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EDITORIALS 

HOW TO KINDLE AFIRE 
JOHN VANDER PLOEG 

Stopping short of a lanket endorsement of all 
that Henry Drummond (Free Church of Scotland
1851-'97) ever wrote, I do appreciate the counsel he 
once gave to preachers when he warned them against 
"killing the old doctrine and ostentatiously call ing on 
their congregations to attend the funeral." 

That's what happens year after year on Easter 
It happens whenever and wherever the man in the 

pulpit calls into question, obscures, muffles, or denies 
the fact of the bodily and literal resurrection of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Funeral dirges and black for 
mourning would befit the services in sl1ch apostate 
churches far better than the age-old anthems and the 
usual finery, frills and folderol , all of which does not 
befit them at all. 

And this, of which Drummond warned, happens 
also as often as false prophets in the pulpit mutilate 
Scripture by tearing it to pieces bit by bit . Little do 
they rea lize that they are playing with fire - a fi re 
that burns unto the e ternal damnation of some and 
the eternal redemption of others. 

The latter i.~ the kind of fire to be kindled . 
And the risen Lord shows us how, 

• It happened on Easler Sunday. Dejected and 
fill ed with gloom, Cleopas and his companion were 
Imdging on their way home to Emmaus. The fire 
of faith in Jesus the Nazarene was fli ckering close to 
extinction. Then something happened. Sudden ly the 
dying embers of their faith burst into a Harne and 
they sprang into action. There must be an explana
tion, and we had better know what really happened . 

Our Lord was an incendiary - with a holy cause. 
How did He go about it? 
The incident on the way to E mmaus givcs the 

answer. 
By opening the Scriptures - that's how Jesus did 

it. 
"0 fool ish men," He said to Cleopas and his com

panion , "and slow of hea rt to believe in all that the 
prophets have spoken! 

"Behooved it not the Christ to suffer these things 
and to enter into his glory? 

"And beginning from Moses and from all the 
prophets, he interpreted to them in all the Scriptures 
the things concerning himself .... 

"And their eyes were opened, and they knew him ' 
and he vanished ou t of their sight. And they said one 
to another, Was not our heart burning within us, 
while he spake 10 us in the way, while he opened to 
us the Scriptures?" (Luke 24:25-27; 31, 32). 

• That's our clie how to ki.ndle a fire, the fire 

that burns in the hearts of those who have faith in 
Ch rist as the risen Lord. This faith is the fi re: 

- that dispels our gloom and lights up our sky 
otherwise so dark and foreboding; 

- that warms and cheers and comforts our long 
downcast and troubled minds and hearts; 

- that gives a spring to our step, a song on our 
lips, and purpose to our lives ; 

- that speeds us on our way in witnessing for 
Christ as our risen Savior, and in serving Him always 
and everywhere as our eternal King! 

• The Bible as the Word of the living God is 
highly inflammable. Both in His humiliation and in 
His exaltation , Jesus' min istry was a minisl.ry of the 
Word. He knew so well th,lt the Holy Spirit is 
pleased to make men's hearts catch fire only when 
they are ignited by the Scripture He H imseIC has 
inspired. 

That's how Jeslls started the fires that began to 
burn all around Him and that have been spreading 
like wildfire ever since. 

That's how Jesus p reached at Nazareth in the 
synagogue: "And he opened the book, and found 
the place where it was written ..." (Luke 4: 17) . 

That's how Jesus preached when He was abo\lt to 
die on the cross: "For 1 say unto you, that this which 
is written must bc fulfilled in me, And he was reck
oncd with transgressors; for that which concerneth 
me hath fulfilment" (Luke 22:39). 

And that's how Jesus immediately continued to 
p reach on Easter Sunday as soon as He was risen 
from the dead: '"A nd beginning from Moses and from 
all the prophets, he interpreted to them in (Ill th e 
Scriptures the th ings concerning himself. .. And 
they said one to another, \,yas not our hearl burning 
within us, while he spake to us in the way, while he 
opened to us the Scriptures?" (Luke 24:27, 32), 

• Church history does record golden eras when 
the fires of faith in the rise n Lord were mightily 
kindJed to illumi ne the darkness of a world lost in 
sin and shame. To ment ion but two instances; first, 
the stirring days of the early Christian church of 
wh ich every member became a missionary when 
"there arose . . . a great persecution against the 
church which was in Jerusalem; and they were all 
scattered abroad throughout the regions of Judea and 
Samaria, except the apostles" (Acts 8:1); second, the 
glori OUS age of the Protestant Reformation. 

But today - well, what abou t today? The church 
is cold, moribund, of li ttle or no account. The fires 
of the church have been banked for the duration. 
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Young people leave the church to go where the action 
is . WiUiam James was right when he once sa id that 
religion is always a dull habit or an acute fever. Let's 
face it, it's nothing but a dull habit today. Of course, 
all this is an overstatement; but, in as far as there is 
truth to it, we had better know what makes the 
difference. 

• \Vell, what's the answer? 
Simply this : What is the church doing wi th the 

Scriptures? Do we open these Scriptu res as our risen 
Lord did for the men of Emmaus; or do we criticize 
the Scriptures, chip away at them, undermi ne their 
insp iration and authori ty, and finally close them alto
gether? It's jllst as simple as that to know whether 
the church today can still kind le a fire or not. 

Take those two golden eras in history, what was 
the church doing? Here's the answer concern ing the 
early Christian church: 'They therefore that were 
scattered abroad went about 7Jreachillg the Word" 
(Acts 8:4). And anyone who knows the least bit about 
the great Protestant Re formation must realize that it 
became such a mighty conflagration only because it 
was a return in preaching and in teaching to 501(1 
Scriptum! 

The wholesale gimmickry by wh ich lOOny's 
apostate preachers are trying to kindle religious fire 
is as p itifu l and futile as the antics of the frenzied 
prophets of Baa l who went from bad to worse as 
they attempted to get their idol to send fire in the 
showdown on Mount Carmel. 

To kindle a nrc, there is positively no substitute 
for "holding forth the word of life" (Phil. 2: 16) in the 
preaching and teaching of the Bible! 

"I DON'T KNOW WHAT I'll DOING" 

That's what the man said 
"I don't know what I'm doing." 
Let me tell you about it . 
The meet ing was held in a CHC church. The 

speaker was an ordained minister (not CHC), n 
teacher of Bible in one of our Christian schools in 
a neighboring town. The meeting had been an
nounced in our church bulletin also, so we too were 
invited. Admittedly, we (my wife and I) went as 
observers because we had reason (0 think that the 
ga thering would be of a "charismatic" nature. 

The songs were mimeographed under the heading, 
"Songs for Jesus' People" - not exactly our prefer
ence, but that's another matter. There were probably 
twenty couples present, obviously well-meaning, 
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spiritually-minded, and sincere - bu t, I fear, several 
of them misguided. 

• But now to the speaker. At considerable 
length he went on about what he believed to be tht"" 
difference between those who "believe" and other~ 
who have "fai th." The former, he said, are savcd 
alright, but their sa lvation is like living on wieners 
and hamburgers. Presumably, he meant that the 
la tter who have "faith" are like those who dine on 
steak and the like; they are the people who reach 
forward and experience the potential of the Holy 
Spirit and the great power of Cod within them. 

Speaking in tongues, the speaker went on to say, 
is a gift tha t is receiving undue mention. He told us 
that it has become the tail that wags the dog. How
ever, he did refcr to it two or three times in his 
address which gave me the opportunity to swi tch 
from a mere observer to a participant during the 
question period . 

The speaker readily acknowledgcd that my in
ference that he too speaks in tongues was correct. 
Later, d uring the question period, a woman info rmed 
him that she too believed speaking in tongues also 
to be a gift for today. "Praise the Lord, another 
nntl" he exclaimed; and , of course, that was good for 
a chuckle. 

"Precisely what are you doi ng when you speak in 
tongues?" I took the liberty of asking. "Well, I'm 
speaking." "But wha t arc those tongues in wh ich you 
speak? Precisely what arc you doing when you 
speak in tongues?" His answer: " I don't know what 
I'm doing." "Praise the Lord. I don't know what I'm 
dOing." Now isn't that adm ission as significant as it 
is interesting? 

• After the meeting, when a number of those 
presen t gathered around to take issue with me or to 
listen, no one could say what a person is doing when 
he is supposed to be speaki ng in tongues. The only 
answer offered was tha t th ose people are doing the 
sa me thing the Corinthians d id when they spoke in 
tongues. But, of cou rse, that's saying nothing more 
than that a horse is a horse when someone who has 
never seen one wants to know what a horse is. 

Well, even though he doesn't know what he is 
doing when he speaks in tongues, the speaker is surc 
that he is greatly edified and blessed by this expe
rie nce. Now I submit that this is playing with fi re and 
that a warning is defin itely in order. I would not 
dare to pray for th at kind of an experience for fear 
T would open myself up to the control of forces and 
intl uences defi nitely other than of the Holy Spirit. 

There are so many unfortunate persons who t·alk. 
talk, talk when they don't even know what they are 
dOing. Think of sleepwalkers and sleeptalkers, those in 
a hypnotic trance, intoxicated persons, and those who 
become so hysterical that they don't know what they 
are saying or dOing. 

