. Pelltecostulism: Now 
commonly lised, this term signifies the ~pread of the 
Pentecostal belief in "the baptism in the Holy Spirit" 
and the practice of "ecstatic utterance" or "tongue
speaking" to other nnn-Pentecostal denominations 
and organizations. 

In a comprehensive article on the subject, Editor 
Hitt has written: "Now Pentecostalism has leaped into 
the drawing rooms of the Episcopalians and Pres
byterians. But other histor ic groups have been 
equally touched by the wave of neo-Pentecostalism, 

nt. 

OUTLOOK 


~ 

JOURNAL OF REFORMED FELLOWSHIP. INC. 

EDITORIAL BOARD - Pete r 0.. Jong, l eonud Greenw~y, John B. 
Hull!, Marvin Mulle r, John H. P(e"ma, Henry 
Vanden Heuvel. 

Send all con tributionl 10 Managing Editor, J ohn Vand.r Ploeg, 
6727 Adrian St., S. E., G ratld Rapi d l, Mic h . 49508 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES _ ThomlS Vlnden Heuvel, presidenl; Jerome 
Julien, ~r.l.ry; Leonard Kloet, l1e1!Su re r and bu.;...ell manager ; 
Pe ter Wobbeme, Jr., US'! lecra!ery·!rea.urer; leonard Gree... way, John 
D. Helling., John 8. Hulst, Muvin Muller, John H. Piersma, leonard 
T. Schalkwyk, Beno... Sevenlma, Henry Vanden Heuvel, Ronald J. Van 
Putten, Gerald p, Vellenga , Sidney DeYoung. 

Th i. per iodical i. owned and publ ished by Reformed Fellowsh ip, ItIC., 
o religiou . ond stric!ly non-prof,! orgonizotion compo,ed of 0 G'ouP 01 
Chr i.lion believe.. who hold '0 the ~eformed Foilh. II> purpose i. !o gi~e 
,horpeMd !!'pre.. ion !o ,h i. Fo ' ,h , to . !imulo!. 'he d""lrinol senslli"itles 
of tho.e who profau thi s Foith , !o promote !he 'Oi';l\)ol we lfor .. ond 
purity of the Christion Reformed Church portiwlorly and 01.0 of other 
Re formed churche., or><! o. for o. pO.. ibl .. to lurther the in!e re." 01 011 
ChriUion ocHon ond In.titution. 01 R.. formed chO'oc'.r. 

The publi.he" of Ihl. lou,nol up.e•• ,heir odher_.. to I .... Col"lnllllc 
creed, o. formuloted in ,he SeIGi( Conle.s ion. 'he Heidelbe.g Co,eckl.m, 
'he Conon> 01 Dort, ond the We.'min.'e, Confe..ion ond Cotechi."", 

All contribullon. rep,esent 'he PtI"onol vi ew. of !he w.ite.. ond do not 
necessorl ly 'renee! ,he opinion. of the members 01 Iteformed fe llow,hip. Inc. 

."And !h. th,ee corrponiG' blew the "~mPtl" ... ond held the lor<he. 
in thei r left hond •. ond Ih. ' rumptt" on ,h.i r fitht hondo ond ,hey 
cr ied. Th••word of Jeho·..oh ond 01 Gideon" (Judge. 7,2(1). 

s...boc. iplion Policy: SUMCliplion price, $5.00 per yeor, $9.00 2 yeorS. Unle .. 
a defln ile reQueS! 10. d i<con'inu,mce i. received, it " o..umed tho, 1M 
sub ,cr ibe r wlsh_. the ",b.<r ipt io n to contine>e without .he lormolity of 0 
.enewol o,d_, ond he will be billed lor renewal. If you hove ° chor>ge 
01 oddre.. , p i""... n01ily 'he Bu.in".. Olli.., o. eorly o. po»ibl.,- in order 
10 o"oid Ihe incon".ni.""" 01 de layed delivery. Include your Zip Cede. 

EDITORIAL AND CIRCULATION OFfiCES 
THE OUTLOOK 


4855 510rr Street, S. e . 

Grend ~op ids. Michigon 49.506 


Telephone 949~421 


Moilrng Add ..,." P.O. Sox 7383 
Grond Rop id •. Michigon 49510 

Second CI" .. l>O"oge poid ot G,ond Rapid., MichiGan. 
Sub.cription price, $5 .00 per year, $9.00 lor two yeon . 
Gil, ,ub.cr iphon. , $3 .50 Ptlr yeo, . 
Publi.hed twelve limes PtI. yeor. 

October, 1971 , Vol. XXI, No. 10 

Contents: 

EDITORIAL 2 

Th. P. n"'co . ta ll - Whit About The m? 
John Va nel... Ploeg 

A LAYMAN LOOKS Al REPORT 36 5 
M. ,I. Multi. ,SYNOD'S ORGANIZATIONAL PLANS 
fr..eI.. rick l , N. " ,SOLA SCRIPTURA! 
Ron a lel J . Van Pu"e n 

A LOOK AT OTHERS 
Pete . D .. Jong " 

lElleRS 
Def . .. d. ItopO" 36 _ Ma.I. .. H, Woudll.a 
Sy ...od'. Right to Speak - Marti .. la~ir. 
C " e,' ion ' Name Ch,ng" - J. P. Smith 
"Tir. eI of Compromi ..." - Jack ""-.. . 

INSPIRED IN ALL ITS PARlS? "Ja m ... Howe rzy l 
LETTER FROM RTeN 17 

Iyo"yom Achin. ku 
STUDIES IN GENESIS I·XI 17 

Peter Y. De Jong 

http:incon".ni
http:publi.he


including the America n Lutheran Church, the 
American Baptist Convention, Reformed Church 
in America, thc t...rethodist Church, the Evangelical 
United Brethren, and the United Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S.A., to mention only a few. Even some of 
the leaders of these chu rch bodies havc spoken in 
tongues." 

Mr. Hitt went on to add: "But what has jolted 
evangelicals more than anything else has been the 
fact that tongues-speaking has cropped up in the 
smaller conservative denominations and interdenomi
national groups like Inter-Varsity Christian Fcllow
ship, Wycliffe Bible Translators, Wheaton College, 
Westmont College, Fullcr Theological Seminary, the 
Evangclical Free Church, and Plymouth Brethren" 
(Etemity, July 1963). Now thc evidence is mounting 
that the Christi an Reformed Church must also be 
added to this list. 

In his book, W hat About TonguE-Speaking?, Dr. 
Anthony A. Hockcma of Calvin Seminary gives this 
additional information: "Today glossolalia is being 
practiced by many Episcopalians. Frank Farrell re
ported in September of 1963 that some 2,000 Epis
copalians were said to be speaking with tongues in 
Southern California alone. Glossolalia has also spread 
to the Presbyterian Church - over 600 members of 
Hollywood's F irst Presbytcrian Church (thc largest 
in the denomination) were also reported to be speak
ing with tongues. Members of the Reformcd Church 
in America have begun to speak with tongues; prob
ably the best known of these is the Rev. Harold 
Bredeson, Pastor of the First Reformed Church of 
Mt. Vernon, New York. The Rev. Mr. Bredesen re
ceived the gift of tongues at a Pentecostal Camp 
meeting in Green L..'lke, Pennsylvania, and since then 
has been actively propagandizing glossolalia .... It 
was Pastor Bredesen's visit to the Yale University 
campus that sparked an out burst of tongucs thcre" 
(What About T01lguc-Spcaking? by A. A. Hoekcma, 
pp. 31, 32; 1966; Eerdmans; $3.50). 

Nco-Pentecostalism refers then to the occurrcnce 
of disti nctively Pen tl."Costal he liefs and practices 011t
side of the bounds of Pentecostal bodies or denomina
tions; it is the adoption and pursui t of speaking in 
tongues and the gift of healing by persons who mean
while retain their membcrship in non-Pentecostal 
c1lUrehes. 

Speaking in tongues today? - The questi on is 
whether the charismata or divine gifts to heli evers 
(speaking in tongues, healing) still continue today. 
There are those who insist they do. It is our convic
tion that they do not. 

Consider, for example, as evidence for tcxlay's 
tonguc-spcakers, the follOWing excerpt from what a 
Canadian correspondent writes: "In 1963 and many 
times since I received the ability to pray and pra ise 
in tongues. The significant thing is that 1 was not 
sceking that sign or gift. My uncontrollable desire to 
pray, witness, study the Word, and fellowshi p COIl

vi nced me thoroughly that it was not a human phe
nomenon of psychological origin, much less of Sat an. 
He does not work agai nst his own kingdom of dark
ness." 

Prior to a further look at pertinent Scripture pas

sages, considcr the following as considerations for 
believing that the charismata or special giJs of heal
ing and speaking in tongues have ceased. 

1. Although the firs t consideration given is a per
sonal testim ony, I do not believe it should therefore 
be summarily dismissed as being too subjective to be 
of value. Together with so many others, I do believe 
that the Holy Spirit dwells and works in me cven as 
He does in all true membcrs of Christ's church; that 
He does witness with my spirit that I am a child of 
Cod (Rom. 8:16); and that He as the Holy Spirit within 
me recognizes His own voice as He speaks in Scrip
ture to be the inspired, il)fallible, and inerrant Word 
of God. However, I have never experienced the 
slightest suggestion from thc Spirit that I should ask 
for or attempt to practice the gift of speaking in 
tongues. On the contrary, my assurance of faith mi ght 
become badly shaken, the fact of the leading of the 
Holy Spirit very uncertain, and my emotional 
stability ques tionablc, if 1 were on record as uttering 
anything like the rollowing examples of tongue-speak
ing that have been recorded : 

"Prou pray praddy" 

"Pa palasatte pa pau I'll pe" 

"Teli teratte taw" 

"Terrei te te-te-te" 

''Vole virte vum" 

"Elec lete leele luto" 

"Sine sirge singe" 

'1 mba imba imba" 


(cf. Eternit y, July 1963). 
2. A second consideration is this that even among 

thc most saintly parishioners, teachers, professors, 
pastors, min isterial colleagues, and church officers I 
have known, not one cver as much as hinted at hav
ing the gift of speaking in tongues. About church 
officers, Dr. Hoekema's observation is certainly well 
taken: 

"It is, further, highly Significant that the abili ty 
to speak with tongues is never mentioned among 
the qualifications fo r elders or bishops and deacons 
in I Timothy 3:1-13 and Titus 1:5-9. Surely if the 
gift of tongues were to remain in the church, onc 
would have expect(..>(\ to find it a requircd qualifica tion 
for office-bearers" (Whot AbDUt Tongue-Speaking? 
p. H2 ). 

3. A third considemlion, mention of which our 
space still allows, is the fact that since apostolic 
times so many great leaders in the Christian church 
did not speak in tongues. About these, Robert C . 
Cromacki (T ile Modern Tongues Movement; Pres
byterian and Reformed Publishing Co., Philadel phia, 
Pa. ; p. 72) has said : 

"There have been and are many godly men who 
have not spoken in tongues: Calvin, Knox, "Vcsley, 
Carey, Judson , Taylor, Moody, Spurgeon, Torrey, 
Sunday, and Graham .... Certai nly they have man
ifested more holiness and witnessed more effectively 
for Christ than ma lly who have claimed to havc 
spoken in tongues." 

If the gift of speaking in tongues has ceased, 
why? And what are wc to make of the speaking in 
tongues at Corinth? Thcse are questions that must 
wait for later consideration. 
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REPORT 56 


MERLE MEElER 

Report 36 on "The Nahlre and Extent of Biblical 
Authority," which appeared in the Agenda for Synod 
- 1971: The Christian Reformed Church ( pp. 268
304), is a lengthy response to a letter requesting 
such a study that was sent by the Gerefonneerde 
Kerken of The Netherlands to the Reformed Ecu
menical Synod. which letter of request was passed on 
to the Synod of the Christian Reformed Ch urch. As a 
result, a <:ommi tlee was appointed to study the "con
nection between the content and purpose of Scripture 
as the saving revelation of God in Jesus Christ and 
the consequent [or "concomitant" - see p. 272] and 
deducible authority of Scripture" (p. 268). I shall a t
tempt to review several of the plus and minus features 
of this report by selective and representative quota 
tion and by brief comment. 

A canon with in the canon - The title of Report 
36 rThe Nahue and Extent of Biblical Authority") 
suggests the possibility that men may set certain limits 
to Biblical authority. But that is a perilous position 
to take at the outset, and the Committee recognized it 
by dealing extensively with the logistic (or rationalistic) 
wordi ng ("consequent" and "deducible" authority) in 
the study proposition received from the Gereformecr
de Ke l"ken. That is, to take one motif - the central 
one, to he sure - from the Bible and to base Scrip
tu ral au thority on that doctrine alone necessarily 
prejudices the investigation and actually also pre
determines the answer. 

,That the Committee sensed its being manipulatcd 
by the phrasing of the charge i.~ evident in the fo l
lowing quotations from their report: "To suggest th at 
the ma tter of historicity is really unimportant because 
the Scripture is primarily ahout Jeslls Christ sllggests 
a rather narTOW Christocentric view of Scripture" 
(p. 292), and more emphatically the Committt.:e adds : 
"The full au thority which Scriptme c~aims for itself 
radically excludes every intimation of a canon with
in the canon of Scripture" (p . 298). Now, that is a 
thoro\1ghly Biblical statement in the Hefonned trad i
tion: Sola Scriptum, th t.' Bible itself and only, the 
entire Bible, as its own in terprdcr. 

But, unhappily, the Committee contrad icts this 

Merle Meeter tc(tclu:s E:UIi./islr II/ Dordt Collegc ill Sit!!/x 
Ce lllcr, Iowa. 

Biblical profession by proposing its own "canon with
in the canon of Scripture" as follows: "The authority 
of Scripture touches every sphere of human li fe and 
knowledge but it does so in its own way and from 
its own perspective, viz. from the standpoint of crea
tion, fa ll, redemption and the coming again of Jestls 
Christ" (p. 279). It is a well -known irony that the crea
tion-fall-redemption motif has been used by some 
wl'ilers within the Reformed community to asperse 
(pcrhaps unintentionally) the historical and scien ti fic 
accuracy of the Scriptures , as well as to questi on the 
definit ive, propositional clarity of its prescriptions: 
"If yOIl love 1o.'le, kecp My commandments" (John 14: 
IS). Unrecognized behind this approach to God's 
teachings in Scripture arc I ) the demythologizing, 
sitz-im-leben, neo-orthodox criticism of the Bible; and 
2) the contemporary positivistic and irrationalist repu
diation of the cognitive significance of language. 

Form versus content - After introduction and def
inition of its mandate, the Committee quotes Bavinck 
approvingly to indicate their disapprobation of the 
popular, erroneous view that the form and the con
tent of the Bible arc to be analytically differentiated. 
jllst as one strips away the husks and chaff from the 
kernels of corn or wheat - we prescrve thc contents, 
but the container is useless and expendable. Concern
ing the Scriptures, then, Bavinck makes this tme and 
crucial confession: "'Form and content interpenetrate 
cach other and may not he separated'" (p . 270). But 
again the Committee negate.~ its testimony to the 
truth by approving q uotation of H. Ridderbos as 
follows: "Inspiration docs not, for example, correct 
views of the structure and working of the universe, 
which are relative to a particular historical epoch." 
H. Hidderbos cl,lrifies this statemmt in T rOlltv of 
May 9, 1966, thus : "The Bible has no authori ty rc
garding the express ion of a certain concept-view of 
the world, nor as far as style or historical statements 
are concerned." 