Cod made us in His image, rational creatures with 
a mind; and, to me, it is inconceivable that the Holy 
Spirit (Who participated in our creation) would now 
lead us to speak when we are beside oursclves. If 
the pitiful gibberish 1 have heard at a Pentecostal 
service is supposed to be speaking in tongues, I would 

think it to be an insult to ascribe this to the Holy 
Spiri t Who is the Author of order, law, and beauty in 
Cod's creation. It ought to be obvious to a thinking 
pe rson that we may well pray the H oly Spirit to 
spare us from anything of the kind. 

• Subjective and mystical experiences of which 
one must acknowledge, "J don't know what I'm 
doing," can be high ly dangerous. Surely, we are on 
much safer ground if we follow the directive the Holy 
Spirit gi ves us in the Word that He H imself has in
spired. 

·· But abide thou in the things which thou hast 
learned and hast been assured of. knowing of whom 
thou hast learned them; and that from a babe thou 
hast known the sacred writings which arc able to 
make thee wise unto salvation through faith which 
is in Christ Jesus. Every Scripture inspircd of Cod 
is also p rofit able for leaching, for reproof, for cor
rection, for instruction which is in righteousness; that 
the man of Cod may be complete, furn ished com
pletely unto every good work" (11 Tim. 3:14-17). 

Daily Bible reading and study is the primary 
means of grace the Holy Spirit is pleased to use for 
the edification, inspiration, and consolation of be
lievers in whom He dwells as in a temple. Spirit-led 
search ing of the Scriptures provides us with the ob
jective norlll for fai th and action that safeguards 
against the aberrations, excesses, and errors to which 
the resort to subjective (/lui m ystical experience so 
often leads. 

• Of course, I am well aware that by saying all 
this 1 may be laying myself open to the charge of 
having a religion of the head and not of the heart, 
something intellectual and not emotional. But not so. 
The well-balanced Christian is always both-and , never 
either-or. However, we are not to lose out of sight 
that true, saving fait h is fi rs t of all "a certain knowl
edge" and only after this "a hearty confidence." Here 
too we must keep first things first. 

Now there is no necd to remind me that this has 
not been a fu ll consideration of the pro and con of 
speaking in tongues. These lines at this time were 
intended as sort or a footnote to what I have written 
on this subject before, but they have now become 
of a length that I no longer dare to call them only 
that. My sincere hope and earnest prayer is that they 
may serve as a warn ing; and that, as a word to the 
wise, they may prove to be sufficient. 

• One final thought. Far be it from me to pre
tend that all the answers about speaking in tongues, 
as Paul writes of th is to the Corin th ians, are now in. 
However, there is one thing of which and 1 may be 
Sllre, and on which we can be agreed: all of us do 
have O11e tongue. And rather than speaking in tongues 
without knOWing what we are doing, would it not be 
far better to p ray fcrvently that we may be so led 
of the Spirit always to use that one tongue to speak 
and sing Ollr "Crcat Redeemer's praise"! 

"For m y sake (l nd the g08'pefs, go 

Alu/ tell redemp!.ion's story"; 

His heralds answer, "Be it so, 

And thine, Lord, all the g/an;!" 


From Trinity Hymnal 



SCIENTIFIC ASSERTIONS IN SCRIPTURE 
TRUE OR FALSE? 

JACOB HEEREMA 

One often hears expressed openly or by implica
tion that references in the Bible to natural phenomena 
are not necessarily correct, since the Bible reflects the 
views of the people living at the time it was written. 
It is said in defense of this view that the people living 
at the time the Bible was written would not have 
been able to understand statements about the physical 
world that were not expressed in the form of their 
own views of nature, views which often were mis
taken and ql1ite wrong. That is to say, in other words, 
that these statements regarding physical phenomena 
arc historically conditioned. 

A w idely accepted but destructive view - This view 
of the Bible is widely accepted today and is also held 
to some extent in our Heformed community. To me 
this view is not satisfying and actually can be destruc
tive of any real belief in the Bible at all . 

By this, it is not meant that the Biblical record on 
physical matters is not historically conditioned in a 
general sense, for the Bible is preeminently a book 
rooted in history, and therefore has an interaction 
with the historical setting. This is one of its amazing 
and wonderful characteristics. But this interaction 
with the historical setting is such that the particular 
Biblical statement on physical phenomena, although 
reflecting in a measure the limited understanding and 
theory of the people of the times, nevertheless does 
not contradict the real and total truth that is involved 
in the physica l phenomena referred to. 

How can one believe less than this? It has been 
puzzling to me how one can accept the credibility of 
Biblical statements on spi ritual matters, accept and 
completely rely on their truthfu lness, and then not 
have a corresponding belief regarding Biblical state
ments on physical phenomena. The credibility gap on 
the physical cannot, it seems to me, be prevented 
from enlarging itself to include the spiritual phenom
ena as well. 

F rom the Bible man is taught that the world, the 
sola r system, the constellations, and all the groups of 
material bodies have been brought into func tioning 
existence by the power and will of Cod. What a 
t remendous and awe-inspiring fact! How is it possible 
that this Cod would give us wrong views of His cre
ation in the written record to man, a record that is 
held to be infallible, verbally inspired, inerrant, and 
wholly consistent with Himself? What are all the dis
coveries of physical science when viewed against the 
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backdrop of the infinite wisdom, power, and perfec
tion of Cod! 

God didn't allow us to fathom the structure of 
His marvelous creation in order to displace the gran
deur of H is being or the excellence of His special 
revelation, the Bible. The solution to the problem 
arising from our inadequate view of the Biblical state
ments on phys ical phenomena cannot, it seems to me, 
lie in the direction of embedding these statements 
totally in the culture of the times. They have a cer
tain continuity with the total Biblical record; and this 
record is in correspondence to the whole course of 
the history of the universe. This means that a view 
of nature coming to expression anywhere in the Bib
lical record is not actually contradictory to any related 
statement pre~ding or following it in time, whether 
in the area of special or general revelation. The Bib
lical statement may not be expressed in all of its 
implications but is actually extensible to a more com
plete view which is wholly compatible with itself. 

Scripture and Ptolemaic view - It is frequently 
suggested that the Biblical record implies a Ptolemaic 
view of the solar system, and that it gave no help in 
discovering the correct view, namely, the heliocentric. 

Now, it surely ought to be clear that holding to 
such a view is rather precarious when applied to the 
theological doctrines taught in the Bible. Weren't 
there those who hel d that the Bible sugges ted that 
Jesus was not Cod, and doesn't a large part of Chris
tendom hold today that the Bible suggests that the 
atonement of Christ was not a finished and complete 
work? These examples are cited merely to show that 
the Biblical record does not always suggest what 
many, and among them able scholars, suppose it does 
suggest. 

I don't wish to convey the impression that the 
Bible clearly points out the path to follow in dis
covering the facts about the natural order. All I wish 
to say is that the Bible's statements in connection 
with natural phenomena are not incorrect and mis
leadi ng. These sta tements may he cast in an unfa
miliar form, but their substance can hardly be held to 
be incompatible with the facts. 

\Vhen the Bible suggests that the earth has pill ars 
(Job 9:6) and has foundations (Job 38:4), there is no 
necessity for supposing that the earth is a static body 
resting on a set of pillars or a foundation in the sense 
of a building on the surface of the earth. Job 26:7 
certainly suggests that this is not so since it speaks of 
its suspension in space in the words "hangeth the 
earth upon nothing." But even without this passage 
it should be plain to a present-day reader of the above 
passages that having "pillars" and a "foundation" is 
not incompat ible with concepts we have today of a 
dynamically stable earth. The gravitational forces 



which hold the earth together as a cohesive body 
could correspond to the compressive forces that exist 
in a loaded pillar; and the d ynamic stability of the 
earth in its orbit around the sun could correspond to 
the mechanical stability provided by a foundation of 
a building resting upon it. 

Joshua's long day - Agai n, how much useless ar
gumentation hasn't been expended on the "sun that 
stood still" in Joshua's time. \¥hat an error the writer 
of the book of Joshua made! He didn't even know 
that it is the earth that should have stood still . 

But let's be careful here. The appearance of a 
stationary sun did not require the cessation of the 
earth's rotation. This result could be obtained by the 
continued rotation of the earth about an axis inclined 
more than 23.5 degrees to the normal of the orbital 
plane. Now, we don't know that it happened this way, 
but merely wish to point out that we have been 
wrong by supposing that the earth's rotation had to 
stop to p roduce the phenomcnon that is described in 
Joshua 10. 

So, you see, "the error" in the Biblical record is 
completely illusory and the statement about the sun 
"standing still" and «not hasting to go down about a 
whole day" is exactly the very best that could be 
sa id of this unusual occurrence without writing a 
whole book on celestial mechanics. 

In a sense, it probably can be said that the Bib
lical description of the unusual events as recorded in 
the book of Joshua influenced men such as Martin 
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Luther to reject the Copernican theory that the earth 
and planets revolve around the sun. In view of the 
great sta ture, and deservedly so, of the astronomer 
Ptolemy, it is understandable to me that some the
ologians, and no doubt other professionals, tended to 
interpret certain statements in Scripture as support 
for their views which had prevailed for so many 
centuries. 

Further, it should be remembered that with men 
like Luther, there was at stake during their time the 
view that the Bible alone is the only rule for faith 
and practice and that the veracity of the Scriptures 
had to be maintained at all costs. To me it seems a 
small price to pay for a corrcet view of Scriphlre, 
namely a temporary mistaken view of some of the 
aspects of the natural order. 

But such mistakes have no doubt been made since 
Luther's time, even when all the data being con
sidered were derived from observations of physical 
phenomena. Sometimes both contenders in a con
troversy were right, as for example, in the dispute 
between Newton and Huygens on the nature of light. 
And stilI Huygens was considered to have the correct 
theory until later discoveries showed that Newton 
was also right in his corpuscular theory on light. And 
this preCisely demonstrates, at least to me, that God 
has made ma n, so that even in his fa llen state he has 
a certain amount of freedom in his choice between 
wrong and correct theories . This means that man will 
sometimes take a wrong position, not of necessity, 
but because truth in the area of thought does not 
automaticall y and mechanically reveal itself. 

Prophetic character of Scripture - Along with the 
arguments presented above for the view that the 
statements in Scripture on natural phenomena are 
not in contradiction with subsequent discoveries and 
correct theories, there is another argument that can 
be based on the prophetic character of Scripture. 

In particular I wish to employ the predictive as
pect of prophecy. There are passages in the Psalms, 
prophetic and other books which p redict the identity 
andlor t.he time of future events. 

In Dan iel 9, for example, we have a rather clear 
prediction of the atoning work of Christ and the time 
when it would take place, although ad mitted ly the 
un it of time to be used is not defi ned. In some in
stances, as in the one cited , the predictive element is 
plainly present, whereas in others it may be present 
in a less obvious manner. Predicting the time of a 
future event is equivalent to making a statemen t 
about natural phenomena, since "time" is a property 
of space and matter. 

Admitting this, it follows that, in the case of the 
prophetic passages of the Bible, the language and 
thought forms used we re such that their meaning 
was not limited essentiall y to the understanding of 
the people of the time when the prophecy was made 
or recorded. If this is true fo r the prophetic passages 
in the Bible, there is no reason for supposing that it 
is not true for all of the BibJe, and in particu lar for 
those paris which deal explicitly with phys ical phe
nomena, since it has been shown that predictive 
prophecy deals, in part, with natural phe nomena also. 



The Daniel 9 passage is a truly remarkable proph. 
ecy and shows clearly that the truth of the statements 
on physical phenomena cannot be separated from lhe 
truth of the spiritual teachings of the Bible. Much 
of the material I introduce here is taken from a pub
lished series of lectures' delivered in Chicago between 
1940 and 1945 by the late Professor A. Cleveringa, my 
former teacher in the sciences and mathematics at 
Grundy Academy. 

Professor Cleveringa demonstrated in these lee
hires how "the whole prophecy is originally addressed 
to Daniel's people, yet the promised blessings were 
intended for the whole human race." What partic
ularly interests me is the correspondence between the 
subdivisions of the 70 weeks (sevens in the Hebrew, 
1 am told), interpreted in years, and the known events 
of history. 

The prophecy speaks (vs. 2.5) of the 69 weeks of 
time units, or 483 units, from the decree of Artaxerxcs 
to rebuild Jerusalem and the temple to the cominJ! 
of "Messiah the Prince." From the first decree of 
Artaxerxes in 457 B.C. to the bap tism of Christ in 
about 27 A.D. is a time span of 483 solar years (solar 
year - 365% days), which checks closely with the 483 
time units referred to above when the units are taken 
as years. Now, if we start with the second decree of 
Artaxerxes in the month Nisan, 444 B.C. and count to 
the crucifixion of Christ (vs. 26) the span of time in 
lunar years (355 days, and the usual chronology used 
by the Hebrew people) is close to 486 years, which i3 
nearly equivalent to the 69lh weeks of time units reo 
ferred to in verse 27 (midst of the [70th] week"). 

Not a hope less task - Undoubtedly, this prophecy 
was given in answer to Daniel's fervent prayer for 
his people and was certai nly given to comfort and 
encourage the people of Israel in exile in Babylon. 
Hence, if the prophecy and chronological prediction 
had been given in the language and chronology of the 
time, this pu rpose wOllld have been achieved. Well, 
the prophecy was given in the language of the times, 
as for example, seventy sevens, midst of the 70th week 
for 31h, and no defin ition of the time unit. But it so 
happens that the chronological pred ictions couched in 
forms not familiar to us today were correct and com· 
patible with future events, those events that nre 
known to us today from history. 

In conclusion, it should be said that the view 
presented here is not new and that the suggested 
explanations given here of various passages from 
Scripture are not presented as being final and 
without need for improvemen t. Hather, it is the intent 
of this article to develop a model for dealing with 
the Scriptural references to various physical phenom 
ena, a model that is capable of accommodating the 
discoveries made in the realm of nature. Many say 
that this is a hopeless task; with this I do not agree, 
for although the lask may be difficult, it should be 
equally promising of a greater appreciation for both 
Scripture and the natural sciences. 

I. 	 Studies In Dimne Prol)liet;1I by A . Cleveringa. Published 
by the fanner Holland-American Printing and Publishing 
Company of Chic:lgo in 1950; now out of print. ' 

DR. EOWARD J. YO UNG 

GOD/S INFALLIBLE WORD 

(1) 

EDWARD J . YOUNG 

The late Dr. Edward J. Young taught Old Testa
ment Theology at W estminster TheolOgical 
Seminary ill Philallelp!Jia. Following is the first 
installment of an address Dr. Young delivered 
at Oak Glen, Illinois, tIIuler the allspices of the 
Laymell's League of !lUana as it appeared in lhe 
April 1960 issue of TOlle ll AN D TRU MPET. This 
address Iws lost none of its timeliness since then 
and is eSf>ecially releoant now that the Synod of 
the Christian Reformed C1IUrcli is about to come 
to grips once again w it/l "The Nature and Extent 
of Biblical Authority." 

In the second part of the Age of Reason Thomas 
Paine gave the following summary of the work which 
he believed he had accomplished: "I have now gone 
through the Bible, as a man would go through a wood 
with an axe, and felled trees. Here they lie, and the 
priests may replant them, but they will never make 
them grow." 

One reads such words with some amazement; they 
are words of braggadociO jf ever there were such. 
Can one man really believe that he has separated the 
so-called "chaff" from the "wheat" in the Bible? At
tempts have been made, I believe, to reestablish the 
writings of Thomas Paine, but such attempts have 
not met with much success . How many people today 
have ever reud anything written by Paine? How many 
even know of his existence? We may be sure that 
'his boastful words have not harmed the Bible. A 
mosquito might as well try to sting the Matterhorn. 

Paine was not the fi rs t who thought that he could 
go through the Bible and dispose of what he believed 
should be disposed of. But his example may serve 
to remi nd us of the need for tnle humility in ap
proaching the Scriptures. 

Our concern is with the quest ion of the infallibility 
of the Bible. If something is infallible, it is free from 
error. It is absolutely trustworthy and sure. Whe n 
we apply this term to the Bible we mean that the 
Bible has an indefectible au thori ty. In all that it says 
and teaches it possesses absolute authority, for it is 
the very Word of God. This is simply the position 
of our Lord Jesus Christ who said of the Scripture 
that it can not be broken. 



Clearing the Atmosphere - At the outset it is 
necessary to guard our usage of terms carefully. It 
is sometimes asserted that evangelical Christians all 
believe in the infallibility of the Bible but that they 
believe in it in different ways. Some think that the 
entire Bible is infallible, twe in all of its statements. 
containing no error. Others, it is said, b elieve in a 
geneml infallibility of the Bible. In matters of faith 
and practice the Bible is infallible, they say, but in 
minor matters of historica l detail it is not necessarily 
infallible. They tell uS thut we need merely belicv:
that the Bible is generally infallible. 

For the sake of cleari ng the a tmosphere we must 
protest against such loose usage of language. Either 
the Scriptures are infallible, as the Lord Jesus Christ 
said they were, or they are not infall ible. We may sa" 
that there arc certain statements in the Bible which 
in themselves are infallible. and we may say tha' 
there are certain ulteran("(!s which in themselves arc 
flot infallib le. If we suy that, we shall be saying some
thing which is not true to fact, but at least we shall 
be saying something that makes sense. And if wc 
believe that there are statements in the Bible which 
are not infallible statements, let us cease talking about 
a general infallibility of the Bible. A Bible that is 
only generally infallible is a Bible which is not in 
fallible at all. 

The question with which we arc concerned, then, 
is not whether the Biblc is generall y infallible, but 
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rn lhe r whether the Bible is infallible or not. Is the 
Bible the infallib le Word of Cod, or is it not? Those 
who hold that the Scriptures contain error embrace 
thc position that the Bible is not infallible. They do 
not believe in the infa llibility of the Bible at all, and 
to say that they believe in the infallibility of the 
Bible, but not in the orthodox sense, is to becloud the 
question. If a man thinks that there arc errors in the 
Bible, he simply doe~ not believe in an infallible 
Bible. There is no escaping this conclusion. And it 
would be a boon to discussions of the nature of the 
Bible, if men would cease saying: we all hold to the 
infallibility of the Bible, only we differ as to how we 
believe in infallibility. That is not the question. The 
question which we must face is rather: Is the Bible 
infallible or is it not? That , and that alone is the 
issue. 