And to ~how more convincingly that H . Ridderhos 
docs /Jot lit lIll share Bllvinck's Heformcd view of "im
penetrable fo rm and cont ent" in Scripturt', I quote 
Ridderbos once more, from tht' Nielllve H lIflf!.se KraHl 
of May 7, 1966: "\Vc are increasing our understand
ing of the fact that tht' rea l authority of the Bible 
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lies in its contents, not in its formal authority." It least error : H e is the Almighty God of Truth Who 

is strange that men like Ridderbos argue thus that cannot lie or make a mistake. 

the writers of the Bible were prone to error and time
 Timidly apologetic versus Kuitert - Professor Kui
bound by the fa lse conceptions of the universe current tert is a fervid proponent of the New Hermeneutics 
in the days when they lived (which is actually to that is presently ravaging The Netherlands' churches. 
deny the plenary verbal inspi ration of the Holy Spirit), At a conference of Christi an scientists, he said that 
yet these modern theologians will never mention such "Cenesis 1 is a story borrowed from the Babylonian 
texts as Isaiah 40:22, which asserted the rotundity of myths. Cod's creation has never been 'good' from the 
the earth long before human science had made the beginning" (Net herlands Dagblad, April 20, 19(3).
discovery, and Job 26:7, which declares in everyday On October 5, 1966, at a meeting of the Christian 
terminology the suspe nsion of earth in space by grav Pedagogical Studies Centre, Dr. Kuitert maintained
ity. "He ... hangs the earth upon nothing." that "There has never been a n Adam and no Eve 

Immilturity ilnd ignorilnce of human authors? - either; there never existed a Paradise that was created 
Sadly, the Committee here follows the leadin,ll: of without sin and death ." And Professor Kuitert later 
higher critical detractors of Biblical accuracy and in defied Cod's \.yord thu s: "There never was a fa lling 
errancy by nttempting to dcmonstrate the culhll'nl into sin" (I:riese Kerkbode, November 11, 1966 - see 
immaturity and consequent ignorance of the hu man "Pulpit and Pew" in the Calvinist-Contact, July 1, 1971 
authors of Old Testament Scripture: "For example," and July 15/22, 1971). 
they say, "in Old Testament times the seat of the But the Committee disavows such heretical views 
emotions and passions was considered to be in the of the first chapters of Cenesis (as that interpretation 
abdominal region of the body." Therefore, when the necessarily establishes one's whole approach to thc 
Bible speaks of "bowels of compassion," we are to Bible). My only negative comment on this excerpt is 
smile wisely in ollr twentieth cen tury and say, "\Vc its circumlocution, the Cassius Clay lean -away style 
know now that it's all in the headl" of its conclusion - we need not be so timidly 

Nevertheless, I helieve that the Biblical statement apologetic in stating the truth: "If one asserts, for 
is both psychologically and physiologically correct, example, that science makes it impossible to believe 
for when one experiences pity (and other intense any longer that there was historically an original man 
e motions), it hits him in the pit of the stomach. The and woman who were ancestors of the human race, 
Bible employs accurate everyday language - as con· then it is no longer apparent that one is maintaining 
temporary and true as any "gut isslle" that agitates that Scripture is its own interpreter" (p. 283). Another 
us deeply today. \Vc shou ld end OUf exertions to plus statement is the Committee's rejection of the re
patronize the intelligence of the inspired writers of vived old-liberal attempt to substitute a psychol
the Bible, whom the Holy Spirit kept from even the ogistically conjectured "historical Jesus" for our Lord 

Jesus Christ as He makes Himself sufficient ly known 
to us in His infallible, inscripturated Word by His 
Holy Spirit. The Committee raises the following per
tinent objection to "the quest for the historical Jesus":How to order 
"The faith-perspective is neu tralized and is allowed no 

THE OUTLOOK role in reconstructing the historical picture of Jesus" 
(p. 28;).Fill in the coupon below and mai l. 

Science forces reinvestigation -As the Commit
THE OUTLOOK tee fina lly begins to wrestle in its Report with the 

Box 7383 heart of the issue, Gencsis 3-11, it admits that it is 
Gra nd Rapids, Mich . 49510 "science" that has forced this reinvestigation of Bib

Please send THE OUTlOOK for lical authority. What disturbs me most here is the 
facile assumption that "science" is synonymous with 
uniformitarian geology and its whole evolutionary prc

o 1 year $5.00 
o 2 years $9.00 

suppositional framework: "The occasion for reexa mino Check I Money Order enclosed 
ing these chapters stems from the light science has o Bill me 
cast upon the age of the human race. . . . Scientific 
cvidence is only the occasion for reexamining the kind Name 
of reporting con tained in thcse chapt ers" (p. 294). 

Street T wish that the Committee had said (1/. this point 
what it enjoined the Church to profess and practice 

City six pages further in the report: "The church must en
courage its members to purSlle their scientific workStale Zip 
in loyalty to the authoritative Scriptures and in har

GIFT SUBSCRIPTIONS mony with the confessions, and assure itself of a o J year $3.50 similar com mitment on the part of scholars working 
o 3 months $1.00 within the chmch'.~ sphere of responsibility [a ques

Give name and add ress tion-begging phrase, that last - M.M.] .... We must 
of recipient and your own. seek to profit from and make thankful lise of the fi nd· 

ings of science as seen in the light of Scripture.... 



The church may not, however, allow its message to 
be made dependent upon the scientific enterprise, 
nor allow scientific findin~s to d ictate its interpretation 
of the Bible, nor allow the claims of science to call 
into question its confession of Biblical authority, nor 
allow any science, including theology [and "historical" 
geology with its mythologized geologic column? - sec 
the writings of creationist scholars, of the Creation 
Research Society. for example, who also believe in 
the Flood - M .M .], to determine what is believable 
and what is not believable in the Bible" (p. 3(0). 

Two views of Scripture - Now we are at the heart 
of the issue, and here the Committee presents tWe) 
\;ews of Scripture that it affirms are both in accord 
with the Reformed Confessions. The first view, how
ever, imposes a massive delimitation on the Bible, a 
stricture that theoretically invalidates inspiration and 
makes both the creation aCCOllnt and prophecy im 
po-<~ible ; "\Ve know [but how do we know? - M.M.} 
th.at revelation is given in words, concepts, and sym· 
bols known and used by the recipients of that revela 

. ll_ Thus in th ese early chapters God makes use of 
such words, concepts, and symbols in revealing to 

or.lham or to ~'I oses this early history. Within this 
it is possible to suggest, fo r example, that al

:!h Ge nesis 3 com municates an event, i.e. the fall 
· .an a t the beginning of iHlman history, it d oes so 
• ;n':! 	use of concepts or symbols familiar to Abra

and. to the world of that time" (pp. 294-295). 
e,t the Committee characteri zes the second "ac

".lbll - point of view. But- notice that it is a cari
- of the Reformed position, that it is quite ob
~ biased, by definition, toward the new-herme

· .,J approach just declared acceptable as the first 
• 	 >n The traditional Reformed view of "believing 

doubt all things contained" in Scriptnre is not 
t"en presented, in the stealthy rhetoric of the Com
::rurtee e.g., "more closely related to the traditional in
:""f'Pretation lt

). Further, this scrond, seemingly more 
ror..s.er'\"ath·e, viewpoint is forced to make certain 
cn:icallr essential but undefined concessions concern
ing the "influence of the cu ltural milieu upon the 
h' orical narrative, especially in connection wUh the 
C'Tootion account." 

A dire predi ction - I do not recognize the Re
formed Biblical position here at a ll ; "The other point 
of view is more closely related to the traditiona l in
erpretation of these chapters. .. This point of view 

is \\;Iling to acknowledge some infl uence of the cul
tural milieu upon the h istorica l narrati ve, eS])eciallrl 
ill CO rlnection with the creation account [ital ics added1 
. . .. T hus, although recognizing the thematic char
acter of these chapters, this view comes mlleh closer 
[why the hedging here? - H~ r. ] to interprc ti ng these 
chapters as li teral descriptions of events. 011 1' 
confessional statements, as well as our basic confession 
concerning the authority and reliabili ty of Scri ptu re, 
do not force us to choose for one or the other. Roth 
positions preserve the intent of the confessional state
ments, both fu nction on the baSis. of principles con
sidered acceptable in the interpretation of Scriptnre. 
Therefore the church need not decide concerning the 
correctness of either" (p. 295). 

With that conclusion, however, I disagree so 
strongly that I would predict the doctrinal deteriora
tion of the Christian Reformed C hurch in one genera
tion if the first option, or "accep table" point of view, 
is not offi cially and unequivocally rejected as un
Scriptural by Synodical action. 

Difficulties, yes; errors, no - Two more short q uo
tations from the Report and a concluding remark. 
Herewith the first quotation: "To be sure, the his
torical narratives of Scripture are not purely objective, 
factual accounts. They are not mere chronicles. Scrip
ture interprets as it narra tes. It is prophetic history 
with a redemp tive force and purpose" (p. 303). Trw" 
and very nicely expressed , but I can't avoid the in
ference that Biblical historical narratives might be 
faulty and inaccurate ~ or doesn't the dic tion here 
imply a presl1ppositional dcpreciation of "purely ob
jective, factual accounts" and "mere chronicles"? 

My last quotation for analysis from the Report 
is this enigmatic and unsupported asseveration : " It is 
possible in certain instances to distinguish, partiall y 
at least, between an event as it actually hap pened 
and the way that event is recorded in Scriptu re" 
(p. 303). I would like to study any attempt made to 
demonstrate that theory, bu t T do not believe that 
it could be substantia ted . r fi nd D r. E. J. Young to 
have a more humble, less historicistic, less skeptical, 
and more faith full y acceptable view of the Bible in 
his book Thy W ord Is Truth. Difficulties in the Word , 
yes, says Dr. Young; but errors and inaccuracies, 1l0. 

Nor has one ever been proved , though the spears of 
its attackers have blunted themselves against that 
Word for centuries . 

A compromise position - A member of the Study 
Committee acknowledged to me that because of dis
agreement within the Committee, some kind of ac
commodation had to he reached - and this Report 36 
was the result. It is easy to pontificate from a distancc, 
but 1 would say, better a split committee and a 
minority report, than a compromise position on a 
d octrine so foundational as the absolute Spirit
breathed au thority of the inerran t H oly Scriptures, 
our only and infallible canon of faith-and-Iife. 

In refuting the histor ical-critical hermeneutica l 
method, the Committ ee uni ntentionall y (but forcefu lly 
and aptly) warns against its own first -mentioned "ac
ceptable" view of Scripture; "Whenever this method 
of interp reta tion is thlls uscd to reduce the words of 
God to the words of men, the resu hs Me devasta ting 
for the life of the church. The Bihle is then robbed 
of its authority for Christian living. It then serves 
on ly as an historical document for scholars and ex
perts, a handbook fo r theologians and historians in 
the pursuit of the ir scien tific studies" (p. 301). 

The Church would do well to heed the admonition 
of the Com mittee in th is instance, not to stop study
ing the Bible, but resoundingly to reaffi rm the 
literal-historical redemptive truth of the fi rst e leven 
chapters of Genesis. For it is usually with these chap
lers that the assau lt on the d octri nes of thc Incarna
tion and Resurrection of our Lord Jeslls Christ has it s 
Satanically plausible and insid iolls origin . 



SYNOD'S ORGAN IZATIONAL PLANS 

FREDERICK l. NETZ 

The full title of Report 37 in the eRe 1971 Agenda 
IS as follows: "Committee to update m les governing 
the synodical committee and to formu late a job de
scription for the offi ce of denominational Stated 
Clerk." 

Before the 1971 Synod of the Ch ristian Reformed 
Church met, there were three com mittees that advised 
Synod. They were the Synodical Committee com
posed of three men, the Christian Refor med Synodical 
Trustees composed of six men, and the Standing Ad
visory Budget Committee composed of seven men. 
These committees were composed of sixteen men in 
all. 

It may be well to present some background ma
terial giving the reason for the need of the new fe
organizational program. It is as follows: 

"Synod of 1970 gave a Study Committee the 
mandate 'to updat e the rules governing the 
Synodical Committee and to formulate a job de
scripti on for the olJice of the Denominational 
Stated Clerk.' 

"The Study Committee first reviewed the his
tory. The existence of the Synodical Committee 
dates back to 1864. It consisted of three min
isters and was given responsibilities in matters 
of correspondence, implementation of Synodical 
decisions, and advice to Classes. Tn 1902 a Stated 
C lerk was appointed and his office was made a 
full li me position in 1956. Throughout the first 
half of the twentieth centm y the jobs of the 
Synodical Committee and the Stated C lerk he
came increasingly complex. It was during this 
time that the Synodical Committee, for example 
, had responsibility fo r foreign missions, 
Chmch Help Fund Matters, inter-chmch cor
respondence, chaplains' cer tification , war-relief 
concerns, servicemen's care and counsel. Grad
ually each of these functions became the re
sponsibility of a separate committee as the work 
load became too heavy. The result was separa
tion. We have delegated the work of Synod 
to many agencies hut we have no agency for 
unifying and coordinating all the face ts of de
nominational work .' 'More recentl y the Synod
ical CommiUee has not met regularly and in 
some years not at all.'" 

T his led to the reeommendation that SVIl,yl con
stitute a Synodical Interim Com mitt ee, cons isting of 
four teen men to embrace the functions of the present 
Synodical Committee, the Standi ng Advisory Budget 
Commi ttee, a nd the Synodical Trustees. This Synod
ical Interim Committee is to designate at least three 
Jlew subcommittees from with in its membership. They 
are ca lled Church Poli ty and Program , Finance, and 
Trustees. They will meet as a group three times a 
year; in October, February, and rvlay. 

The big difference is that there will he four teen 
men instead of sixteen men. These fou rteen men will 
represe nt d ifferent sections of the denomination , 
whereas before reprcsentatives were for the most part 

Hev. Frederick L. Net:: is jJIUttor of the ChrislinH Reformed 
Church of Luc(ls, Micldgrm. 

local. Each of the following regions will be repre
sented as fo llows: Far Vlest (U.S.) - 2; W estern Can
ada - 1; Rocky Mts. to Mississippi River- 2; Central 
U.S. - 6; Eastern Canada - 2; and the East Coast - l. 

This Synodical Inter im Committee will judge pro
grams and finances. Before thi s, no one had the 
authority to ask: "H ow come we have so many com
peting for the same program? Who studies th at?" 
Th ere was much overlapping. There were tract 
writers, evangelism writers, educational committee 
writers, H ome Mi.~sions writers, Back to God Hour 
writers, etc. The Synodical Interim Committee is to 
save overlapping and money, which some have esti · 
mated should save the denomination $150,000 a year. 

Some things arc not new; as, for example, the 
chairman of each committee repor ting to the Stated 
Clerk, the Executive Secretaries of Boards reporting 
to the Stated C lerk, and even the rules for the Stated 
Clerk. The job de~cription for the office of the Stated 
Clerk is just bringing his work up to date. 

What is new is that the Synodical Interim Com
mittee will now get reports from the Ad Hoc Com
mittees (Study Committees appointed by Synod) and 
the Boards and Standing Commi ttees, instead of just 
passing this information on to the Stated C lerk; and 
the Denominational Financial Coordinator off ice is 
new. The latter began with the Synod of 1970. The 
Denominational F inancial Coordinator repor ts to the 
Stated Clerk, to the Synodical Committee, and to 
Synod. He will explain his work, not to the Stated 
Clerk, but to the Synodical Committee and to Synod. 
He will be appointed at the next Synod. 

Some members of Synod were afraid of having 
a super-board. Many, however, felt that it is only 
a matter of good business to have coordination and 
better organization. It is not the best way to carry 
on any business, and especially the Lord's b usiness, 
without working together. There must be coopera
tion. We should know what must be fi rst and what 
last. 

This arrangement is to be put into effect for a 
period of five years, after which its effectiveness will 
be reviewed. This will coordinate the united ap 
pointment of the Synodical Interim Committee with 
the first term of the F inancial Coordinator. And this 
will give the church an opportunity to experience 
how effective this arrangement will be without com
mitting the church to a permanent arrangement. 

I feel the attempt is a good one. In these days 
of finanCial stress, we as a denomination must do all 
we can to make the Lord's monies go as far as they 
can and do the most good . 

If, as the background material states, the Synodical 
Committee had not met regularly and in some years 
not at all, it is high time that this should be remedied . 
And if there was no disCl.1ssion between committees 
on what they were doing, this, too, needs to be 
changed. 

I hope that this organizational arrangement may 
receive God's blessing and be His will for our d enom
inational work. 



SOLA SCRIPTURA! 

RONALD J . VAN PUTTEN 

DR. RONALD J. 

Dr. RO/Jald j , VlIIl Plltl e ll, II delltist in Gralld 
Ha pids, Michigall, has written this article ill 
response to {/ reqllest I1w/ he lJrouide (I con
tri/JllfiOIl to TIH: Ol.JTLO(H'·S series THE LAnlAN 

SPEAKS. Dr. VlIn PilI/ eli (lnd 'lis family (Ire 
melllbers of the Cascade Christiall He/armed 
ChI/reI!. 

Introduction - It appears that we have come a 
long way from the "Sola Scriptum" (Scripture alone) 
principle of the Heformation. In 1969, the Synod of 
the Christian Reformed Chnrch appointed a com
mittee to stud y the natme and extent of Biblical 
11 l1thority. The {c.'d of this 1"('port which was given 
th is yenr is en titl ed "The Nature and Extent of Bih· 
lica l Authority" and is found Oil pages 268-304 in the 
Agenda for Synod of the CHC. 197 1. Th is rt>IX)rl will 
\)(' distrilmted in pamphlet form to cvery consislory 
of the denom ination. 

The hislorica l hackgrmmd for the appointment of 
the study committee lies in the r:nc as.~ol'i nti()ll with 
the Heformcd Ecmnenicnl Synod . In response to a 
(·otmnendahle dcdanltion on the c\octrilll' of Scrip
ture in 1958 hy the HES. in 1963 the Gereformc<'rdl' 
Kcrken in The i':etlwrlands questioned whether this 
declaration made sufficient di<;t in<:liolls to allow for 
tIl(' "new elnddath l' cunfes:-ion of the impir;lIion and 
allthority of Scriplll n :' b~ whieh \\'{' understand tlw 
"m'w 1i('f]1l('Ilt 'li tic'" Th(' ~' a\kl'd for jOint (lisclI~.~ion 
on this Ulalt('r withil1 HES churches. On thl~ hasis 
of this and related ~rnll nd" til(' CHC Synod of 196H 
issued the mandate to i t ~ ~tlldy Cfl11l1llilll'c. 

In Sections I-III, pn~es 26S-:2S0 of lkport 36, Iht, 
committee is tn he ~enerally ("Olllllll'ndc'f\ for a studied 
allnly~ i s of the natllrc of Scripture ;l nd for its cri ticism 
of currcnt mdh()d.~ of intl'qm 'lill).{ Scripturl'. lI ow
ewr, Section IV (pag:es 2:W-2:96) ami the pastoral 
advkc, part 5 of Section \ . (page 3(2) repudiates what 
is said in Sections I-III. 

VAN PUTTEN 

Wedge-Dri ving - The report says: "J-knee an af
firmation of basic historicity (/oes /lot IlccesstJriiy com
mit one to thc view thnt the narrative is {/ literal 
description of lIll cr.;ent." Hcre the writers of this 
report are driving an int('ntional wcdge hetwccll 
Biblical cvent and the form in which this {'v{'nt is 
reported to us in Scripture. The reason for doin g 
this is to show how, although a certain evcnt m;ly 
be true (for example', tIl(' ('ntrance of sin into the 
world ), til(' exact details of that ('vent (for c..'-..:ampk 
a literal serpent tempting Ev(', and n liter;11 eating of 
a piece of forbidden fruit ) need not nec:essarily he 
true. The latter type of c\elail.~, according to our 
committee's stand ards, C:(lll ki simply 1)(' the> "CUltllnl[ 

trappings" of ye;lrs gone h y, It docs not t.\k(, mllc:h 
fores igh t to see how stich wedge-driving, sueh under
mining of the Scriptllfl's, rohs God of His OICII (/IIIIi OT

ily and robs His chik!ren of thl'ir faith. 
In Section Y, pastoral advice. part 5, OUT churches 

art' ash·d "to con tinu e to confess Ihat the authority 
of thc b ihli ca l message is rooltod in the historic;1i 
reliahility of til(' redempliv(' e\"l'nls then'in n'("ordt'd 
and to ;ll.'kl1owll't1gl' that thesl' {" 'l'n ls an' pr('senleti 
as prophctil.' ancl kc'ryg11lolt ic history" ( ita lics mine ). 

The proh lem hen' is ohvioll s: If a pa~tor takes 
this at facl' "ahU' he clIn onl y 11';\eh hi.~ clll<'chllllwns 
tklt fCdc lI1/Jlive ('\,('n ls of Scriptu re al"l' hist oric;lll~' 

rc-iiahlt'. Upon th(' hasis of this piece of Synodica l 
pastoral ;1<!v1ct'. 11(' can llO long!'r a/finn with l'OIl 
\·il.."lio11 or eHe Synoclical fI/ljJfovlIl (1) that tI ll' 11011

f l'cll'lI/plin' ('VI'nls such as erl"ation. Ill(' hh,lorical 
reality of Adam and E,'(', thc likra l crellioll of En' 
from ·\dam's rih, Noah ,Inti 1111' /lood , Jonah and tilt' 
bi1,!: fi sh, dc, are histOrically reliahle. Thi s is seriml.~! 

Accommodation to Pseudo-Science - TIl(' qlll 'stion 
heing asked hy many la Ylllell tod.l)" is this: " 'hy is the 
do(:lrine uf Scripture heing ('halll'ngl'd hy Sll many 
leaders tex\a)'? This is an l'\ccllent qllestinn, worlhy 



of a straightforward answer. The answer is not hard 
to find. Science is king today. Its theory of evolution 
is based on unproved hypotheses. There are, in fact, 
a lmost as many varie ties of evolutionary thought as 
there are scientists. T his only shows the lack of 
facft /al b..'lsis for this theory. Yet evolution has 
bccome the acceptable approach to or igins in today's 
society. 

The principle that the Bible is historically ac
curate and thoroughly reliable to the smallest detail 
has become academically irresponsible and unre
spectable in today's world. Intellectual leaders (too 
many Christians among them) feel very uncom fortable 
with this historic Christian principle of Biblical in
errancy. So instead of altering their psel1do-scientific 
views (evolution in one form or another) they prefer 
to tamper with Scri pture, altering it to 6t their sec
ular, unproved , fal se view of science. 

Against that background we read in Heport 36, 
Section IV, p . 294 which deals with the controversial 
chapters of Genesis 1-11 the following: 

"The occasion for reexamining these chapters 
stems from the light science has cast upon the 
age of the human race:' 

Certainly we can profit from any true light which true 
C hristian scientific end eavor can shed on the Scrip
tures. H owever, when an apparen t contradiction 
arises behvcen what the Bible says and what science 
seems to S(lli. the BIBLE is king! That t ruth must b c 
underscored! 

Sources of Genesis 1-11 : Two Objectionable Op. 
tions and a Serious Omission - Report 36 acknowl
edges that the main po int of controversy about these 
chapters finds its root in the sources for Gcnesis 1-11. 
If, for example. the intellechlals can prove that the 
material in these chapters was gleaned not d irectly 
from the Holy Spirit , h ut from the surroundi ng cul
tmcs and this materia l was expressed in language of 
that day, wh ich is not necessaril y b inding fo r this 
enlightened day, then yOll see, they can open the door 
widely for any cvolutionary explanation for creation 
(or miracles, etc.) that psel1do-science provides. 

The alarmi ng thin~ ahout Report 36 i .~ that it 
prescnts two options which the aut hors call Hcfonnetl 
hut d o not prove, and ho th options fi nd f lO substantia
tion in Scr ipture or the historica l confessions. Further
more, Rcport 36 omits completely the historic Hc
fo rmed positinn that the Holy Spirit imparted the 
material fOllnd in these chapters directly to the writer 
of them without the aid of eyt'witn ess(."S. 1I Peter 1:20, 
21 says: "Knowing th is firs t. that no prophecy of 
Scripture is of p rivate interpretation. For no prophecy 
ever camc hy the will of man: hut men spake from 
God , be ing moved b y the Holy Spirit." 

Sources of Genesis 1·11: The First Objectionable 
Option - The first option whieh the writers of th is 
reporl present a.~ Reformell and cOIllJ1ldible with the 
confessions, begins by saying : 

"Although gra nting the essential historicity of 
these chapters, onc point of view argues that 
they shou ld not be interpreted as a li teral de
scription of events." 

The report goes on to give us the reason why we 

should reconsider Genesis 1-11 as a li teral description 
when it says: 

111e occasion for reexamining these ch apters 
stems from the light science has cast upon the 
age of the human race." 

Then the report goes on to argue that God revealed 
this history in words, concepts, and symbols familiar 
to the world of that day. And from this stance the 
writers make three tlntUlrranted conclusions: 

1. 	 That the words, concepts, and symbols used 
for Abraham and Moses are not necessarily 
binding in their meaning for today's en
lightened interpreta tion. They were accept
able in the "cultural milieu'· of that day but 
do not bind us in our lise of them today. 

2. 	 Thcrefore, Genesis 4 is not to be read as a 
"paleontological report" ( p. 295 ) ( or a literal 
description or genealogy of Adam's descend
ants) but rather as a "1Jicture of ancient man" 
(italics mine) held in the second millennium 
B.C. 

3. 	 Therefore we must make a distinction between 
the event that is reported and the form in 
which that report comes to us (Sec Report 36, 
p. 295). 

\,ve have here another example of the now famous 
technique of driving a wedge between fact and form ; 
message and content. This technique tells us that what 
is important in Biblical interpretation is the form , or 
the general teaching of a passage, and details are not 
to be pressed for their accuracy. The writers of this 
report consider it Reformed and compatib le with the 
Confessions of historic Christianity to interpret Gen 
esis 1·11 non-literally because o f the li ght (???) which 
science (pseudo-science?) has shed. At the same time 
they try to maintain the historicity of these chapters. 
"Ve cannot avoid the inevitable question : If an ac
count is not a literal description of an event, how can 
that event possibly be proved to be historical fact at 
all? Historicity, by its very nature, is based on fact , 
1I0t symbols or pictures!! The sad history of liberal
ism in the Protestant church is sufficient evidencc to 
prove wherc this road of wedge-driving leads. It is, 
at rock bottom, IInbelief, a refusal to take Cod at H is 
Word! "Everyone who makes his doctrine of Scrip
hue dependent upon the historical examination of its 
formation and structurc, already begins by rejecting 
its testimony, and therefore no longer stands in the 
a ttitude of faith toward Scripture." Cerefonneer(le 
Dogmatiek, Vol. 1, p. 394. 

T herefore th is option given to th" cnc by the 
Synodical commi ttee opens the door widely for any 
and ('very interpretation of Gencsis 1-11. And we may 
well ask: if this option is good for Crcation, why is 
it not also good for the Incarnation, and the Resur
rection of Christ? If one section of reporting in 
Scripture is doubted, why not others? This may he 
referred to by some intellectuals as the "domino the
ory," b ut such it is and thcse same men are 1/TU/ble 
to tell us where and why to stop with this principl e 
of interpretation. Fellow Christians, be warned! If 
Genesis 1-11 can be read according to this option , so 
can Genesis 12 through Hevclation 22. 



Sources of Genesis 1·11 : The Second Objectionable 
Option - The second option which the writers of this 
report consider Reformed and compatible with the in· 
tent of the Confessions, holds that within the heathen 
culture from which Abraham was "callcd out," there 
may have existed some knowledge of the true God 
along with the worship of other gods (a sort of spirit
ual smorgasbord). It is possible then that God took 
these heathen sources, or conceptions of the true God, 
and amplified or renewed by special revelation to 
Abraham, these heathen sources. This then became 
the history we find in Genesis 1-111 

This view then proceeds to emphasize that this is 
thematic history which must be interpreted with a 
view to the purpose or role it fulfills in history. 

There are two basic errors in this option: 
1. 	 Its sources for Genesis 1-11 are completely un

warranted by either the Scriptures or the Con
fessions and border on contempt to think th at 
God cou ld have or would have lifted or re
IXlmped such hypothet ical sources as heathen 
mythology to b ring Abraham and the writer of 
Genesis to a knowledge of the sacred history 
contained in Genesis 1-11. 

2. 	 Although the acknowledgment of Genesis 1-11 
as thematic history sounds quite orthodox, it is 
essentially the same error as Option 1 in this 
way, that it is conecrned only with the mes
sage, 01' the purpose, or the role of Genesis 
1-11 and docs in no way wish to acknowledge 
the litcral accuracy of all the details. The 
writers confirm thi~ conclusion when they say 
that "this view comes milch closer to interpret
ing these chapters as literal descriptions of 
events" (italics mine). 

The committee goes on to state that both of these op
tions "preserve the intent of the confessional state
ments, both function on the basis of principles 
considered acceptable in thc interpretation of Scrip
ture." They proceed to say that therefore the church 
need not decide the correctness of either. 

Nowhere does the committee prove that these 
options preserve the intent of the confessions. No
where does the committee prOve that these are "ac
ceptable" principl es of Biblical interpretation. And 
furthermore, we are astounded to read in a report 
designed to give the laymen directioll in these mat
ters ( Agenda, p. 297). that this committee fi nds it 
impossible and unnecessary to decide the correctness 
of cit her of these objectionable options. 

Sources of Genesis 1·11 : A Serious Omission 
In addition to this, the committee completely omits 
the historic Reformed position on the character of 
Genesis lo ll . Tn the light of new SCience, did our 
committee not even consider this a valid option? 

What is that view the committee omitted concern 
ing the source of Genesis loll? They have completely 
ignored thc wondcr of God's own self-revelation in 
which the Holy Spirit imparted the material found 
in these chapters directly to the writer of them with
out the aid of eyewitnesses. II Peter 1:20, 21 says: 
"Knowing this first, that no prophecy of Scripture is 
of private interpretation. For no prophecy ever came 

by the will of man: but men spake from God, being 
moved by the Holy Spirit." 

Paul writes: "And for this cause we also thank 
God without ceasing, that, when ye received from us 
the word of the message, even the word of God, ye 
accepted it not as the word of men, but, as it is in 
truth, the word of God which also worketh in you that 
believe" ( I Thess. 2:13). How holy, yet sinful, men 
were provided by God to write H is Word infa llibly 
and inerrantly is indeed a mystery, and we should not 
try to explain this but rather to praise and reverence 
Him for it. 

Conclusion - The issues raised in Report 36 are, 
without a doubt, the most crucial issues that the 
CRC has faced in its history. The outcome of these 
discussions will determine the fidelity or apostasy of 
the CRe. I t is becoming apparent that the differences 
in the CRC are by no means small or inconsequenti al. 
Those who can endorse Report 36, sect ion IV, and 
Section V, part 5, belong to one camp, and this writer 
and many others with him belong to another. There 
can be 110 comprom ise between the two for the en
dorsers of these sections of Report 36 rest on the 
words of men, and those wh o object to it stand on 
the testimony of Scripture to its very OWIl nature and 
allthority - SOLA SCRIPTURAl 

The problem induced by Heport 36 can be solved 
ollly by removing Section IV completely and replac
ing it with a strong reaffirmation of the organic, ver
bal, plenary inspiration of Scripture in general and 
Genesis 1-11 in particular, stress ing the truth that 
these chapters are completely true not only in the 
message they intend to convey, but also and impor
tant ly, in the form, to the very last detail, in which 
this message is conveyed. 