How to proceed - Bu t how shall we proceed in 
determining whether the Bible is infallible or not? 
There is only one thing that we can d o. We must go 
to the Bib le itself and hear what it has to say. It is 
the Bible which tells us what we are to believe con
cerning Cod and wha l duty he requires of us. It is 
the Bible which is to tell us what we arc to believe, 
for example, concerning Cod, predesti nation , the 
Person of Christ, the Atonement, the Hesllrrection, 
and every other article of ou r faith. And it is the 
Bible which alone can tell us what we are to believe 
concerning itself. Any doctrine of Scripture that is 
not taught in the Bible it"self is one that mllst be 
rejected. Would we know what kind of book the 
Bible is, wc must listen to the Scripture. The Bible. 
and the Bible alone, can tel] liS what we are to hold 
with respect to its infall ibility. 

But how are we going to nnd out what the Bible 
teaches us about itself? It is sometimes said that we 
must appeal to the phenomena or data of the Scrip
ture if we are to arrive at a proper answer to this 
quest ion. Now, I find myself in agreement with th is 
claim, if we clearly understand what is involved . The 
data or phenomena of Scri pture are usually considered 
to mean the facts of Scripture apart from its express 
didactic statements [Statements that leach). The fact 
that the Old Testament was written in Hebrew, for 
example, is one of the phenomena of Scripture. But 
to assert that, in answering the question what the 
Dible has to say concerning itself, we must take into 
account the phenomena of the Bible, simply means 
that we must consider (Ill that we can learn fro m the 
Scriptures. 

To the best of my knowledge no Heformed the· 
ologian has ever really den ied that obviolls fact. Dut 
it would be a grave mistake to think that we can 
interpret the didactic sta tements of Scripture in the 
light of the so-called phenomena of the Bible. Bather, 
we must always interpret everything ill the light of 
the express statelmmts and. teaching of tile Bible . The 
framers of the Westminster Confession of Faith were 
very wise when they wrote: "The infallible rule of 
interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself; and 
therefore, when there is a question about the true anti 
full sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold , but 
one), it must be searched and known by other places 



that speak more clearly." We must therefore fir st 
listen to what the Bible has to say in its express 
didactic statements, and anI}' then may we examine 
the phenomena of the Bible and in the light of the 
clear statements of Scripture learn from the phenom
ena what we can. That is the only legitimate manner 
in which we may proceed. If we do not so proceed, 
we may very easily find that we are setting liP the 
human mind as judge over the Bible. 

To take a specific example, if there are didactic 
statements in the Bible to the effect that the Bible is 
wi thout error (and there are) it would be the hei ght 
of folly to ignore these sta tements and by an examina
tion of its phenomena to conclude that there actually 
were errors in the Bible. Such a method of procedure 
could hardly be called Christian. It could never 
bring us to the truth . 

On th is point, then, le t us be perfectly clea r. To 
discover what we must believe about the Bible, Ie , 
us 6rst listen to what it says concerning itself. Then , 
having ascertained from the statements of the Bible 
what the Scriptural doctrine truly is, let us in the 
light of this doctri ne examine what the phenomena 
of the Bible may have to teach us. Any other proce
dure can lead only to error. \Vere we to place the 
data of Scriphlre on a par with its explicit statements, 
we should fail in our task. And it goes without say
ing th at if we place the phenomena of the Bible 
above the didactic teaching of the same, we shall 
never arrive at a prope r conception of the Bible. 

Why is this so? Why should we place the didac
tic statements of the Bible above the data or phenom
ena? The answer to this question is really not dif
ficl.l lt. The Bible is Cod's Word; it tells us what we 
are to believe about Cod and what duty Cod has 
demanded of us. This infonnation we learn from the 
teach ing of the Scriptures. In other words, it is the 
contents of the Bible which tell us what we are to 
believe, even concerning the Bible itself. The so
called didactic statements are the teaching of the 
Bible; they constitute the message which God would 
have us hear. We must, therefore, first of all, tum 
to the Scriptures to see what they have to say about 
themselves, and when once we have ascerta ined what 
they have to say concern ing themselves, we must be 
guided by their statements. The phenomena of the 
Scriptures may enable us to understand beUer wha t 
the Scriptures have to say, but they can never be 
permitted to conAict with or to modify what Ih~ 
Scriptures explicitly teach concern ing themselves. 

Errors in the Bible? We may illustrate this matter 
by a consideration of the all-importa nt passage II 
Timothy 3:16. Th is verse makes the direct and ex
plicit statement that all Scripture, or every Script me, 
is Cod-breathed. But what has this to do with infal
libility? It might be argued that to assert the infa l
libility of the Bible on the basis of this statement that 
all Scripture is Cod-breathcd is to engage in making 
a deduction, drawing a conclusion, and to go beyond 
what is explicitly taught in the verse itself. "The pas
sage says that Scri ptu re is Cod-breathed," so it might 
be argued; "it does not explicitly state that Scripture 
is infallible. Possibly Scripture is infallible, but if so, 

we must ascertain that fact, not by an appeal to this 
present passage. but rather by a consideration of the 
phenomena of Scripture. Possibly the phrase 'Cod
breathed' permits us to deduce that Scripture is in
fallible; possibly it does not. We must really go to 
the data of Scripture and learn from them whether 
or not the Scri ptures are infallible." 

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

To the present writer it has always been a source 
of amazement that any man cO\lld dare to speak in 
such a vein. He is surely a bold man indeed who 
dares to make the positive statement that there are 
actual errors in the Bible. Not only is he bold ; he is 
reckless. One might be pardoned fo r questioning 
whether he had ever studied the many, many in
sta nces where archaeology, for example, has shown 
that so-called "crrors" in the Bible were not errors at 
all. Let us consider a few of these. 

I. Not so long ago, the mention of the Horites in 
Cenesis was considered by men who were perfectly 
sme (just as sure in fact as the neo-evangelica ls of our 
day) to be a mistake. These men had studied the 
phenomena of the Bible - they didn't seem to be 
particularly concerned with the Bible's didact ic state
ments - and as a result of their study of the phenom
ena of the Scriptu res they were sure that here was 
an error. The Barites didn't ex ist. Today such an 
opinion seems laughable; we possibly know more 
today about some phases of Horite li fe (the Horites 
were the ancient Hurrians) than we do about some 
phases of early American history. 

2. Then agai n, as we were once told , the book of 
Daniel had madc a mistake in mentioni ng Belshazzar. 
But now the name of Belshazzar has occurred on the 
cuneiform tablets. And Daniel, it is said , surely made 
a mistake in mentioning Dari us the Medel Here, if 
ever, the data of the Bible were in conflict with sec
ular history, and so the data were in error. And yet, 
during the past year, two excellent Bible-believing 
scholars have corne forth with p roposa ls for a solution 
of the problem, each of which can command ap
proval. It is now perfectly possiblc to fit Darius the 
Mede into the scheme of history. The Bible had not 
been in error, but the men who thought that in their 
unaided strength they could interpret the phenomena 
of the Bible had been in grievous error. 

3. Let us consider one or two fm the!" exampl es. 
In Judges 20:40 we read , "But when the flame began 
to arise lip out of the city with a pillar of smoke, the 
Benjamites looked behind them, and, behold, the 
fla me of the ci ty ascended lip to heaven." The his



toricity of this statement has often been doubted. 
After aU, it is a minor matter; what could it possibly 
have to do with our faith? Thus one might er
roneously reason. But when excavation was under
taken at Cibeah of Benjamin, the modern Tell el
Full, it was found that the first stratum of the tell 
had been burned, just as the Bible says was the case. 

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

5. Again, we find in the Bible that Tiglath-pileser 
III is called by another name, Pui. But surely this is 
an error, according to some. Here the phenomena of 
the Bible must show liS that the Bible is no infa llible 
book. Surely, the name Pui is simply the invention 
of the Biblical writer. We will grant that the As
syrian king had the name Tiglath-pileser, but not the 
name Pul. But again it has been shown that the 
opinion of men on this matter had to be revised. The 
name Pul has now been found on the Babylonian doc
uments. The statements of the Bible were correct; the 
phenomena of the Bible were in perfect accord with 
the didactic statements of Scripture. Once again the 
error was not in the Bible but in those individuals 
who thought that they knew enough to declare 
positively that there were mistakes in the Bible. 

And this hrings us to the heart of the matter. 
Anyone who believes that he is competent to make 
the judgment that there is actual error in the original 
manuscripts of the Bible - and that is the question 
which conccrns us now - is setting himself up in the 
position of God. He is flying in the face of express 
statements of the Bible which assert the contrary . 
Jesus Christ says, "The Scripture can not be broken·"; 
a sinful man says, "The Scripture is broken." This is 
to elcvate the human mind to the position of judge; 
it means that we substitute the human mind for the 
Word of God. It is to assume that the human mind 
knows so much that it can say with assurance that 
there is actual error in the original manuscripts of the 
Bible. It is rationalism of the worst kind. Serious 
indeed is this charge, but there is no escaping it. If 
the Bible is the Word of Cod, He alone can tell us 
what we are to believe ahout the Bible. God has so 
told us; in statement after statement He has spoken 
to us about His Word. If we think that we can dis
regard these clear statements and by simply examin
ing the phenomena of the Bible conclude what the 
true nature of the Bible is, we have simply set our 
minds up as higher than God himself. We have fallen 
into the worst kind of unbelief. 