The problem in Report 36 can further be solved 
by changing Section V, part 5 from the fo llowing: 

Synod urges the churches to continue to confess 
that the authority of the Biblica l message is 
rooted in the hist9rical reliability of the redemp
tive even ts therein recorded, and to acknowl
edge that these events are presented as prophetic 
and kerygmatic history" (italics mine). 

to read as follows: 
"Synod urges the churches to continue to confess 
that the au thority of the Biblical message is 
rooted in the historical reliability of all the 
events therein recorded." 

1 would likc to appeal to all churchcs, members, and 
officc-bearers alike to work diligently through p ropel' 
channels to carry out the recom mended changes. 
The issues are crit ical and will profoundly affect the 
future history of the CRC in general and all our 
families in particular. 

The Hev. John Vander Ploeg in the June, 1971 , 
issue of THl':: OUTLOOK so aptly placed this issue of 
Report 36 on the Natll re ml(l Extent of Biblical AII
t/wrily in its proper perspcctive when he said: 

"And let there be no mistake about it; it is pre
cisely at th is point that conservati ves and liberals 
always come to a parting of the ways. Synod 
and the Church are now at the crossroads since 
we must say in no un certain terms what we 
beli eve about the Bible" (italics mine ). 



A LOOK AT OTHERS 

PETER DE JONG 

The cause of Christ and of His gospel and church 
afC both broader and narrower than the parochial 
concerns of our own relatively small denomination. 
The prayers and precepts of OU T Lord and of His apos
t les demand that we seek to realize "the unity of the 
faith" with aU who come to truly share it (John 17: 
21, 23; Eph. 4:13) and at the same time break off 
chtlrch fellowship with unbelief and error (2 Cor. 6: 
14- 7:1; I Cor. 5; Eph. 5:11). 

Obedience to the Lord and His Word, therefore, 
calls fo r a deeper concern for the cause of the gospel 
and those who arc stri ving for it in other denomina
tions than we have traditionally shown. At the same 
time it ca lls for more perceptive and sharper opposi
ti on to whatever opposes it in our own denomi nation 
as well as in others than has been common among 
us. In other words we must become both more truly 
ecumenical and more militan! ly Heformed than we 
have often bccn. The Board of the Reformed fellow
ship has decided to begin including in its magazine 
a department containi ng news of sign ificant develop
ments in other churches. 

A Time of Church Controversy - Hussell T . HiU , 
(.'dito l" of Eternity magazine, writing in the August 1& 
issue of the Christiall Cent"r!! , obscrved: "A t the mo
ment the major Protestant denomi nations are ren! by 
controversy. For instance, the Presbytcrian Church in 
the U.S. is so polarized into two factions - conserva
tives on one side and liberal ecumenists on the other 
- that few be Heve this great communion can su rvive. 
The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod is similarly di
vided and United Presbyteria ns, Episcopalians and 
Southe rn Baptists have their own brands of deep and 
seemingly irremediahlc breaches." 

Presbyterian Church of the U.S. - The (Southern) 
Presbyterian Church revealed its decp-seated division 
at its 11 llh Ceneral Assembly. The commissioners 
voted by a margin of on ly ten vote.~ to rest n 1C;tllre 
the Synods of the ehmeh. According to Ru ssell 
Chandler, report in g in the july 2 Christianity 't oday, 
this move was favored hy some liberals as a means to 
smoot h the way for reunion with the more liberal 
(northern) United Presbyterian Ch urch of the U.S.A. 
ft was opposed by conservatives who saw it as an 
effort to dilute the strength of conservative presby
t.eries and deprive them of their present ahility to 

Rev. Pt-'"tt-.,. Dc Jon~, lla.dor of tile Cilristinll RcfomlCd Church 
of DllitOfl, Micllignn, has lH:en askc(1 to contribute Tilt: QUT
I.oaK'S new /oohlre: A Look nt OtllCf"f. 

"virtually ensure defeat" of the union plan. The union 
proposal undergoing study is to come up again in 
1973. 

Reflecting the same di vision of conviction, elForts 
to get the denomination out of the National and World 
Councils of Churches, although they were defeated , 
came closer to success than such previous efforts had 
done for many years. The assembly voted to stay in 
the National Council by 213 to 189 votes and to stay 
in the World Council by 216 to 185 voles. According 
to :Mr. Chandler, '"opposition to continuing Vlorld 
Couneil membership centered in its controversial 
$200,000 grant last year to some violent groups fighting 
racism, Ihe appointment of a Buddhist official to the 
WCC's Ceneva headquarters, and its $70,000 program 
to support draft dlXlgers in Canada." Pastor Ed Craig 
observed, 'The organi zation has lost the confidence 
of the man in the pew who pays the b ills." 

Re flecti ng a parallel loss of confidence in denom
inational mission programs has been the emergence 
of a new Executive Commission on Overseas Evan
gelism which accuses the denomi national Board of 
World i\ l issions of engaging in '"social, political and 
economic ventures not in accord with OUl" Lord's man
date to evangelize the world." Th is Commission 
solicits money to send to miss ionaries it deems theo
logically and politically conservative. According to 
i\lr. ChamBer (July 16 Christiallity Today) the assem
bly moderator, Ben Lacy Rose criticized "conservative 
groups that work outside of regular church channels," 
"stressin g that 'loyal' opposition is that which works 
within the official boards and agencies." 

Luth eran Church-Missouri Synod - The Milwaukee 
convention of the 2.8 million member Missouri Synod 
Lutheran Church revealed somewhat similar division. 
In that denomination, according to C1Jris/ifinily Today 
news reporter, Russell Chandler (Aug. 6 issue), con
servatives have been ]llltting lip a "flght to erect 
flrmer rences around the position that inerrancy is 
to be understood as meaning that Scriptllre is literally 
true." Dr. Jacob Prcus, Presiden t of the Lutheran 
Church-~.,'lissouri SynlXl, spoke very frankly "about 
the dcep polarization and probable schism threaten
ing the church." "Speaking about whether variations 
of doctrinal opinion - especially regarding biblical 
inspiration and authority - should be tolerated within 
the Synod," Frells told the over 1,000 delegates a nd 
1,000 visitors: "The question that has to be answered 
by this convention is whether we are willing to allow 
such matters (and many more) to be regarded as open 



questions on which we may take any position W(' 

wish. If the Synod feels that we should be this per
missive . then let liS realize thai we have departed 
from the position maintai ned by Dr. Walther and 
other fathers of our church. If we d o not want this 
kind of latitude becau se we feel that it threatens the 
faith we confess and the message of reconciliation 
with which we have been entrusted , let liS state 
clearly that deviations from the official position 
of our church must be dealt with and cannot be 
permitted." 

After hours of argume nt, by a 485-425 vote the 
original conservat ive sponsored statement ("To Uphold 
Synodical D octrinal Resolutions") was replaced by a 
mild one calling on members to honor and uphold 
synodical statements as "valid interpretations of Chris
tian doctrine," giving them neither "more nor less 
status than they deserve." The disappointed president 
saw grea t difficulty ahead as a result of this decision. 
He had been conducting an invcstigation into the be
liefs and teaching practices of forty-five professors at 
Concordia Seminary (St. Louis). 

To this observer it seems unfortunate tha t" th is ex
tremely important discllssion, so significant fo r the 
COlll"SC of one of the largest and staunchest evangelical 
churches in North America, should have gotten 
bogged down into a dilemma between attributing 
unrestricted authority to Synods (the hierarch ical 
principle of Homan Catholicism) and freed om of 
private interpretation (the lihcral principle). It seems 
that in the discussion a th ird position, that of the 
final authority of the Bible (the principle of the Ref
ormation) was apparently almost lost from sight. 
It will be recall c.--ci that the Synod of the Reformed 
Churches in The Netherlands a few years ago (Lun
teren) made a similar fata l mistake. And om own 
Christian Hefonned Church , confronted now at the 
crucial point by a compromising report on the nature 
and th e extent of biblical authority seems to be 
threatened b y the same error. 

In response to the Missouri Synod decision, Alvin 
E. \"'agner, a spokesman fo r conservative Federation 
for Allthentic Lu theranism , pronounced conditions in 
!·he Synod "irremediahle" and said that his gronp was 
"preparing a divorce." It has been estimated that fihy 
major congrega tions may secede. 

Southern Baptists - Th is summer's conventi on of 
the Southern Baptists (for some time the largest Prot
es tant denomination in the country) produced an at 

/ 	 tack by 2,672 of thc nea rl y 5.000 delegates on thl' 
theological liberalism which they saw infecting their 
Sunday School Goard·s Bible commen tary. The con
vention decided to get a new writer for til(' Broad
man commentary on Genesis. The ousted wri ter, G. 
Hen ton D avies, commenting on Genesis 22, had de
nied that God orpered Ahnlham to sacrifice his SOil . 

Methodism - A largely lay movement among the 
United iVlethod is ts, organized as the Convocation of 
United Methodist.~ for E\·angelical Christianity, is at
tempting to elect laymen as delegatcs to conferences 
and to encourage "selectiye giving" in the pews. 
Rev. Charles W. Keysor said: ··We a re not promoting 
a cash boycott but regard selective giving as sound 

stewardsh ip." According to reporter James Adams 
(Christianit1j Toda1j, Aug. 6 ), Dr. Leslie H . Woodson 
told 1,600 delegates: "Evangelicals have been given 
curriculum resources which we cannot use, assigned 
pastors we cannot follow, handed p rograms we cannot 
share, and given leaders we cannot trust. Yet we are 
told to give our tithes while we starve to death ." 

United Presbyterians - Among the United Presby
terians the granting of $10,000 for the Angela Davis 
Defense F und by the denomination has raised a furor 
such as the church has not seen for a long time. 
There were 1,800 letters of protest and several 
churches voted to withhold further mission money 
from the denomination. This donation for the de
fense of Angela Davis , a black militant Communist 
charged with murder, conspiracy, and kidnappi ng has 
callght even more attention than a similar grant of 
$25,000 for bail and legal aid for a Black Panther. 

Among the Uni ted Preshyterians, opposi tion to the 
libera l trends in the church have come to expression 
in the organization of a Presbyterian Lay Committee 
pledged to preserve the scriptural and confessional 
witness of the denominat ion. Predictably, they have 
earned the enmi ty of church bureaucrats. The Stated 
Clerk of the Ceneral Assembly, Will iam Thompson, 
attempted to move the ch urch to act against the 
Lay Committee. Action was dropped, however, and 
the Church's Assembly contented itself with a state
men t of principles to the effect that, although variety 
of opinion and expression is to be encouraged and 
the right to dissent is inalienable, such dissen t and 
its expression shou ld bc responsible, should not at 
tack moti ves, character or integrity of individuals or 
groups in the church, and publications should con
form to journalistic ethics. 

\'Vhen churches stray it is easier and secms Illuch 
more common for leadership to attack the protestants 
than to attempt to correct the evils which arouse 
protests. And also in our circles the time seems op
pOl·tune to recall the generally forgotten observation 
of Abraham Kuyper in the last section of his Ency
clopaedic that, although "normally th ere is no oc
casion for the church memher to resist the chl!l"ch 
officer, the situation may become abnormal, for ex
ample, when the offi cers neglect their duty and 
the church threatens to fa ll int o unbelief and im
morality a nd the q uestion of reformation of the 
church arises." 

In view of these remarkably similar developmen ts 
wi thin a number of denominations, one wonders 
whether the timc has come for eva ngeli cal Christians 
to begin drawing and working closer together as 
they begin to break fmther and further away from 
the unfaithful leadership within their denominations. 
An interesting movement in thi s direction in Reformed 
circles appears to be the organ ization of the Nati onal 
Presbyterian and Reformed Fellowship . At its last 
meeting in Atlanta, G('orgia, last April it was en
couraging to ohserve among representatives of a 
variety of denominations a deep commi tment to the 
Scriptures and a unity of purpose that seem to be 
increasingly absen t from many d enom inationa l meet
ings. 
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-DEFENDS REPORT 36 
Dear Rev. Vand er Ploeg : 

Your recent articles dealing with the 
report 011 the Nature alltl Extent of 
Bihlieal Authority (TilE OUTI.OUJ.: , June 
and July 1971) call for some further 
comments. 

In the Rrst pIneo, sincere apprecia
t ion is due to all Wl lO within the Chris
linn Reformed Church seek to guard the 
truth of the Bihle and of the Reformed 
bith hnsed thereon. No memher of the 
<:hmch should ever consider questions of 
Biblical interpretation, however involved 
they may sometimes become, to be the 
domain uf scholarly experts alone. 

I'or this reason your appeal to the 
<;hurch 10 send their renctions to the 
committee appointed 10 evaluate them 
is to he sincerely appreciated. Any com
ments Lll;ldc in the light of the reading 
of the entire report will be most welcome 
,mo will he given the attention they 
deserve. 

Since your main criticism centered in 
what the rcport said about Genesis 1-11 
it may be well to pre~ent a brief resume 
of some of the many emphases of the 
report lest just th is one item will appear 
out of focus. 

1. The report unequivocally ~t rcs.~c~ 
the complete and pervasive authority of 
the Bihle for all of life. Tn a time when 
this authority is questioned on all sides 
this emphasis should be welcome to all 
who wish to accept the Bible as God',; 
authoritat ive revelation for man also 
1I){lay. 

2. The report also places a Illueh 
ncede(] stress on the fact that the con
tent and purpose of Scripture is to set 
forth the saving revelation of God in 
Jeslls Christ and it doe~ so with an ap
peal to hoth Scripture (lnd the confcs
.~ ions (At:enda, p. 276). 

3. W hile making this emphasis, the 
report at the same time warns against 
the view which would hold some parts 

of the Bible to be authoritative and other 
parts not, or less so. 

4. The report also warns against mak
ing the confession concerning the Bible's 
authority in any way dependent on 
scholarly research. It is to be appreci
ated that the Rev, Van HOllten in his 
article in the August issue of your journal 
also takes grateful note of this fact. 

5. Throughout ·its pages the report 
insists on the historicity of th~t which 
the Bihle prcsents as facts. It empha
si7.es that "the Bible is history and not 
myth" ( p. 277). At the same time the 
rcport lIlakes it clear that the history 
of the Bible is covenant history, it is 
history of redemption. This definitely 
docs not mean to introduce a distinction 
between some events which are, and 
other events which arc not important 
for the understanding of the Bible's total 
mes.~age, Neither does it mean to make 
light of the event-character of the cre
alion and the fall of man. 

6. The reporl insists that what the 
gospels report are historical events (p. 
286). By the same token the rcport 
maintains thnt the things reported in 
Genesis 1-1 I are historical events. While 
warning against viewing ei ther the gos
pt:Is or the ae(''Ullnts of Genesis as mere 
chronicles or as a lilerlll description of 
events, the report nowhere allows for 
nor docs it imply in the least a denial 
of the event-character of the things re
ported, The report appeals to both 
Scripture and the confessions to uphold 
the ili.,toriCity of Adam and it docs so 
in the face of recent denials of the same 
(p.293). Even at the point where you, 
r.,'lr. Editor, think YOll detect a "both
and" position there is no lessening of the 
report's consistent emphasis on the hi~ 
tori<.;ity of the events re(.'Urded in the 
Bible. 