R. B. KUIPER 

THE CHURCH AND HETERODOXY 

By permiSSion of the Zondervan Publishing 
House, the following is reprinted from the late 
Professor R. B. Kuiper's book, To BE OR NOT TO 

B E REf·ORMED. Originally published in 1959, t1tiS 
material still retains ils value because it is so 
forthright, discerning, mul arsoremarkably COll

temporaneous. 
Let no one say that the Christian Reformed 

Church came into being because of mere incompat
ibility. Beyond all doubt, its founders were moti
vated primarily by a zeal for sound doctrine. That 
is to say, they detected in the denomination from 
which they departed the beginnings of heterodoxy. 

During the first hundred years of its existence 
the church has not entirely escaped the threat of 
heterodoxy, but it has consistently withstood that 
threat. Three instances will be named, all of which 
occurred during my ministry and in close succession . 

In 1918 a minister was deposed, not, as has often 
been said, because of his premillennialism, but be
cause of his dispensationalism. He denied the unity 
of the church of the old and new dispensations as 
well as the kingship of Christ over H is church. 

In the early twenties a seminary professor was 
charged by his colleagues with being influenced un
duly by the higher criticism. Unfortunately that 
matter was never fully clarified. It certainly was not 
a case of the defendant's being all wrong and hi.~ 
accusers' being all right. Several of the ablest min
isters in the church inclined to the opin ion that the 
professor concerned should be upheld. H owever, 
when he refused to defend his position before the 
Synod of 1922 on the ground that certain members 
of that body, by their denial of the doctrine of com
mon grace, were disqualified from passing judgment 
on his tcaching, the defense was stymied and Synod 
dismissed him from office. However much one may 
regret certain aspects of the procedure in that case, 
the church must be credited with ullwillingness to 
tolerate so much as the semblance of theological 
liberalism. 

Hardly had that case been concluded when cer
tain ministers who had actively opposed the profes
sor just referred to were found guilty of departure 
from the Reformed faith by their denial of common 
grace. It was the Synod of 192" which came to that 
conclusion and drew up the now famous "three 
points" on that doctrine. 

To Be or Not to Be RefOTmed, Copyright 1959 by ZonJervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan. 



Roughly speaking, the first hundred years of the 
Christian Reformed Church may be described as a 
period of isolation. Not completely, to be sure, yet 
largely, it lived apart from the American ecclesiastical 
and theological scene. That made it comparatively 
easy for the church to resist the various forms in 
which heterodoxy asserted itself on that scene. In 
fact, of many of those forms it was hardly aware. 
Tt gave little attention, by and large, to the errors 
found in other denominations and rather comfort. 
ably proceeded on its own safe way. Not even the 
instruction given in the seminary can be said to have 
excelled in contemporanei ty. At lcast as much at· 
tention was wont to be paid to the heresies of bygone 
centuries as to current departures from the faith. 

By now the Christian Reformed Church is ra
pidly coming out of its isolation. And that means 
that the danger of its being affected by the heresies 
of the day is not only greater than it was heretofore , 
but peculiarly imminent. Generally speaking, the 
church is neither forewarned nor forearmed against 
prevalent heterodoxy. Its position closely resembles 
that of a youngster who is starting school. It is al
most sure to contract certain children's diseases be
cause it is now fo r the first time exposed to them 
and has not acquired any immunity to them. The 
Book of Judges tells of a time when the tribe of 
Dan wanted more Lebensraum. Spies wcre sent out 
to find a place suitable for occupation. They "came 
to Laish, and saw the people that were therein, how 
they dwelt careless, after the manner of the Zido
nians, quiet and secure;. and they were far from 
the Zidonians, and had no business with any man" 
(18:7). On returning home, the spies advised the 
Danites to seize that city and predicted that it could 
be done with ease. Their advice was taken, and 
their prediction came true. Because of its one-time 
isolation the Christian Reformed Church, too, could 
become an easy prey to attack. 

To describe the si tuation in different terms, what 
makes the Christian Reformed Church of today pe
culiarly vulnerable to heterodoxy is a sad dearth of 
doctrinal discernment. We are not nearly as alert 
to danger as we ought to be. Let me give a few 
bits of proof. One of our elderly ministers once told 
me he had repeatedly listened to Harry Emerson 
Fosdick's radio preaching and had never detected 
any heresy in it. It seemed not to have occurred to 
him that a preacher's liberalism often comes to clearer 
light in what he does not say than in what hc says. 
r myself once heard Fosdick preach on an Easter 
afternoon. He made out a strong case for personal 
immortality but, of course, left Christ's bodily resur
rection severely alone for the simple reason that he 
was certain it had not occurred. Every once in a 
wh il e a modernist is quoted with unqualified ap
proval in our publications and from our pulpits. Now 
it goes without saying that there is no liberal under 
the sun who has not uttered many a quotable truth. 
Yet such p rocedure. especially if repeated, will leave 
our unsuspecting people with the impression that 
the person quoted is a tfllstworthy leader. Thus it 
has come to pass that there are those among us who 

esteem, for example, Henry P. Van Dusen and John 
C. Bennett, both of Union Theological Seminary of 
New York, as safe guides in the realm of theology. 
If we had a more thorough acquaintance with the 
dialectical theology, we would be less tolerant than 
we are of the teachings of Karl Barth, Emil Brunner, 
Reinhold Niebuhr, Rudolf Bultmann, and Paul Til
Heh. Tn the academic year 1952-53 I taught a course 
in Catechetics to both the middlers and the seniors 
of Calvin Seminary. One assignment was the writing 
of a critical review of Horace Bushnell's Christian 
Nurture. I informed the students that my giving this 
assignment did not imply anything like unqualified 
approval of that work, but rather recognition of it 
as a classic that every minister should have read. 
Practically all the reviews showed a due appreciation 
of Bushnell's objections to the revivalism of his day 
and of his insistence on Christian training for the 
children of believers, but not nearly every student 
had detected the nahlralism that mars this famous 
book - a natu ralism which came to expression also, 
although in a different way, in the same author's 
moral influence theory of the atonement. In Chris
tian Nurture it appears in the teaching that children 
inherit from their Christian parents a natural tendency 
to Christianity. I t is generally known that the Chris
tian Reformed Church, after some years of member
ship in the National Association of Evangelicals, 
severed its connection with that organization. I am 
not now concerned to pass judgment, either favor
able or unfavorable. on that action. But the sad fact 
must be recorded that some of our people, when 
told that Arminianism, dispensationalism, and Pente
costalism are more or less prevalent in that associa
tion, express the opinion that such errors, if indeed 
they are errors, rate as inconsequential. Surely, it is 
high time for the Christian Reformed Church to wake 
up, to scan its ecclesiastical and theological sur
round ings, to take due note of the good in other 
denominations, to be sure, but also of the evil, and 
to be on the alert for contemporaneolls heterodoxy. 

o 0 0 

A considerable number of the theological errors 
of our day arc truly alluring. The more does it 
behoove us to be vigilant. 

One often hears it said that the old liberalism is 
thoroughly discredited and has been supplanted by 
the new orthodoxy. That many erstwhile liberals 
have turned to so-called neo-orthodoxy is a fact, bu t 
he who supposes that the old liberalism has had its 
day is gullible indeed. True, the recent world wars 
have convinced many a libera l that human nature 
is not as good as it was once thought to he, but it 
may not be assumed that he now subscribes to the 
doctrine of total depravity and the necessity of super
natural regeneration. The old liberalism was char
acterized by rejection of the supernatural, hence 
denial of the miracles of the Bible, particularly the 
virgin hir th of JeslIs and His bod ily resurrection, in 
which the supernatural looms so very large. Today's 
liberal is just as sure that belief in miracles is a relic 
of "the pre-scientific age," and he blandly asserts 
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that belief in the bodily resurrection of Jesus is ortho
doxism but the presence of the living spirit of Christ 
in one's heart is the essence of Ch ristianity. Sad to 
say, that sort of sanctimonious talk is being bandied 
about with increasing frequency also among evan
gelicil is. Obviollsly, Christ dwells in the believer and 
that constitutes him a Christian, but Christ's bodily 
resurrection remains one of severa l historical evcnts 
which constitute the foundation of Christi anity and 
without which the whole of Christianity would topple 
into ruins like a house of cards. Said Paul : "If Chris' 
be not risen, then is our preaching vain, and yOllr 
faith is also vain.... And if Christ be not raised, 
your faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins . Then they 
a lso wh ich are fallen asleep in Christ fIrc perished" 
(I Cor. 15:14, 17, 18). Anot her characteristic of the 
old liberalism was its stlh~ titll tion of subjective reo 
ligious experience for the objective revelation of 
Cod in Holy Writ. In fact , the Bible itself was said 
to be nothing but a fallible record of the religious 
experience of certain Cod-fearing men. That error 
is riding about as high today as ever it has been. 

The dialectical theology, popularly known as Barth
ianism, presents a most attractive front. It claims to 
be based upon the Word of Cod conta ined in the 
Bible and thus to have returned to the foundation 
of the sixteenth-century Reformation , to have Pll ~ 
liberalism to rout, and to be upholding the precious 
doctrine of salvation by grace. Thlls it has come to 
pass that Barthianism has begun to make inroads 
even upon Duteh Calvinistic circles. W itness a 
publication bearing the name De Slriidende Kerk, 
at Icast H few Reformed ministers show signs of hav
ing fa llen under its spell. What has happened in 
Holland can happen here. Yct basically Barthianism 
is modernism. I ts evaluation of the Bible differs 
radically from thai of the Protestant Reformers. For 
them the Bible was the very Word of God; accoru 
ing to Barthiani sm the Bible is the source of the 
Word of Cod and in some instances becomes the 
Word of Cod, but it also con tains much human error. 
That such a view of the Bible would cast a dark pall 
over the whole of the di alectical theology is inevit
able. And so, to name a few examples, mllch of 
Bible history is relegated to the limbo of the "supra
historical" aDd the "mythological," and Barth's doc
tri ne of e lection, which, he himself insists, is basic to 
the whole of his theology, is far removed from Holy 
Scripture. 

One of the most ancient heresies in Christendom 
is that of universa l sal vation. It was carried in to 
Christiani ty from paganism in the th ird century by 
C lement of Alexandria and his pupil Origen. It has 
never died out. And today we are witnessing a 
mighty resurgence of it. Influentia l theologians of both 
the liberal and the dia lect-ical school are advocatin~ 
it. One of its foremost American exponents is Nels 
F. S. Ferre. It is being proclai med boldl y even in 
ch urches with Reformed doctri nal standards. Re
cently a Presbyterian mi nister wrote an article on the 
subject, "What's Happened to ' ·Jell ?" and in thaI' 
article he said: " If love is love and God is Cod, 
heaven can't be heaven until nobody remains in hell . 

Love cannot be smug in the presence of another's 
misfortune; and the love of heaven cannot rejoice ex
cept as all are saved from their fo llies and their 
hurts." That statemen t reveals how universalists 
arrive at their conclusion. They stress the love of 
Cod at the expense of such of His attributes us holi
ness and justice. It need not be denied that here we 
ure face to face with mystery. God is love indeed. 
He is in fi ni te love. His love is incomparably greater 
and stronger than we mortals can imagine. Far be it 
from liS to permi t any other divine attribute to de
tract aught from His love. Why a God of such love 
does not save all me n we cannot say. But that He 
does not save all men we know, for He has told us 
so in His Word . And in that Word He has related 
that fact to His perfect holiness and His righteous 
wrath against sin . We also dare to say that, precisely 
hecause the love of Cod which unbelievers spurn is 
infinite, the justice of Cod demands that they suffer 
everlasting punishment. God is infini te in all His 
attributes. To say that Cod is primarily love and 
only secondarily holy and just, is to analyze the In
fin ite and savors of sacrilege. Let us be as little 
children and humbly rest content with God's revela. 
tion of Himsel f in Holy Writ. And in H is presence 
may our words be few. Let us be done with specu
lative theology .... 

Are there signs that we of the Christian Reformed 
Church are weakening doctrinally? In answer to that 
question a few facts will he briefly stated. 

Attention was called to a dearth of doctrinal dis
cernment among us. It may be, and likely is, one 
conseq uence of ollr isolation and hence is not a new 
devclopment . \-Ve have not kept ourselves well in
formed concerning errors prevalent round about us. 
But it may also betray a current dearth of interest 
in doctrine and a lack of zeal for the truth. 

That our people manifest Jess interes t in doct rine 
than they did three or four decades ago is evident. 
At that time not only our ministers, but many of 
our ciders as well, were wont to study the works of 
Abraham Ku yper, 1·lerman Bavinck, and other Cal
vinistic theologians. 1 knew an e lder who spoke of 
Bavinck's Pl1 iioS01Jliy of Heve/alion - which, by the 
way, is not light refld ing - as his favorite book. Ma ny 
even of our laity fCfls ted on Kuyper's practica l works. 
In my early teem ' read to my mother, not only 
Uncle T om's Cabin, but also parts of Brake!'s Rede
liike C ndsrliCll st. Some of liS can reeflll the days of 
the infra-supm controversy. My brothers and I, 
seated behind the base-burner in the living room of 
the Second Roseland parsonage, attended cflgerly to 
Illany a ministerial debate on that theme. Almost 
every church member WM interested. Today the 
mention of that isslle elici ts only quizzical smiles. It 
is becoming increasi ngly difficu lt to get our men out 
for an evening of Bihle study. One of us disputes the 
belief, held by Calvi nists generall y, that Cod's eternal 
counsel of foreordi nati on determined with unalt erable 
certainty all that was to occur in time, and few of 
us take notice. 

From certain viewpoi nts our centennial cclebra



tion (1957J was a success. The centennial committee 
worked hard to make it that. And yet, it cannot be 
said that our people generally waxed truly enthusi
astic. \'Vhat may have been the reason? One reason 
undoubtedly was that the doctrinal issues which gave 
rise to the founding of the Christian Reformed Church 
in 1857 received too little emphasis and that, when 
they were brought to the fore, that was usually done 
somewhat apologetically. To be sure, the founding 
fathers were given credit for having the courage of 
their convictions, but whether their convictions were 
sound - that, it was intimated, was something else 
again. Our leaders generally left llS with the impres
sion that the question is debatable whether the 
Christian Reformed Church came into existence pri
marily because of weighty doctrinal considerations or 
because of factors of minor importance. In brief, the 
church was left with the uneasy feeling that maybe 
it would have been better if it had not been born or, 
to say the least, that its birth may have been illegi
timate. 

With notable exceptions, the book reviews ap
pearing in our periodicals are, from a doctrinal view
point, shallow, It is not unllsual for the reviewer to 
say in effect that the volume concerned contains 
much that is commendable, although exception must 
he taken to a few details, Obviously, that can be 
said of any reasonably good book. To be worth 
anything at all , a book review must take in to account 
the basic philosophy or theology of the author and 
must point out that this philosophy or theology 
makes his book essentially good or bad. Let me add 
that, if we wish to keep our people Reformed, as 
presumably we do, it is important that our book 
reviews be written by Calvinists, not by Arminians, 
and most certainly not by modernists. 

It is rather generally assumed that practically all 
our communicant members are confirmed Calvinists. 
Did they not receive catechetical instruction in our 
churches? Have they not for years listened to cate
chismal preaching? Are not most of them products 
of our Christian schools? Let us face the actual situa
tion squarely. In spite of the instruction they have 
received, many of our people are sadly ignorant of 
the Reformed faith . Not only that. Personal ob
servation has taught me that some incline a bit to 
become Baptists; some are no longer Sllre of double 
predestination; the dispensationalism of the Scofield 
Bible, in use at numerous Bible conferences, is at
tracting some; so is thc Victorious Life Movement 
with its Keswick conventions; some are beginning to 
question whether a God whose nature is love will 
condemn any to eternal suffering in hell. I would 
not be misunderstood, 'We all are plagued by oc
casional doubts. VVhen parishioners struggle with 
sHch problems as those noted above, their pastors 
should instruct them sympathetically. But the point 
I wish to make is that the doctri nal knowledge of 
our people is not so great, nor are their Calvinistic 
convictions so strong, that the continuance of the 
Christian Reformed Church as a truly Reformed 
church may be taken for granted. That is by no 
means a foregone conclusion. 

The saying that Christianity is not a doctrine but 
a life is by now so exceedingly trite that one would 
expect it to be discarded. And yet, strikingly similar 
sentiments are sometimes expressed in Christian He
formed circles, and, of all places, in the chapels of 
Calvin College and Seminary. The students are told 
in effect by their fellow students and others that 
doctrine is of little account, that what reall y counts 
is the Christian life. And since love is the fulfillment 
of the law, love is extolled at the expense of truth. 
Now the Christian life is most certainly a life of love, 
and its necessity can hardly be overemphasized; but 
to belittle truth in the interest of love is folly . To 
stress life to the detriment of doctrine is no less fool
ish than to stress doctrine to the detriment of life. 
The latter spells orthodoxism; the former, moralism. 
Both corrupt Christianity. And never to be forgotten , 
he who disparages doctrine undermines not only truth, 
but goodness also, for one's beliefs determine one's 
conduct. Does not Scripture tell liS that God gave 
the heathen up unto "vilc affections" because they 
"changed the truth of Cod into a lie" (Rom. 1:25, 26)? 
And did not Jesus say: "Ye shall know the truth, 
and the truth shall make you free" (John 8:32)? He 
had in mind freedom from sin. We shall do well to 
remember, too, that depreciation of truth leads in
evitably to rejection of truth. There is but a step 
between indifference to doctrine and theological 
liberalism. 
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WILL THE NUCS REMAIN 


CHRISTIAN? 

JOHN M. FRAME 

Will the National Union of Christian Schools re
main Christian? The answer to such a question seems 
al most self-evident, for the NUCS has labored unceas
ingly for years to develop and maintain a school 
system true to the 'Nord of God. How could it con
ceivably change its total direction? 