7. The report doc.~ not at any point 
deny the existence of a literal garden 

with trees and with a speakil.lg serpent. 
All that it does is to allow for tIle 
exegetical possibili ty that in the report
ing of these events the narrator of Gen
esis 2 and 3 has possibly made use of 
concepts and symbols which were fa
miliar to Abraham in thc context and the 
culture of his time. The l)resent writer 
in his clnss room presentation of these 
materials defends the litcral understand
ing of the details of the story, includin;: 
the nornlal length of the days of erention. 
However, even upon that position, \\'oul(1 
it be impermissible and against the gen
eral teaching of Scripture to sugge.~t thM 
some ()f the detfiils of these stories had a 
greater symbolical meaning to Abraham, 
who was a child of the ancient oTient'll 
world, than they have for us Westerners? 

In conclllsion, jI,.fr. E:ditor, before ct'r
tain individuals who hold positions (If 
tmst in the ehllTch and who Me charged 
with the stn<iy of these diffienlt qnestions 
are Inbeled as potential m;,; leaders of 
the youth they instmct, should it not be 
made cleM nt what point they or the 
position they develop are in open con
Aiet with the Word of Go(l and the Con
fessions? When loyalty to the Scripture 
ami the Confessions is Qnestioned the 
burden of proof lies with those who 
question this loyalty to demonstrate 
where the dlUfch's trust is violated or 
misused. 

Fraternally yours, 
( 1)11.) M/\IITEN H. WOU IlSTI1/\ 

REPLY 
Despitc Dr. Woudstu's gratifying dis

avowal of sueh a position, his letter 
unfortllnntely appears to eonfi rJll rather 
thnn to refute the judgment that the 
language of Report 36 is to be fau lted 
on the score of nmbigllity or a both-and 
position wi th reliped to the Genesis 
qnestion. Because this iSS\le of TilE 
OUTLOOK carries an abundance of other 
material relevant to this matter, no 
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further rep ly seems necessary at this time 
except to recommend a rereadinp;: of 
Heport 36 (sec either the 1971 A gCII(/(1 
or Acts) together with the editorials in 
the June and July issues of Till': OUT
1..0011:. j.V .P. 

SYNOD'S RIGHT TO SPEAK 

Dear Mr. Editor : 


Mr. 	Peter J. Slu)'ll argued that Synnd 
had no right to enter the Timotlly
Lawndale issue on the ground that the 
T imothy School BOllrd is a non-ecclesias
tical 	organization ( Tilt: Qu-r l.OOK - Let
te rs, July, 1971, p. 16). According to 
him, a school boa rd derives its authority 
from a school society of parent!; who 
elected it; therefore, it is responsible only 
to such a society and should not be sub
jecl 	 to the pronouncements of ecclesias
tie:l! 	 nssemblics. 

I find that his ar)..\ulllent is a myth 
which ought to be dispel1et:1. He fails to 
tnke in to account other signiocnnt fm;tors 
which help II.~ to .<;CC the issue more 
clearly. 

He apP<""Iccntly has lost si)..\ht of the 
rela tionship that bO:lrd members have 
towanl the Chri~lhln Hcformed Chu rch 
whe re mosl of them hold their memher
.~ hip . Like the rest of us, they became 
full members by makin)..\ puhlic proks
sion of their f'li th. Durin~ this ceremony 
they, too, agreed "to submit to the J.!OV
er nment of the church" and that, if they 
became delinqucnt "eithe r in doctrine or 
in li fe," they promised 10 submit 10 the 
dUlrch's admonition ,\Ild di.~dpline." 

\'\Ihen CH church members (and that 
incil,(les all those who serve in nOll
(.'Celesias tica] orl!,aniznt ions) ('"Ol1l111it act., 
which contradict the n..oquirement of the 
J.::osllCl they nrc ~uhj('(.1: to the ch\Lrcl,'.~ 
admonit ion. On the b..""Isis of the Word 
of God inseripturuted , the Synod of lOOK 
d('Cbred that radnl discrimination, fpr 
wlHl\cvcr reason ("fear of persecution 
ur of tli.~,\dvant;l J.::e to Self or our institu
tions <lTisinJ.:: out of obedience 10 Christ"), 
constitutes d isobe(lien(."(; to Chri~ t . I am 
sure that Mr. Slur.-, ;lfter he Ihinks thb 
thin~ throuJ.!h, wou ld not W:lnt to muzzle 
the dllln:h·s vok'C in ~peakin~ out aJ.::uinst 
sin. 

If our vision i.< dear we will Sl'C th,t! 
ohe(li.·n{"C, or disollt·diencc, 10 the Lurd 
t'nCOlllp;lSSf'.' t'vl' ry dimension of life. 
\Vlwn ollr minds li re clou(kd with ilh.
siems Wt' i>t'l{in to thiuk 'Illtl act in [1 

wronJ.:: manner. 
I would al..;,;, lil(> to h rinl{ t" the 

re'ldeTS' attention the fold that the CHC 
has t"ken a position which allow~ it tn 
.' Ilt':lk to ;Ill S0l1s of orJ.::,tni:wtintIS. T il.· 
fo1Jowin~ quot;lt ion rq}rl'sents til .. offid,il 
posit i'lll of 11ll' CHC on th is matter : 

·· In 	 the prnc\;""'l tio tl of the \\lord , 
the 	 church, to whom hilS ix.'t."n en
tnlstt'(l t he messa~e of Chrbt'~ Kinl-!
dom, shoultl sllCak l"Ollr.lgeously 
anti relevant ly on the issu(.-s of 
tilt" d"y, hoth for the ctlification and 
l."OrT(.'Ct ion of he r members ,,",I, 
u;ll(:rI! tteeessary, in crit icism 01 tile 
(lcti!;i!ie! ami policies 01 I!.o !;em
IIWlltS tlml o rw miZlltiolls·· (it" lk." 
mine) (Acts of Synod, Hl69, Art. 
76, I., C., 6., p. 5 1). 

It is also important to note that CJassi~ 
Chicago North overtured the Synod of 
1971 about the very same ideas tlln t Mr. 
Sluys expressed in his letter. Classis 
wanted to know how it sho\lld procc(.-d 
with admonition and disci l)line in the 
Timothy case, which involves a non
ecclesiastical organi 7..ation. Class is argued 
tha t "discipline is always direeted toward 
:m individual, not an organ ization." Clas
sis tried to buttress its position by mak
ing mention of the "unanimous support" 
which the Timothy Board allegedly re
ccives [rom its constituency. 

Synod responded to this overture by 
declaring that : 

".1. 	 Discil)line mllst be administered 
to i ndivid"al~ who in their per
sonal lives or as members of 
decisiOIl-making bodies act con
trary to scripture. 

"b. 	 The fact that large numbers of 
individuals are involvctl docs not 
callSC Ihe adion to be les.~ 1>inful. 

·'c. 	 \Vhe re large n\lmbcr of inti i\'k1uals 
:Ire involved it is wisc to bcgin 
wilh the discipline of the Word" 
(Advisory Committe<.' - Church 
Order III , Hepor! VII -B; II., C. 
4, p . 2). 

In a ccrtain sense the Synod of 1971 
was solllewhat lenient loward Cla s.~ is 
Chicago Norlh. It desired 10 e.~erdse ;\ 
patie nt , pnstoTll1 concern towards this 
Ill illOr assembly by giving it an addi
tional "yenr of gracc" in the hope it will 
amend its ways. 

However , it should not he overlooketl 
Ihat the Synod of 1971 clarified a very 
importnnt fact. Cla~sis qUC5tiolll'd the 
validi ty of Synod elltcring iuto th is dIS
pute and Synod r(.'Spondcd as follows: 

"SYJl(){\ (icclarl's tha t , whik the cs
ercise of :ldmonition and {Iiscipline 
in a sped fic si tuation is indeed the 
task of t he local consis tory, whell 
Synod , .<pcaking for all the clmrches 
in common, takes a stand on an is
sue, Synod has the right to re(luire 
such admonition and d iscipline nn 
the part. nf minor :lsselllbli{'S as is 
cousistent with the position :ulopled 
by the mfljor as.-;cmbly ( ef. C .O . 
Art ielcs 27 and 29). 

(Advi . .;,;)ry Committee - Chmeh 
Order II I, Report VlI-B; 11., 
C. 3., p . 2) . 

~ 1 "IlTI N L,,~I"tn l:; 
1334 S. Home Avemlt' 

[k rwyn. Illinois 6040-2 

QUESTIONS NAME CHANGE 
Rcv. Jolm Vml(kr Plocl-! 
6727 Adrian Ave., S. E. 
Grantl ]l,)pids, ~1ichignn 49508 
Dear John: 

In the ~ l uy 1U71 isslle of THI:; OUT
l..()OK on p"~e 20 you invi te yom rt';ulcrs 
to nddre,,"s It'tlers or que:;tions to YOIl. I 
h,we n quest ion. 

On IJ" I-!(.'l< 8 :llld f) of the January 1971 
is~ut' YOll have an t.'(litorial entit led 
'" \Vc've Changt'll our Name." Y(l1I took 
twn pages to explain why tIll' n:nne wns 
ehanged from TOlleH ,,"'1) Tl\U~ LI' t::T to 
Tilt:: CHl\I ~-'·I"N nJ::~·Ol\M .;11 OU1"I.()OK. 
You c.~ (Jlain(.'t1 !I t length the IISC of 
"Chrisl i;lll ndnnn(.'(I" in the tlew naml.... 

I noticed, however, that beginning 
with the June 1971 i"-Sue the name had 
underwme another ch ange. It is now 
called "T il t: Ou-rl.OOK - Devoted to the 
Espooition and Defense of the Rdomled 
Faith." I looked in vnin for an edito rial 
on your second change, leaving out the 
words "Christian Refonned." 

Would YOll be willing to expla in to 
your renders why this second change 
took place? 

Sincerely, 
)w< 
( Rev. ) J. P. Smith 
Gmnd Rapids, Michiga n 

REPLY 
Dear Jack : 

Thank yO\1 for your qucstinn nnd tI,e 
opportunity to explain. Permit me to 
call your attention to the follOWin g dcci
sion of the board concerning this Uln\ter : 

"1. 	 This cha nJ.::e was made chiefl y in 
deference to a nd to retain the interest 
and 	goodwill of non-Chri~ tinn Rcfomled 
subscribers who felt lhat they were being 
exc\udctl by calling the paper a Chris
tian 	RcIorm(.'t! publication. 

"2. 'J1lis change was made before we 
had 	<lny knowledge of the overture thai 
cam~ to Synod objecting to our use of 
'Christian Rdonned,' and the chang~ 

was therefore not occasioncd hy tha t 
overture." 

Grect inAS a nd all good wishc.~ to yOLl 
<lutl yours! 	 JOtl N 

"TIRED OF COMPROMISES" 
])I'ar Editor : 

The 1971 Syn()(l of the C.R.C. has 
spoken re the nnture <lnd extcnt of Bib
lical ,mtllority. Now, how arc the 
churchc:; to sIllily and react as Syn()(1 
advisc{l the churches to do? Ou r peIll)\c 
must be in/orme(1 and we must (l/$ClIS$ 

Ihe iss\les involved. Our people are tired 
of COml)romises. We need c1cm-eu t de
cisions in thh matter becHuse our Colleg(.' 
<lIul Seminary arc involvcd. 

Another Illatt~ r causes (."Oo(.'crn. Tod,)y 
we SUl}port and finance sllch or~an iz;) 
t ions as the C.1lnpus Crus;\(le, Inter
V'lrsily, and Navigators. 'nlcsc groups 
are not (."OnIK'Ctt'tl with thc church, hut 
,ITe I)romoted by in<\ependellt organbm
lions. ~Iorc ,\lid more these Armiu/un 
groups arc lnucled in articles that aj)pear 
in our Blllmer. Have ollr Rcform (.'d prin
cipk·s f'liled? [ s our mission work going 
to be " man-i:entered ·· or "God~ntercd"? 

In 1967 the Rev. William 1·leynen 
g:lve the unswers to these tlLlestions in 
two :ut iclt·s in The BmUlcr (Sept. 1 and 
8) and clo.'>CII his st.'COntl arlicl(.' wilh 
thl·»e word~ : ·' In ,iiI Christi:1Il lov(.', we 
would m ge om young people liS well as 
om adult s, b y all "wans be ·witnesses for 
Chri.~t' hut mllke sure thnt YOll r message 
i.\ true to t he Word. that you 'hold fast 
sountl dodrhll" and ,ITe ;lble to S:ly with 
Paul, ' 1 have lully I)rcaehed the gospel 
of Christ' (Rom. 15:19)." 

I would advise those Ihat :ITe con
cerned to rend again th e.~e two nrticles 
(I f Hev. Heynen. 

SinCt! rcly, 
JM:K AnENs 
881 	 E:lsi 8th St. 
Holland , l\ lichiJ.::;ln <19423 



INSPIRED 
IN ALL ITS 
PARTS? 

JAMES HOWERZYL 

"The Bible was not written as a textbook on Gc
ology" is one of those cliches, true enough by itself. 
Today it is often lIsed in fe llowship with another: 
"The Bible is certainly inspired in the area of the 
message of salvation and in the revelation of the Cod 
of our Salvation." 

\ ·vhen these two cliches, truc enough by them
selves, are put together and interpreted, it is often 
held that, wIlen wfiting outside these areas, the 
various au thors of the hooks of the Bible were limited 
hy their knowledge (or lack of it) and made the same 
mistakes regarding history, the physical universe and 
its interpretation that any other man of their time 
would make. References are often made to the sun 
rising and setting while today we know that the earth 
revolves about the Still , e tc. If these critics would 
have their way, in order to be inspi red in ,lll its 
parts, the Bible wou ld have had to he written in 
some kind of legalistic gobhl ydegook which even 
the critic himself does not use in ordinary, everyday 
speech. " ' here is the critic who does not say, "\Vhat 
a beautiful sunri.~er' or "\Vhat a beautiful sunset!" 

\Ve would however, ask the question in all serious
ness: Did the Holy Spiri t, even in those things which 
we call peripheral to the main purpose of the revela 
tion of the God of our salvation, keep the authors 
from making those mistakcs common to men of their 
timer Let tiS test this briefly, using three examples. 

1. Certainly the Bible is no textbook on genetics, 
but Leviticus 18:6 says: "Kone of you shall approach 
to any that is ncar of kin to h im to uncover their 
nakedness: I am the Lord." Now the reason given 
for ahstinenee from intercourse with thosc ncar of 
kin was not genetic hut ceremonial. They were Cod's 
people , lIe is their Cod \\'110 i.~ holy and they must 
observe this ceremonial holiness. The prohihition 
given has an up-to-date' ring not at all Ol1t of step 
with our modern knowledge of ~cncs, recessive and 
dominant characteristics, etc. The author, t-.'Ioses , 
coming out (If an Egvptian culture where the Pha 
raohs were limited to marrying tho.~e ncar of kill. 
unstudied in the sci encc of genetic.~, was so led hy 
the Hol y Spirit that the teach ing was in harmony 
with prcsent -day knowledge in this field. 

2. Certainly the Bible was never intl'nded to he a 
textbook on hygiene or safe e:ltill\.( habits. lhekria 
were prohahl y unknown to the authors. Yel the Holy 
Spirit ~() guided :". JI 'S(" S that' he wrole in Leviticlis 
j LJ }'i-7 : "If yc nlh-r ·1 ~dcrific(' of p('aee ()Ikrin~s I1nto 
the Lord, ye shall nlh- r it at ynnr own will. It shall 
h~~ (",llcn the same day yl ' olFer it, and on the morrow. 

H f ' t; . J(I"' ('~ IImenz!]/ is 1}(I.,tor "I tile C/lristillU iklornlcd 
G/um'li of Es("(>wllr/o, Califomifl . 

and if aught remain un til the third day, it shall be 
burnt in the fire. And if it be eaten at all on the 
third day, it is abominable; it shall not be accepted. 
Therefore everyone that eateth it shall hear his in
iquity, because he hath profaned the hallowed thing 
of the Lord; and that soul shall be Ctlt off from among 
his people." 

Here again the purpose of this Scripture is not to 
teach health or sanitation or the danger of eating 
contaminated food. The purpose is to be holy to the 
Lord also in the peace offerings which were eaten 
before the Lord. They shared their joyful offering to 
the Lord, and they and the priests ate of it in sacri
ficia l thanksgiving. Here again, however, the Holy 
Spirit guides the author, J\'loses, to instill good sanitary 
habits and causes him to avoid those mistakes in 
hygiene so common in his time and which he could 
not have known except for the inspiration of the 
H oly Spirit. 

3. Certainly the Bible was never intended to be 
a textbook on sanitary practices to prevent epidemics. 
Yet the H oly Spirit guided t-.loses to write Deuteron
omy 23: 12-14: "Thou shalt have a place also without 
the camp whither thou sha lt go forth abroad; and 
thou shalt have a paddle upon thy weapon; and it 
shall be when thou wilt ease thyself abroad, tholl 
shalt dig therewi th, and shalt turn hack and cover 
that which cometh from thee: For the Lord thy God 
walketh in the midst of Ihy camp, to de liver thee 
and to give up thine enemies before thee, therefore 
shall thy camp be holy: that he see no unclean thing 
in thee, and turn away from thee."' 

That this provision was not first of all a health 
matter is very evident because God Himself tells us 
that it is a matter of holiness and of keeping cere
monial holiness before the Lord. Yet the Holy Spirit 
led ~'I oses to write as he did in the face of the 
prevailing lack of sanitary information and the lack 
of the knowledge of how epidemics were spread. 
The rcpeatcd decimation of the armies of ancient 
times hy plague~ and pestilences are a constant re
minder of this lack of knowledge . Yet Moses writes 
in a manncr beyond the ·"scientifi c·' knowledge of 
that time. 

Nor docs this listing of a few exmnples exhaust 
the material. 

The same Holy Spirit whose pmpose was to make 
Tsracl a people holy to the Lord, even in the Old 
Test ament. typical ~cns(' of the word, continue.~ to 
speak. laying down rules for clean and I1l1clean food. 
tIl(' laws for cleansing. the rit1lalistic hut sensihle 
c-.:elnsion of leprol1s and other afflicted persons frOl!l 
Israel. segregating them to prevent contap;ion . Tht" 
H oly Spirit is as up to date ns 1971 in I1i.~ laws for 
watercourses. for tl1(' cutting of trees in warfare, as 
\\·el1 as in the ecological and eonservation cl ements 
in the sen :,nth year and in the year of juhilee. 

"·hen we read other ancient writers and mark the 
fooli shness they write in thos(' areas not only con
cerni ng religion htlt also in tlll ~ "periphcml"· areas we 
ean only say that the Bihle is inspired in all its p'lrts . 

The question however remains: '· If the Holy Spirit 
kept the authors of Scripture from writing foolishly 



in the area of Sa lvation and Theology, and exte nded 
thjs even to such pe riphera l things as genetics, heahh 
and sanitary practices, why would the H oly Spirit 
make an exception in the area of geology, of origins, 
and in the whole area of the "Genesis question"? 

Conversely iF the Holy Spirit allowed errors in 
these fields due to the limitation of the knowledge 
of the authors, how do we know the same is not true 
in the fi elds of Salvation, Theology, and the whole 
of "religious revelation"? 

,"Ve will continue to say, Inspired in all its parts! 

July 17, 1971 
Dear Friends: 

Greetings to yOll from the Tiv Ch urch. 
1 have been directed by the Board of Cov

ernors of the newly estab lished Heformed The
ological College of Nigcria to inform you of the 
fo rmal establishment of the above named Re
formed institution. The Ti v Church Synod of 
1970 unanimollsly resolved with a bold determi
nation to ven ture the establishment of a purely 
Reformed lheological Seminary in West Africa. 
(This is the first to be established in We.~t 
Africa.) It is the hope of the board that our 
more mature Reformed brothers will give the 
Ti v Church the needed support to make this 
venture a suc.:cess. The challenge to set up a 
theological College of Refonned persuasion in 
this part of the world is so pronounced that our 
responsc to it cannot be Icss than the need. ,"Ve 
covet your saintly prayers as well as your moral 
and material support to make this school a suc
cess. We humbly solicit your assistance in the 
following areas: 

1) Library Books. Sincc good Reformed lhe
ologica l books are scarce in \Vest Africa you can 
build our library by donating both old and new 
books. Other books a re also needed. 

2) Money. The first stage of our building 
progra m is going to cost about S70,000.00. We 
are grateful to have alreadv received over 
$10,000.00 from our Refofllled brothers in 
America toward thi s estimate. The Tiv Chmch 
has ra ised over $5,000.00 for other services. 

Since a permanent site for the College has 
been secured a nd surveyed we nre hopeful to 
begin construction work in :\ ugnst or Septembe r 
this yea r . .Bu t sinee thc progress of Our build ing 
program dcpend .~ proportionately on the mOll<>y 
received , I wou ld like to appeal to our friends 
to place H T C N on thei r priority lis t and 
donate generously to expedite the huilding 
project. Pl ease, he assured that whatever the 
Lord has la id on your mind to do in support of 
H T C N, will be greatl~· appreciated. 

Christian love and greetings to YOll all. 
Yours in His Service, 

l YORTYo:'>! Ar:H!1'IEKU, Princip:1I 

P .S. All financial contrihu tions should he sent 
10 the treasmer of R T C :-.: , and ma terial aids 
are to be sent to the Principal, lls ing the follow
ing address for both: 

Heformed Theologkal College of 

Nigeria, Mkar P. A., 

P. O. Choko, Benuc Plateau State, Nigeria 

STUDIES IN 
GENESIS I - XI 

PETER Y. DE JONG 

(3) 

IN THE BEGINNING ••• GOD 

Scripture; Genesis 1: 1-3a 

Read also - Job 38:1-18 

Psalm 104:1-9, 24-31 

Hebrews 1: 1-4 

Crucia l question of origins - Our age may well he 
characterized by its preoccupation wi th origins. 

Man has become a puzzle to h imself. Tn hi .~ search 
for self-understandin g he travels many roads. But 
among these he repeatedly turns hack to the past. 
No longer can he conte nt himself merely with plumb
ing the depths of his unconscious, w ith rcvelling in 
the conquest of ou ter space, with dissecting the .~oci al 
order wherein hc lives. All his invcstiga tions, signif
icant as they are, lead back to the fundamental isslle: 
\~Iho am I anyway? He worries about the future. 
now become so uncertain and insecure as he walks 
the razor's edge of history. And, at a loss wi th both 
present and fu lme, he intuiti vely and almost instinc
tively tu rns to the past. Can its pages, pcrhaps, un
ravel the riddle of what life is all about? 

This is no new phenomenon. Through the long 
ce nturies man, who ha.~ memory, has puzzled ovcr the 
problem. At times its urgency receded , when startling 
disc:overies charmed him for a season wit h the present. 
But sooner or later he retnrned to a con templa tion 
of origins. Cou ld he somehow discover its secrets by 
himself? Or would the answers lie hidden until 
Someone uncovered thcm for him? 

Thus the cruci.1i i .~sue becomes incscapable. 
Either man springs from himself or this ea rth or 

from Someone or something beyond the observable 
universe. And if the latter, how ca n man obtain reli 
able and definitive knowledge concerning thi s? 

Innumerable accounts have come down to us. Yet 

http:cruci.1i
http:5,000.00
http:10,000.00
http:S70,000.00


one stands out sharply in d istinction and contradic
tion from all the rest. It is the short, sober, straight
forward story of origins recorded in Genesis. And 
whether we accept it wholeheartedly, seek to under
stand it in the light of the total Biblical revelation, 
and thus by word and deed attempt to live by it con
sistently, or otherwise either modify or reject it by 
accom modati on to contrary notions will affect our 
lives to the very smallest detail. Here opposing life
and -world-views come to stand over against each 
other. This struggle for supremacy over our lives 
between the Biblical fa ith and all other forms of be
lief begins with the first page, nay, with the very 
first words of Scripture. 

In the beginning , . . who? - In its incisive and 
ill uminati ng way the Bible begins with God. It 
simply posits His ex istence, refusing both here and 
consistent ly throughout all its pages to argue the 
poin t. For believers this is no surprise. They know 
Him as the ground of all being and meaning. With
out Him life makes no sense. Apart from Him there 
can be nothing. Out what a revolution-in-thinking 
th is precipitates among all others, including the 
"heathen" who "seek God, if haply they might feel 
after him and find him, though he is not [ar from 
each one of liS" (Acts l7:27). The line runs not by 
means of an ascending ladder from man to God; it 
proceeds by divine self-d isclosure from God to man. 

Here God is called ElolJim, likely derived from a 
root signifying to be smitten with feae. It denotes 
Him as the Strong and Mighty One. the God before 
whom man appea rs with trembling. Therefore he is 
to be revered. To be sure, the Bible writers often 
use this name in connection with the gods of the 
other peoples. Yet in every instance this is done by 
way of concession and with such clarity that it is 
evident that to them and all true believers those 
gods are no gods at all . 

Already the use of the name Elohim (a plural 
form) alerts us to expect the revelation of something 
grand and glorious. God does not designate Himself 
as He exists in the depths of His being; rather, in 
His mighty works and especially in His personal re
lationships to men. All speculation, so characteristic 
of human philosophies and theologies, is sum maril y 
cut off. Cod sum mons men to stand before Him, to 
listen to His voice, to respond in reverence and awe. 
And in His speaking He demonstrates Himself as the 
One who acts and without whose actions there could 
and would be no activities at all. 

In the bcginnin~ . . , what? - From its inception 
the Christian church, on the basis of the clear teach
ings of the whole Scripture as well as of Genesis 1, 
has confessed the creation of all things out of nothing 
(ex 11 ihilo) and as a free, sovereign act. Both descrip
tions must stand , lest we fall into pern icious crrors. 
The su bstance of the universe is not eternal. Its con
ditioned, tempora l, dependent character is everywhere 
attestcd to in the Bible and confirmed by man's ex
periencc.". Nor was there in God any necessity which 
constrained Him to ercate. He· and He alone is the 
self-sufficient One. 

The tenn bara (create) is not always used in Scrip

ture in the same sense. I t is indeed always ascribed 
to God, but upon occasion it is employed also in con
nection with His lise of materials which He had 
already crcated (Gen. 1:27; Isa. 45:7, 12; Amos 4:13; 
I Cor. 11 :9, etc.). It is also used to designate 
His providentia l control and guidance of what was 
fashioned ( Ps. 104:30; Isa. 45:7, 8; 65:18, etc.). It 
should also be noted that the word 'asah ( make) is 
used at times of the "primary" or tirst creation ( Gen. 
2:4; Provo 16:4; in the NT Acts 17:24). 

An excellent definition, based on all relevant pas
sages in Scripture, is provided by Berkhof: Systemat ic 
T lleology, p. 129: 

"Creation in the strict sense of the word 
may be defi ned as that free act of God where
by He, according to His sovereign will and for 
His own glory, in the beginning brought fo rth 
the whole visible and invisible universe, with
out the usc of pre-existent material, and tllllS 

gave it an existence, d istinct from His own 
and yet always dependent on Him." 

Then, in grea t detail , he analyzes the components of 
this defi nition and distinguishes the Biblical view 
from the many erroneous and compromising notions 
which men from time to time have championed . 

By this act Cod brought forth the heavens and the 
earlh, the Hebrew phrase which designates all th ings, 
the universe, for which that language has no single 
term. The phrase is so used repeatedly in the Old 
Testament (Gen. 14:19, 22; Exod. 31:17; II Kings 19: 
15; 11 Chron. 7: 12; Ps. 115:5; 121:2; 124:8; Jee. 23:24; 
32: 17, etc.). We find it again in the New Testament 
(Matt. 24:35; Eph. 1:10). There is nothing above or 
beneath or around us that has not been made, and 
that by God. All things owe their origin and thus 
their continua l existence to Him and therefore stlstain 
incscapable and accord ing to their own nature re
sponsible relationships to the true and living Cod. 

The first verse opens wi th the word: iTl the be
gill ll illg. Here, as it were, all the gates are barred by 
Cod himself to our "curious q llestionings." It is the 
straightforward language of daily life. Wc ask: the 
begin ning of what? And the passage answers: the 
he(lvens (Inti the earth. Nothing except God existed 
"before" the absolute beginning. Of course, que. ..t ions 
arise now concerning time and eternity. But to speak 
of a "before" and an "after" with respect to eternity 
is, logica lly, a contradiction. It is a concession to 
man who is a creature "in t ime" and thus thinks only 
in temporal categories. 

Augustine, perhaps, helps us when he speaks of 
God creating the world "wit h" (cfl m) t ime. Time is 
God 's crea ture. Thus it is never reduced to a purely 
relative human perspective by Scripture, as some 
philosophers and theologians have urged. Were this 
so, then history could have no abiding significa nce 
even fo r God who takes history with utmost serious
ness. How different the Biblical message from the 
views of Buddhism, Hinduism, and other religions 
with thei r teachi ngs on endless time, li fe as an illusion, 
etc. Agai nst these, in view of their growing infl uence 
in our apostate \"'estern world, the church must also 
warn. For believers there is no flight into a realm of 
abstract or eternal ideas, impersonal mystica l ex



periences, etc. Time and space are Cod's created 
reali ties for our existence. 

In the beginning ... what? - Here follow three 
statements which give liS, with amazing brevity and 
yet profundity, some insight into what appeared in 
the day when Cod created the heavens and the earth. 

1. First of all, we receive a description of the 
condition of earth . On it Cod focuses the spotlight. 
Nor should we be surprised, since the Bible directs 
its message to and for man . Occasionally some refer
ence will be made to the heaoens again, but then only 
in so far as th is is neces~al'y (or and related to man 
;mel h is life upon earth . Although the Hebrew lan
guage does use ad jectives to describe, we find in this 
verse three substan tives (nouns), likely to strengthen 
the description (Ol" us. This method, for example, is 
also employed in Psalm 23:5 which reads in the 
original "My Clip is overflow" (i.e. , supe rabundance). 
The three nOllns deserve careful attention, because in 
verse 2 many commentat ors of liberal or q uasi
liberal stripe have fOllnd references to the mythologies 
of the pagan religions. 

"waste" 	 (Iohu) - signifying "emptin<-'ss," or 
translated "vanity" as in 1sa. 40:17, 23; 44:9; 
59:4 whe re reference is made to the empti
ness, nothingne.,\s, vacancy, or unreality of 
the heathen idols; also of the barrenness or 
solitude of the wilderness, as in Deut. 32: 10; 
Job 12:24; Ps. 107:40. 

"void" (vohu)-uscd as in Gcn. 1:2 and Jeremiah 
4:23 to describe the primal condition in the 
day of creation; also in lsa. 34:11 for the 
"confusion" or desolation of Edom when 
God arises in judgment (d . also Isa. 24: 10 
and 41:29 wherc tohu stresses thc same 
idea). 

"darkness-\Ipon -the-facc-of-the deep" - This is 
not a new sentence, rather a third descrip
tion coordinated with the first two. Nor is 
the "deep" a f lood. Rather, the word desig
nates depths or abyss (d. Job 28: 14; Ps. 
71 :20 ). Indeed , it is lI.~ed as U,ODes in Ps. 
42 :7, but here it would imply introducing 
an element not mentioned in vcrse 1. 