But sllch has happened in other Christian organi
zations. Churches, colleges, and theological sem
inaries that once were stedfast in their stand for Christ 
have become permeated with the very antiscrip tural 
ideologies they were founded to oppose. In a sinful 
word, vigilance is required. No Christian dare say 
" It can't happen to my organization." 

So I ask, in all seriOllsness: will the NUCS remain 
Christian? And I have a special reason for asking it 
at this time. For in my view the current program o( 
constitutional revision is fraught with spiritual perils. 

A word to the w ise - Before we get ~tMtNl nn the 
spccific issues; a word to the wise: find Ollt wlw/,'s 
gOing on! I am extremely distrcsscd to find how few 
NUCS people are even aware of the diUerent pro
posals for constitutional revision anel the profound 
differences between them. Fewcr yet have studied 
these proposals in detail. 

Professor John M. Frame teaches Systematic Th eology (I! 
Westminster- 'rheological Smninary, PIIi/odelpflia, Pa. 



At the annual meeting in Langley, B.C., last Au
gust, I was astonished to fi nd how few delegates were 
aware that the overall direction of the NUCS was at 
stake in the proposal brought before that meeting b y 
the board of directors. These issues are profound 
ones, and everyone should be made aware of them: 
every teacher, every administrator, every school board 
member, every association member, every Christian 
parent, every school child over twelve! 

Opposition to a traditional commitment - The first 
major issue, as I see it, concerns the traditional com
mitment of the N UCS to the Reformed Creeds and 
Confessions. One group with in the organization op
poses this commitment on the ground that these 
documents are "ecclesiastical crceds" and therefore 
should never be part of the basis of an educational 
organization . 

But consider the cost of e li minating this commit 
ment : The Refo rmed Standards contain the clearest, 
fu llest, most accurate summaries of Scriptural teach
ing now available : wonderfully concise and precise 
statements on Scripture, God, creation, sin , redemp
tion - doctrines which determine the whole direction 
of our educational task. Do we really want to lose 
all this, replacing it with a mere skeleton of Christian 
doctrine, as some propose? 

The Heformerl confessions are not mere "ecclesi
astical" creeds if by that is mea nt creeds concerned 
only with the workings of the visible ecclesiastical 
organization . They simply expound the Biblical Gospel 
- that Gospel which demands obed ience in every area 
of life. That Gospel, and hence the confessions which 
proclaim it, addresses the heart of man, not merely 
some particular aspect of his life. Thus it i~ entirely 
appropriate that such creeds be included in the Basis 
of any Christian organ ization. 

It might, of course, be dcsirable for the NUCS to 
supplement the creeds with a contemporary statement 
applying the Gospel-teaching to the speciflc area of 
education; but the proposal to eliminate these cr<.-'Cds 
would greatly impoverish our tl:.'S timony. 

The 1971 shock and now a reversal - Another 
point, however, must also be made in this connection: 
The 1947 const itution of the NUCS, which contai ned 
in its Basis a commitment to the "Refo rmed stand ards" 
also declared that this commitment was "unaltemble." 
At the 1969 annual meeting, it was proposed that the 
1947 constitut ion be set aside in favo r of a revised set 
of "By-laws'" which omitted that historic commitmen t. 

Some argued that as long as a new constitution 
was being adopted , the "unaltcrab le" articles of the 
old one could not be considered b inding. Other.~ . 
however, rejectcd this argll ment : for on that bash 
any unalterable article could be altered, simply by 
saying that the alterat ion created a nev.' constitution! 
The delegates then voted to retain the com mitment 
to the Reformed standards; and only after that d id 
they agree to adopt provisionally the revised b y-!aws 
(amended to include this com mitment ) in place of 
the old constitu tion. 

Most of those delegates went home thinking that 
commitment to the Reformed standards was now a 

closed issue. Imagine their shock to find in 1971 that 
the board proposed another new basis which again 
eliminated commitment to the Reformed standards 
in d efiance not only of the "unalterable" commitmen t 
of the original constitution, but also of the mind of 
the membership as it was clearly expressed in 1969! 
Why the board supported this proposal so per
Sistently - contrary as it is both to the historic posi
tion of the NUCS and to the current thinking of the 
organization - is anyone's guess; but the 1971 annual 
meeting also refused to endorse it, choosin g: rather 
(with virtual unanimity) to retain the 1969 provisional 
Basis for another year. 

Most recently, the board has reversed itself on this 
crucial issue and now has come to endorse continued 
commitment of the NUCS to these confessionso This 
reversal was in my view most wise and courageous, 
and though some will not approve of it, I believe it 
de.<;erves our enthusiastic support. The NUCS has a 
moral obligation, imposed upon it by those who 
adopted the 1947 consti tution and respected con
sistently b y the dclegates at the UCS annual meet
ings, to retain its historic comm itment to the Refo rmed 
Standards. 

A serious charge - The importance of this point is 
underscored even more emphatically when we con
sider that the proposal offered to the ann ual meeting 
in 1971, because of its elimination of commitment to 
the Reformed standards, would have failed ( had it 
been adopted ) even to commit the NUCS to the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

Th;s ;s a scd ons e1m sc ;ndced, bu t ;t ;s not dif
ficult to demonstrate. That documen t did speak of 
certain consequences of "sinO' and '"'redemption" for 
education; but nowhere did it tell us what sin and 
red emption wcre. If indeed that document had in
cluded commitment to the Reformed Standards, it 
would thereby have d irected the organization to some 
very good defi nitions and accounts of these matters. 
As it was p resented, however, it said nothin g about 
sin and redemption that a modern religious humanist 
could not sayl 

Those who argued that this proposal offered to the 
NUCS a b roader appea l to the evangelical com
mun ity by its omission of the Reformed creedal com
mitment failed to ask themselves what evangelical 
( Reformed or non-Heformed !) with any discernment 
wou ld be happy in an organi7-<"l tion faili ng even to 
endorse the simple Gospcll The proposal in fact 
r isked a drastic narrowing of the NUCS constituency! 

But worse than that, it left the organization with 
no const itutional defense against the same false 
teaching that has pcrmeated thc public schools. It 
thus betrays the trust of the great numbers of Chris
tian parents who have given sacrificiall y to provide 
their child ren with an education t rue to God·s Word. 

What of the authority of Scripture? - But wait ! 
Didn't th is proposal commit the organization to the 
authori ty of Scripture? And wouldn't that commit
ment insure the evangelica l character of the NUCS? 
This brings liS to thc second major issue now con
fronting the NUCS: the doctrine of Scripture. 



It is truc that thc proposal presented to the 1971 
annual mccting spoke of Scriptural authority, but in 
my view it presented the matter very ambiguously. 
It said that the NUCS was based on the Word of 
Cod "manifest in creation, incarnate in Jesus Christ, 
inscripturated in the Bible as it is confessed to be 
Cod's Word in the Reformed creeda l confessions." 
Note the following: 

l. To speak of God's Word as "inseripturated in 
the Bible" is in itself to say almost nothing in the 
conte.xt of modern theology. Many liberal, rad ical , 
or humanistic thcologians would grant freely that the 
Word of Cod is somehow "inscripturated in the 
Bible." (And of course these would add that there n-re 
other things "in" the Bible too - legends. myths, false
hoods, etc.) 

2. If we want to sn-y mOre than that - i.e., that 
the Bible is the Word of God, why don't wc come 
right out and say it pln-inly? Why the circumlocution 
n-scribing this belief to the Reformed confessions? 
Historians of doctrine know that people invariably use 
such circumlocutions in creeds as prctcxts for minimal 
interpretations of them. 

3. Specifically: the circumlocution is unclear 
about the relation between our view of Scripture and 
that of the Heformed confessions. The conjunction 
"as" is notoriollsly ambiguous. Would we be using it 
to asser t wecise identify between our view and that 
of the creeds (d . "Th(: experiment turncd out 'as' it 
did before")? Or would we be using it to assert a 
mere similarity bctwccn the two vicws (cf. "That 
little girl is good 'as' gold") - possibly in the respl."Ct 
that both views find the Word of Cod "i nscriptul"ated 
in the Bible"? Or would we perhaps be using '·as" 
merely to cite the con fessions as examples (d. '·That 
figure occurs in many authors, 'as' in Shakespeare") 
of views that find the Word of Cod ··in" the Bible? 
This lack of clarity would have opened the door wide 
fo r unscriptural teaching in the NUCS. 

4. The threefold correlation between crcat ion, 
Christ, and Scripture is misleading un less it is also 
said that Scripture must govern our interpretation of 
creation, and that Scripture is our only access to the 
Word of Christ. Otherwise. an evolutionary biologist, 
e.g., could claim that he was basing his teachin g on 
the Word of Cod in creation (as observed by Darw in) 
even though that ··Word" contradicts Scripture. ( He 
would doubtless hasten to add that Darwin contra
dicts only that part of the Bible "in" which the Word 
of Cod has not been inscripturatcd!) Also: a Barthian 
Bible teacher, say, could criticize the Bible on the 
basis of his alleged independent access to "Christ." 
Whatever might have becn gained by this threefold 
correlation would surely have been lost by the ensu
ing practical confusion, since the documcnt failed to 
give any account of the relations between creation , 
Christ, and Scripture in the concrete ed ucational en
terprise. 