This, then, is a composiil' description of the "orig inal" 
form of the heavens and the ('arth bdore the ordering 
work of the Lord began. Although the Hebrcw has 
was, some com nll'ntators insist on tr;mslatin g this as 
IJCClI fl lC. Th is position was ;tdopkd hy Chalmt'Ts ;1 
cen tury ago, also by A. W. Pink in his Gleallinf!.s fmlll 
Genesis, ;md by ot hers who introducc the idea that 
hdore the ordering work of God which cu lminated in 
the creation of Adam this ('arth conti nued long in its 
primal statc which would ,1("connt fo r thc ~geologica l 
agcs" of model'll science. It then became wast c ;md 
void at the time of Satan's rcbellion. No m<lt(cr how 
we vicw this position, tilt' kxt gh'cs no pos it ive in
dication in this din'Ction. 1\or arc therc any allusions 
to such a situation in til{' H'st of Scriptme. A simpk 
reading of Gcnesis 1 in its l'n tiret y ck'arly co nnects 
vs. 1 and 2 w ith 3f. and the first day. 

2. The second description makes nwntion of the 
S1JirU of God. B <"-'Ci\USC of the Hebrew word lIsed , 

this has been translated as the "breath" or "wind" 
which proceeds from Cod, a violent and tempestuous 
storm which raged across the waste, unformed, and 
darkness-covered earth. Some have even found al 
lusions to strife with demonic forces resident in the 
unformed material. Thus God is represented as wag· 
ing war against a creation which is rebellious, hard 
to manage - hardly in keeping with the "good" and 
"very good" which He pronounces upon it. More than 
that, such notions give rise to a deprecation of matter 
as inherently sinful or tending to si n - a thoroughly 
unbiblical view. 

Our version has moved upOn to describe the 
Spirit's activities here. Others have translated it 
brooded, alluding to Deuteronomy 32: 11 which men
tions God's care of H is people as like to that of a 
bird fluttcring over its nest with young. It should be 
clear at onee that Deuteronomy 32: 11 docs not permit 
the notion of brooding; rather that of guarding and 
caring for. Hence when some commentators again 
sce allusions to heathen mythologies, certain of which 
speak of the primal world as "an egg" out of which 
all things hatched , we must demur emphatically. This 
is reading into the text and iI's words what patently 
isn't there but only in the imaginations of the com· 
mentators. Of course, it is plain that this statement 
adds an indispensable element to the description. AI· 
though it was waste and void and covered with 
darkness, Cod himself as Spirit watched over and 
was concerned with and preserved the world. 

3. 	 The next statement appears in the third verse. 
Often th is is disjoined too much from the preced

ing. Yet the word anti should alert us to thc fact that 
vss. 2 and 3 are intimately associated. 

Just how long 01' how short was the time before 
vs. 3 we have no way of knowing. Yet, to all ap
peara nces, Lhis is com prehended as the fi rst day. On 
the length of the days of Genesis 1 d . the foot· 
note appended to the following lesson. 

What must be affirmed here is God's method of 
working. And GotT SflitT. This is the key to the Bib
lical view of the origin of all things. He orders, and 
nil thin gs come into being; He commands, and they 
stnnd fast forever. Repeatedly this formula is used 
in Genesis 1. It is corroborated by ma ny texts, not 
the least Psalm 33:6 and John 1;3 where the Second 
Person of the Trinity who hecame incarnate is as· 
sociated clearly with the work of crea tion . 

Can we, from these words, form an "adequate" 
conception of creation? This is the questi on raised 
time and again, especia lly hy scholars. The more 
we read these seemingly simple words, the more 
profundity and pn7.7.1ement they seem to contain . 
Let us remember tha t we are here dealing with om' 
of the might y acts of God. Bl'Cause they ,Ire God's, 
they always exceed OUl" capacities. \Vith all onr 
scien tific advances in understa nd ing mind a nd body. 
illumi nati ng and profitable as these indeed are, w(' 
st ill face "mystery." Who cxhaustively grasps ami 
traces the way of a child in the womh, the intricatl' 
relationships of the bodily organs to each other and 
the whole, the body-soul unity which is constitut ivc 
of man in dist inction from all other living creatm('S? 
\Ve know something, and what we know may at t itHes 



he 	said to he twly known. And much the same, 
although in far greater degree, is true of the marvel 
lous activities of the living Cod at creation. 

NOTES 
1) 	 No thinking Christian can read Genesis 1 without 

being at the same time deeply aware of what has 
become the "conflict" between Scripture and cur
rent "scientific" thought. A helpful introduction 
for you and the young people in your family is 
Enno Wolthuis: Science, God and You ( Baker, 
1963). It doesn't aim at solving all your and mv 
questions. With some of the statements some will 
disagree. However, the book deserves much more 
recognition than it has generally received among 
our people. 

2) 	 On the qucstion of "the age of the earth" much 
ink has been spilled. Even among the most con
servative Christians Ussher's chronology (4004 
D.C. ) has been widely repudiated, and not with
out some weighty Biblical evidence. The Bible, 
we affirm, is silent on this subject. \;Vhether science 
can accurately date the age of the earth is also 
open to serious strictures nnd reservations. An 
informative and fascinating book on this subject 
is that of the late John De Vries: Beyond the Atolll 
(Eerdmans, 1948), written in popular language. 
Although dated and tentatively suggesting "an
swers" with which many of liS will not agree, it 
is well -worth reading. What is to be greatly de
plored among our Reformed people in thi s country 
is the "si lent-treatment" which most of them have 
given their own sons who seek to wrestle in obe
dience to the Scriptures wilh today's issues. 'We 
are qu ick to criticize; ex(;eedingly slow 10 en
courage, take seriously, and praise. Possibly that's 
one reason why confusion among us is running 
rampant. 

3) 	 Among evangelical Christians there continues to 
be much confusion concerning the nco-orthodox 
view of Creation. This need not surprise ltS , since 
all the "older" and "biblical" terms are constantly 
used. 1·lence this view has so much more appeal 
than that of the liberalism of forty and more years 
ago. But when two lISe the sn me words, they 
don't m..'Ccssaril y mean the s;lmc thing. By regard 
ing the Cenesis account as "salva tion -history" they 
remove it from the realm of the actual, the fadual, 
the ··historical." \Vhal we find here, so these mcn 
insist, is "n theological understanding" of what in 
any olher term.~ is indescrihable. It comes to liS in 
a "cosmologica l framework" which modern man 
cannot accept. Yet the lessons taught are deemed 
important , indeed , indispe nsahle for fai th -knowl
edge. 

B;lrt h has dea lt with Creation at great h'ngth 
in his Clwrelt Dogmat iCS, esp. Ill ! I. To him it is 
not myt h hut saga to hc interpreted "Christolog
ieall y" so that creation is the external condition. 
of the <.:ov('n:mt of grace in Christ; the (;()v('n;mt 
of grace in Christ is the int ernal meaning of crc
ation. An atlem pt to lInders tand his thought re
quires a n almost totally different way of thinking 
about reality than the church has historically 

asked. In much of his writing there are, to be 
sure, sparkling exegetica l insights. This, however, 
can rarely be said about his disquisitions on cre
ation, where many speculative statements occur. 

Brunner is at least much clearer on this point. 
He writes: 

The Christian statement on Creation is not 
a theory of the way in which the world came 
into being - whether once for all or in con
tinuous evolution - but it is an "existential" 
statement. In His revelation the Lord meets 
me, my Lord, as the Creator, as my Creator 
and the Creator of all things .... 

Everything, then, is reduced to the personal, the 
dynamic, the relationa l. We can say noth ing 
about the structural and the manner in which it 
came about on the basis of Genesis. Van Til is 
COlTect in his Th e ",,'ew Modernism when he re
gards it as a totally-other gospel. When listening 
to someone speak Or preach on the Genesis ac
coun t, we do well not only to hear the words but 
also to ask just what do these words mean to the 
speaker. 

Questions for discussion 

1 - Since the Bible cla ims to bring the message of 
salvation, why does it mention so many details 
relating to the origin of things? Gi ve several 
reasons. 

2 - How would you bring the gospel to a person 
who claims to deny the existence of God? 

3 - Can you show that it takes marc "fa ith" 
(blind faith, if you will) to accept the notion 
that all things came to pass by a long period 
of development than that God created in 
orderly fashion in six days? Why doesn't this 
appeal usually mea n much to the evolutionists? 

4 - In which several scnses does the Bible speak 
of "heaven?" Why these distinct ions? Is 
heaven up or down or out there? 

5 - Who is the Holy Spirit? What activities in 
connection with creation and the present order 
in nature are ascribed to him? Mention the 
texts. What does this mean for studying the 
world in school? 

6 - How would you eva luate this statemcnt : The 
Bible is not a book about science? What is 
meant by scientific? Wh y should believcrs en
gage in "scientific" studies? Can we in this 
enterprise adopt a "neutral"' position towards 
what the Bible says about the origin of things? 

7 - What do YOll understand by "anthropomorphic 
language" and "anthropomorphisms" in Scrip
tnre? How would you explain the beginnings 
of language among men? How do the evolu
tionists attempt to explain it? 

8 - Explain Hebrews 11 : 1. 3. What kind of faith 
is this? 

9 - What is mea nt by the "restitution" theory 
which places a lonp; period between vss. 2 and 
3? Do you know of anyone who holds this? 

10 - " ' hy do yOlI think so many scholars, esp, in 
the past, have tried to find similarities and 
points of contact between the creation account 



in Genesis and the heathen mythologies? What 
would YOll say are some of the striking dif
ferences? 

11 - 'Vhat is the Heformed view concerning the re
lation between God's "general" and hi s in
scripturated, special revelation? (cf. Belgic 
Confession, Art. II; also Calvin) Can these 
two be contradictory? Can we "harmonize" 
them? Should we try to harmonizc them, when 
they seem to differ, or simply accept both at 
the samc timc? 

NOTE:: 	 The writer, Dr. Peter Y. De Jong, suggests that 
the questions in eaell case (lrc !lot exiJa llst it;c 
and need not be folloll.:ed slavishly; also that 
some of Ihe lessDIlS mal) lIave enough material 
for two meetings. - Ell. 

(4) 

THE SEVEN DAYS OF THE CREATOR (1) 

Scripture: Genesis 1 :3- 13 
Read also - Acts 17:22 ·31 

11 Peter 3:1·7 

A profound sh'uggie - In Ollr day, confessional 
Reformcd churches throughou t the world are in
volved in a profound strllggle. It touches the very 
heart of man's covenantal relationship to Cod. It 
concerns the question whet her Scripture, because of 
all the new theological insights and scientific advances 
which arc revolutionizing man's thought-patterns and 
life, needs to be rei nterpreted. What is a t stake is 
more than the "reliability" of the Bible, on which a ll 
claim to be agreed; it concerns the upcrspicuity" of 
the Bible. Does the Bible, as it comes to us, speak 
clearly? Can we, illumined b y the Spirit , understand 
what it says? And - in onc brea th with that ques
tion - is this true of the Bible itself, so that men in 
ages past cou ld safely live by its light in the assurancc 
that it never leads us astray? 

Herc of COurse, a whole nest of questions comes 
into view. 

In how far arc the believer amt the believing: 
church "dependent" on scholars for a correct under
standing of the Biblical text ? What is the relation 
of recent archeological fi nds to the "trustworthiness" 
of the Word ? Does Scripture present us with a 
"world-view" (e.g., a three-storied universe) 0 1' not? 
Does mode rn science shed light on Scriptural givens 
concerning creation, the age of the earth, plan t and 
animal development, etc.? I low is Cod's revelation 
in the created order wherei n we live related to his 
inscripturated \Nord ? The answers one gives to these 
and similar questions mdiwlly aff(."Ct one's interpreta
tion of the Bible. And then, to plague us still lUore, 
we a re compelled to face the question: Can two con
tradictory, mutually exclusiw interpretations of Scrip
ture (its word.~ , content s, and message which arc 
thorough ly interdependent) e:dst next to each other 
in a true, C hristian, confessing chmch? 

Much of this arises, usually, in connection with the 
opcning chapters of Gellesis. Let liS not forget, how
ever, that how one treats these will affect the treat

ment of the rest of the Bible. If this is saga-Iegend
myth, or a liturgical-recitative, or a "poem," then how 
much of what is recorded here is factua l? And if thc 
factual may be questioned or reinterpreted in what 
plainly purports to be a "historical" accoun t, then 
why do we have to accept as historical much in the 
"stories" of the Old Testament? And if these may 
thus be questioned, why not the miraculous in the 
New Testament? 

It is by no means "innocent ," much less innocuous, 
to say that the important matter in these chapters is 
the message. How can we get the message without 
the words and the form in which these words come? 
There fore, despite all the scholarly discussions, the 
church is thrown back on the exegetical task which 
begins with the basics of words and grammar and 
literary form. The drivi ng of a wed ge between the 
written record as it stands and the message it intends 
to convey is fraught with every kind of peril. No 
longer call we then know what God said and mean t 
through his appointed messenger. We are left , in
stead, with the subjective interpretations of men , 
each of whom turns to his own way. 

Remembering this, wc w ill attempt to explain the 
creation account in the light of itself and the rest 
of Scripture. This includes the rejection- we ac
knowledge this cheerfu ll y-of the "'frame-work hypoth
esis" which is by no mcans as new and up to date 
as some recent advocates would have us believe. 
Such a positi on as ours invites its d ismissal as un
scholarly, superficial, old-fashioned , irreleva nt to the 
"pressing" issues of ou r day. For this judgment th~se 
who make it are responsible. Each student of Cod's 
'Vord must answer to no one less than Cod himself 
for what he has done with it. 

The first d ay - Already attention has bee n called 
to the int imate connection, exegetically, of thi s sec
tion with the fir st two verses of Genesis 1. Li kewise, 
we reRected on Cod's "method" of creation : And God 
said . 

How long the peri<xl was in which the earth re
ma ined in its "original" condition no one knows. Nor 
is there any clear indication or hint anywhere in 
Scripture. \,Vhether this was a second, a minute, an 
hour, or much longcr wc have no way of discove ring. 
Cod, who indeed takes time as His creation with 
divine seriousness, doesn't give us a railroad schedule. 

What is important is the "standpoint" from which 
God has heen pleased through Mose.., to reveal His 
work at creation. It concerns man and his relation
.~hip to Cocl. Thus the eMIl! comes into sharp focus , 
and that increasingly in this six-day account. lts 
prepa ration for man is thus the emphasis of the chap
ter, as Augustine also aptly indicates in his treatise: 
''\Ve do not read in the Gospel that the Lord said, 
'J send to you the Paraclete who will teach you abollt 
the course of the sun and the moon;' for H e wanted 
to make Christians, not mathematicians." No th inking 
believer is so foolish as to suppose the Bible a ha nd
hook for science of any kind. Yet since it is Cod's 
\.yord, we may be sure that it is accurate (even though 
not comprehensive or exhausti ve) in all that it affirms. 

Tn how ra r the Second Pcrson of the Trinity is 



«alluded to," when Moses speaks of the divine method 
of creation, may also be left unanswered. That, in 
the light of God's complete self-revelation in Scrip
ture, we perhaps see "more" than Moses in no way 
detracts from the clarity of the Biblical message re
ceived by him and believed by the children of Israel. 

What God created on that fir st day is light. This 
is against the dark background sketched in verse 2. 
\Vithout light all ex istence as we know it is impos
sible. Nor was this ligh t an attribute of God or an 
emanation from Him "who only hath immortality, 
dwelling in light unapproachable" (I Tim. 6:16). The 
nature and quality of this li ght and the manner in 
which it was maintained for the period called "day" 
is also not revealed. All this remains for us an im
penetrable deed of God's will to create. But the fact 
is again declared by the apostle in II Corinthians 4:6. 

In language which even a child can grasp, the text 
speaks of God's reaction. He sau; .. that it was 
good. H e takes cognizance not only of the result of 
His speaking; He approves of it as answering to the 
purpose for which it was called into being. Likewise 
H c now makes separat ion: divides it from darkness. 
And H e called, gave names to both the light and the 
darkness; not simply as a matter of identification but, 
in accordance with the Biblical significance of name
giving, to declare His sovereign rclationship to both. 
From now on light and darkness fo llow each other. 
On the qucstion whether they succeeded cach other 
in turn throughout the u;lwle circuit of the world, or 
whether one part was dark while another half was 
light, Calvin (who here demonstrates he believed that 
the earth was round) refuses to make a decision. 

Often we heal' that all this comes to us in "an
thropomorphic" language, with the insinuation that 
therefore we need not take the words too literally. 
They are really "symbolical," which to many leaves 
the door wide-open for whatever meaning anyone 
may want to put on them. But, we ask in all candor, 
isn't the whole Bible anthropomorphic? Aren't all the 
comings of Cod to mc n therein recorded of this kind? 
Does this make them necessarily unclear, perhaps 
even quite unreliable? To be sure, this is an "accom
modation" of God to us whom he calls into heJieving 
covenant fe llowship. But He who formed man "in 
His image" and provided the capacities for speech 
can and does use it with a precision and reliability 
far exceeding ours. 

Any mention of "anth ropomorphic" language and 
representations in Scripture which allows for a Right 
into subjectivism, relativizing the very words of Scrip
ture, seeking the truth beyond the words themselves, 
mysticism, vague symbolism, etc., is a justification fo r 
present-day "irrationalism" which deals a deathblow 
to the historic Christian faith . Cod doesn't play 
around with His words; neither dare we. To be sure, 
this kind of argumen t makes sense only to those who 
hold to the classic Christian position on "verbal in
spiration of the Bible." \Vhere God goes into hidi ng 
behind the human authors, we get not only another 
Bible, also another God, another Ch rist, another 
salvation! These are the issues' which are involved, 
and the sooner the believing church recognizes thi~ , 
the stronger it will be in the present-day struggle. 

The second day - Again God in continuing His 
work to make the earth "habitable" for man engages 
in a dividing. This He does pursuing His unique 
method of calling fo rth by His word that which was 
not. 

The firmament is here mentioned. It derives from 
a word meaning to stretch, to spread out, also to beat 
or tread out. Thus it is somewhat equivalent to our 
term "expanse." The viewpoint i.s that of the ordinary 
man upon earth. This is the way it looks to him as 
he gazes upward. Thus it is described as being like 
a curtain 0 1' carpet rolled out above us (Ps. 104:2), 
like a molten looking glass (Job 37:18), like a tTans
parent pavement of sapphire stone (Exod. 24:10). 
But this does not imply that the heavens are to be 
regarded as a solid mass. Even today we speak of 
"the vault of the heavens." 

The UX/ters tchich are above are not some fancied 
ethereal waters but simply those which now are found 
in what we call thc "atmosphere," the clouds from 
which rain and snow fall upon the ground. Strictly 
speaking, the language is "non-scientific." But this 
says something quite d iffcrcnt than that it is "un
scientific" and thus contrary to the assured results 
of scicnce on this score. 

Here, then, heaven (note the singular, in distinc
tion from the p lural in verse 1 ) is distinguished and 
divided from what we know as earth which will by 
God's work become a suitable abode for man. Youn~ 
is not satisfied with thinking here of the clouds, sincc 
he claims that the waters were above the firmament 
according to the account. H e does not give another 
explanation. Aalders, howevcr, insists that "under" 
and "above" in the original arc to bc Iransla tt--'d "on 
the underside with respect to the firmament" and "on 
the abovcside with respect to the firmament." Sup
porting evidence for this he adduces ( linguistically) 
from II Chronicles 26:19. This, it seems to us, an
swers the objection raised by Young. On what th is 
heaven was before the work of th e second day Scrip
ture is completely silent. 

It is this "silence" of Scripture which may disturb 
some readers. \ 'Vhy does God, who created all things 
and seeks to reveal in a measure His mighty acts to 
us, veil so much to our minds and eyes? Undoubtedly 
several reasons may be given. Calvin, who refers to 
this repeatedly, warns against all idle and curious 
speculations which so easily arouse our attention and 
turn us away from the Creator, whom we shou ld 
adore, to the creature. God reveals that which H c 
deems necessary for us to know, in order that our 
contemplation of His works may lead us to a true 
worship and faith. This goal is to be pursued not on ly 
by the "unlearned" but also by all who engage in 
scientific studies. 

The third day - Not un til the earth receives from 
God its distinct form do we read in grcatcr detail 
what the Creator did to fashion it as man's dwelling 
place. Light was called into being, in order that in 
its proper time earth mIght be furnished with plants 
and animals . Likewise, the firmament was prior to 
the separation made by God on the third day be
tween the dry land and the seas. Here is a twofold 
work. The waters under the firmament are gathered 



together in one place; the l;md then appears. And 
both are called forth by the mighty word of the Lord. 

To us, reRe(;ting on the simple statement, the 
magnitude of this work shatters our imagination. Yet 
we learn to know our God also here as the one whose 
might is immeasurable. To Him all the waters of 
the sea are but as a few small drops; all the towering 
mountains as well as the wide prairies, steppes, and 
deserts but a small patch of land . Young com ments 
correctly, 

Nothing is said about means or method of 
accomplishment that we may concentrate in 
wonder and adoration lIpon him who alone can 
perform such a marvel. .. If process is here in
volved, Scripture does not mention that fact; thc 
entire stress appears to be upon the d irectness 
with which the task was accomplished. At the 
.~ame time, it could well be that in this work of 
division there were tremendous uphcavals, so 
that the mountains were formed and the pro
cesses of erosion set in motion. 

A second work accomplished on this day was that 
of 	covering the dry land with foliage. By His word 
God enables the earth to bring forth plants. Here a 
progress in the order of God's works is indicated. Un
til 	 now only the inorganic has appeared. Now the 
condition of earth allows for the appearance of "li fe," 
the 	organic. The language used, however, is precise. 
No 	possibility exists, according to the text, that li fe 
can originate apart from the living and li fe-giving 
God . His sovereign will moves H im to speak thc 
creative word. And by that word alone the earth 
brought forth grass, herbs yieldillg seed after tlleir 
kind and trees bearing fruit, wherein is the seed 
thereof, attcl' their kind. 

Here, as throughout this account, distinction is 
made. This clearly shows tilat there is order in God's 
work as well as individualization. The difference 
among the ''kinds'' of vegetation was original; they 
did not descend from some common ancestor. With 
all this the earth is now greatly enhanced and en. 
riched. In distinction from previous creatures, these 
can perpetuate themselves. But this "fertility," so 
often the impersonal object of worship by the heathen, 
derives exclusively from the personal Cod and is 
controlled by His ordinances. Any notion like von 
Rad's on the maternal participation of the earth in 
creation, or like Gunkel's on the inherent frn itfulness 
of earth, is disa llowed by the Gelle.~is account. 

Once again, God beheld that all that He made on 
this day was good. Therein He could delight Him
self, as H e docs in all the works of' H is han(l.~. And 
these works, so the inspircd writer feels compelled 
to record for our instruction, arc appropriate to thi ~: 
day which is carefully distinguished by evening and 
morning from the other days. 

Exegetically, everything in Gellesis 1:1-2:3 poi n t~ 
to a chronologica l view of the days of crea tion . No
where is there the least indicati on that the inspired 
writer intended to teilch some kind of "framework" 
explanation and interpretation. \ Vhy, we may ask, is 
it difficult for men to accept the chronological view 
so majestically yet simply and straightforwardly 
stated? Young opines, and not without reason, that 

"although men pay lip service to the doctrine of cre
ation, in reality they find it a difficult doctrine to 
accept." To which may well be added: Perhaps their 
God is really too small for them as they engage in 
their scientific pursuits and speculations. 

NOTES 
1) On the "framework" hypothesis, which does not 

find strict chronology in the days mentioned in 
Genesis, the following may be observed. 

Although today it is widely discussed , and pos
sibly widely accepted, in certain Reformed circles, 
it is by no means new. Already in 1924 Prof. A. 
Noordtzij introduced it in his Gods Woord en der 
Eeuwen Getuigenis () . H. Kok, Kampcn) . He 
urges : "Creation is totally different than the be
ginnings of human history and therefore Genesis 
1 may be interpreted differently than Genesis 2 ff. " 
This view has been popularized during the last 
fift een years by N. H. Ridderbos : Is there a COIl 

flict between Genesis 1 and natural science? 
(Ecrdmans, 1957 ) 

For a discussion and evaluation of this view, 
especially on exegetical grounds, cf. Edward J. 
Young: Studies in Genesis Olle, pp. 43-105 (Pres
byterian and Reformed Publishi ng Co., 1964 ). The 
many exegetical difficulti es in which the "frame
work" hypothesis involves itsel f are thoroughly 
d iscussed. Young, wc believe, shows accurately 
where the differing theories concerning also Gen
esis 1 originate, namely, in different and contra
dictory views of the Bible itself. H e writes: 

The following three studies in the first chapter 
of Genesis are based upon the assumption that 
this chapter is a revelation from Cod, and that 
it tells us about the origin of thin gs. It is not 
regarded as the product of the mature reAection 
of the Israelites, nor as an account devised by 
the fa ith and th ought of Israel of old (Fore
word). 

This approach assuilles "propositional revelation" 
and verbal inspiration of the Scriptl1l'es, two con
victions held by the Christian church from the 
very beginning but now widely questioned and 
attacked even by those who insist on being rec
ognized as "Bihle believing," "evangelical," and 
"conservative." At bottom, therefore, also of rhe 
interpretation of Genesis 1 lies the most ba~i(' 
question of all : How can and does God speak 
authoritatively to man? 

2 ) On interpreting "day" as "period," H. C. Leupold 
in his E:xpositiol1 of GeneSis, Vol. 1 ( Baker, 1950 ) 
says : 

There ought to be no need of refuting the idea 
that yom (day ) meHns period. Respectab le dic
tionaries ... know nothing of this notion . . .." 
He quotes Skinner (modernist) as saying also 
that snch an interpretation ".. . is opposed to 
the plain sense of the passage and has no war
rant in Hebrew usage." Leupold also evaluates 
other objections to considering these literal days 
of twenty-four hours. pp. 57, 58. 

3) 	 Often appeal is made to a kind of "schematic" ar
rangement in Genesis 1, the second set of three 
days paralleling the first set. Young, pp. 68-73, 



REFORMED FELLOWSHIP, INC. Ralph Vis ser 
P.O. 	 Box 7383 E6l9 Nooksach Road 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49110 , 
Everson, t:.ashington 98247: 

SECOND CLASS 


POSTAGE PAID AT 


GRAND RAPIDS, M ICH. 


discusses this in considcrable detail. While rec
ognizing a me.lsure of parallel, he finds many 
divergences and warns, again on exegetical 
grounds, aga inst drawing conclusions contrary to 
the "chronological" interpretation from this. 

4) 	 It i.~ further interesting and instructive to note 
the schemat ic lise of words in this account. De
litzsch ye,ns ago called attention to this . T ell 
creation words are introduced by: mui he said. 
The result, and Iflere was is mentioned seve1l 
times, as also the word good. And he allied, as 
well as and he blessed, arc lIsed Iflree times. Thcs~ 
numbers recur frequently in Scripture as having 
"symbolical" meaning. To use this as an argument 
against the factualness of what is here recorded, 
however, is illegitimate. Just because such num
bers are used , also with symbolical meaning, in 
connection with tabernade and temple construc
tion does not allow us to endorse the notion that 
there w,llly was neither .1 tabernacle nor a tcmple 
in Israel. 

5) Despite the amhivalence of his conclusions, Derek 
Kidner in Genesis ( Inter-V.lrsity Press, 1967) has 
some very pertinent things to say about the days 
of creation. Discllssing various views which oppose 
a six-day creation, he writes: 

The assumption common to these interpreta
tions is that God would not have us picture the 
ereation as compressed into a mere week. But 
this may be exactly what God does intend us to 
do. The creation story has stood as a bulwark 
against a succession of fashionable errors ~ poly
theism, dU<llism , the eternity of matter, the 
evil of matter, astrology ~ and not least, against 
every tendency to empty human history of 
meaning. It resists this nihilism explicitly, in 
displaying man as God's image and regent; but 
also implicitly, in presenting the tremendous 
ads of creation as a mere curtain-ra iser to the 
drama that slowly unfolds throughout the length 
of the Bible. The prologue is over in a page; 
therc arc a thousand to follow. pp. 56, 57. 

Kidner also cannot agree with views which sec 
in Genesis 1 only a polemic, or else a kind of 
framework, or 11 liturg:y, or a poem. He writes: 

Yet to the present wri ter the march of the 
days is too majestic a progress to carry no im
plication of ordered sequence; it abo seems over
sllhtle to adopt a view of the passage which di s
counts one of the primary impressions it makes 
on the ordinary reader. It is a story, not only a 
statement ( pp, 54, 55). 

6) 	 On the darkness. This i.~ not, ,I S some modern 
commentators opine, the introduction of the ideas 
of conflid or chaos . Hcrc is the watchful Creator 

who assigns to everything its value (vs. 40.), place 
(4b), and meaning (5a). "Darkness is part of the 
whole that is 'very good'; it is not abolished, only 
.~ubordinated" (Kidner, p. 47). 

Questions for discussion 
1 ~ 'What do you understand by the "perspicuity" 

of the Bible? What about some things hord to 
be understood in IT Peter 3 : 16? 

2 ~ 	Do you think the church should officially take 
a posi tion on whether Genesis 1 should be 
understood chronologically or as a "frame
work" for our understanding? Give reasons 
for your answer. 

3 ~ 	What do YOll understand by 1JrOpositiollal rev
elation? Why is this so much attacked and 
ridi cu led in our day? 

4 ~ 	\Vhat is your view of the length of the creation 
days? Give reasons for your ans~\'er. 

5 - What kind of light do you think there was 
before the fourth day? Is all our light derived 
from the sun? 

6 - Why does the Bible so often speak of light 
as signifying that which is divine, good, ele., 
and darkness as that which is connected with 
sin, death, etc.? Can such an interpretation 
be introduced into this passage? 

7 ~	 H ow much "process" do you think occurred 
on the third day? 

8 ~ 	What is the meaning and importance of the 
phrase afler their kind? Why does the Bible 
present this in such a ch ildlike way? In view 
of j\'loses' instruction in all the learnin~ of the 
Egyptians, don't yOll think he could and 
should have given a more de tailed account? 

9 - How would you explain that m,my heathen 
religions with their "nature" worship so often 
have engaged in immoral ceremonies? 

10 - Why do men generally fi nd it so hard to 
really helieve that God created the world by 
His word? 

11 - How does Palll in preaching to the Athenians 
appeal to the creation account? \Vhat detail s 
does he mention? Shou ldn't he si mply have 
begun with Christ and salvation? 

12 ~ 	Does Paul's message have anything to say 
about the relation wh ich preach ing and teach
ing shou ld discover, proclaim and insist upon 
between creation and salvation? 

13 ~ 	\ Vhat docs Pe ter have to say about creation? 
To what other great events of God does he 
link this? H ow did a denial of one or more 
of these produce a godless approach to life? 