A call for support - On this issue, as on the isslle 
of the Reformed Standards, the boa rd of directors 
has rL"'Cen tly reversed its previous position n-nd has 
recommended dropping entirely the concept of the 
threefold Word and confessing unambiguously that 
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Scripture is the Word of God. Again, I applaud their 
action. But they will need wide support in the NUCS 
to maintain that position. There will be opposition 
to it from the same group that favors the elimination 
of the NUCS comm itment to the Reformed standards. 

It seems to me, however, that without a clear 
commitment to the authority of Scripture the very 
Christian character of the NUCS will be in jeopardy. 
The Basis proposed to the August 1971 annual meet
ing had no clear confession of Scripture and no clear 
confession of the Gospel of Christ. Had it been 
adopted, the NUCS, I believe, would now have no 

official com mitment to Christianity at all! Although 
the board has significantly changed its position, there 
are still those in the organization who will want 
something like the above-criticized positions. 

We must all be considering these issues thought
fully and prayerfully lest we risk bringing upon our
selves that awful curse which the Lord Jesus Christ 
pronounced upon those who cause his little ones to 
stumblel We must adopt a Basis which expresses 
clearly our allegiance to Christ, His Gospel and the 
Scriptures; else, I fear that the NUCS may quickly 
lose its usefulness to the Kingdom of God! 
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"SECULA R C HnISTlA NITY" AND 
GOD WHO ACTS , hy Robert J. Blaikie; 
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 255 
Jefferson Ave. , S.E., Crand Rapids, Mich. 
49502; 1970; 257 pages; Paperback 
$2.95. Reviewed by Rev. Cecil W. 
Tuininga, p.'tstor of the Christian Re
formed Church of Winnipeg, Manitoba. 

Rohert J. B1aikie is concerned about 
what is happenin/{ in the church today. 
The empirical metllods of modem science, 
believed and used by many ehurch 
leaders, brings them to a denial of the 
God of Scripture, the God Who acts in 
history, and who calls mankind to ac
tion. Born out of this rcliance and faith 
in the empirical method is what the 
author ca ll~ "Secular Christianity," of 
which the fundamental faith affirmation 
is" . that whatcver cannot be 
examined and tested by the methods of 
empirical science is not in the deepe;t 
sense 'real' and cannot become the ob
ject of 'knowledge' or a source of 'truth' " 
(p. 39). This places God as Agent, and 
man's mind and will in the area of hy_ 
pothetical contructs. All that cannot come 
under the umbrella of the empirical 
methnd must be rejected as sheer meta
physical speculation. 

This forces the "Secular Christian" into 
a whole new way of viewing Scripture, 
Cod, man, history, etc. Cod must be 
discovered. But how can He by the 
empirical method? Hence Cod is thought 
of as existing on ly in something that 
happens in man or through him, and the 
acts of Cod as those of a Ilroces.~, not of 
an Agent. This brin,.:;s the "secular 
Ch rist ian" to speak of Christ lIS existing 
only in his acts. It ru les out the pos
sibility of miracle.~, and inte rprets the 
re.~u rrection as that event which lives in 
the mind of believers. The author dem
onstrates conciusivciy, by many quota

tions from many writers (such as Paul 
Van Buren. Harvey Cox, nonald Cregor 
Smith, Thomas J. J. Altizer), and , 
clear analysis of their writings, to what 
errors this method brings "secular Chris
tians." 

Against the faith-destroying empirical 
method of "Secular Christianity" the au
thor posits the fundamental faith-affinlla
tion of the biblical Christian, tha t God 
i, real and active, and all other reality 
and activity originates from Him. It is in 
terms of this fac t, for the Christian, that 
every claim must ultimatcly be assessed" 
( p. 49 ). Unless there is again a cleAr 
afTlrmallon on the part of church leaders 
of the revelation of God, Creator and 
nuler Over all, the modern compromise 
with empirical scienec will destroy the 
church. The author makes a strong plea 
fo r that inte,.:;rity that will bring leaders 
to make a clear affirmation of the truth 
and avoid all ambiguity. 

The analyses of the author are excel
lent. I j\ldge that he very clearly and 
convincingly exposes the urror presently 
working in the Christian world, the wor
ship of science and its Sl1 tlPosedly tnlth
revealing methods. This makes the book 
rewarding and helps 115 understand the 
various currents of thought being ex
pressed today. In the face of much Ot)
pmition, the author takes his stand 
against "Secular Christiani ty" and for 
Biblical Christ ianity. 

Apl>ft.'<:ia ting very much the thorough 
analysis of the author, this reviewer 
was rather disappointed by his failure to 
comc through more clearly as to whllt 
the Christian faith is all about. Blaikic 
leaves doubt as to Who the God who 
acts in I-lis sovereignty is and what man's 
relation to I-lim is. He leaves onc 
wondering just exactly what his views 
are on miracles, on redemption, on cre
ation, etc. The author leaves us hanging 
in mida ir in failing to state his own 
"credo" clearly and unambiguously. \Ve 
com.'tl r whcn he states that "Secular 
Christianity" is a betrayal of Christ and 
the Christian Faith and that the errors 
of M:ncion, Arius, Pclagius, an<1 others 
"arc all minor errors l.'Omparl..J with the 
vast COmt)o\U1<k'd error of th is movement 
in the Church today" (p. 229). This 
book is really worth reading, but the 
author would greatly improve its value 
by adding a brief statement of the his
toric Christian faith as he understands it. 
The book lacks a positive declaration 
necessary to lead its readers out of the 

snares of "Secular Christianity" into th, 
full liberty of Biblical Christianity. 

'ltl1i\\S 

\\i 


Sir: 
I mueh appreciated the review by the 

Rev. Fred Van Boutell of my book, The 
S,liri! of tile RI-1onned Tradition in your 
November issue. 

l'ennit me, however, to take issue 
with his statement that 1 fail to "ap
preciate the Christian day schools and 
their efforts to establish Cod at the center 
of education." Rev. Van Houten is right 
when he says that I cla im that separate 
day schools "are not ideal heCal1.~e of 
social scp.'tration. which is never the ideal 
for ncfomled Christianity," but he fails 
to mention what I say in behalf of such 
schools. I make very cle~1T that a secular 
edueation is not ideal either. I say: 
"One's philosophy of education - his 
conception of the goals of educat ion, his 
.~ca le of value, thc nature of the child 
and of reality, and of the child's relation 
to it - ought not to be sacrificed. How 
can it be any more than his philosophy 
of life, if it has been thought through? 
A Christian should seek to honor Cod 
and Christian values as Cilristion volues 
in education just as he does in the rest of 
life. He may fccl requi re<l, therefore, to 
seck a means of educating his children 
consistent with his basic conviet ioTl'i 
about life" (p. 162 ). 

In strugsl:Hn~ with this problem I say 
finally that a system of dual attendance 
whereby S0111e work is takcn together in 
public schools and some is taken sepa
ra tely might be the best arrangement. 

Cod's blessin~ on your work. 
Sincerely, 

M. E UCENt: O sn:I\H AVEN 

P.S. InCidentally, th ree of my own chil
d ren arc graduates of Holland 
Christian High School. 



STUDIES 

IN GENESIS 1- XI 


PETER Y. DE JONG 

(15) 

AND THE LORD SHUT HIM IN 
Scri pture: Genesis 7: 1-16 

Tn these verses we read the record of one of h i.~ 
tory's most astounding and significant happenings 
It is the story of the flood in the days of Noah . 

T he record is brief, despite some occasional fepe
l ions. 

Because of this, perhaps , it has been frequent ly 
questioned and attacked. The spirit of unbelief has 
by no means died out even in the visible church. 
Not satisfled with the Word of the living God trans 
mitted through men whose learning, intellectual acu
men, and spiritual insight often exceeds ours, people 
today claim they want "proof." The kind of "proof" 
they want may, indeed , be long in coming. Unbelief, 
after all , is a matter more of the ullconverted heart 
than of the u nconvi need mind. But this need not 
worry those who take Scripture ser iollsly, a lso when 
it speaks about the deluge. The weigh t of evidence, 
gleaned fro m many fie lds other than direct Biblical 
studies, points overwhe lmingly to the reliability an ::! 
accuracy also of this passage. 

In h is faSCinating li ttle book, Ollt of the Eart h , 
E . H . Blaiklock has some heartening things to say on 
the "corrobora tion" of the Biblica l accounts: 

"It was the mood of the nineteenth l.'en tury to 
question and distrust tradition. It has been the 
experiencc of the twentieth century that trad i
tion, even when embedded in myth and legend , 
must be handled wi th care and circumspection . 

In more than one sphere it has been shown 
that what the past said about itself was in the 
mai n more likely to con tain truth th an false
hood. Schliemann's discovery of Troy and 
Mycenae, and Sir Arthur Evan's work in Crete, 
the ancient home of the Ph ilistines, provided 
classical scholars with chasteni ng illust rations 
of th is fact. Similar, and more striki ng vi ndica
tions of Biblical historiography have taught his
torians to res pect the authority of both O ld 
Testamen t and New, and to admire the ac
curacy, the deep concern for tTllth, and the 
inspi red historica l insight of the varied writers 
who gave the Bible its books of history." 

Faith, to be sure, does not rest on the testimony 
of geologists, an thropologists, archaeologists, histo
ri ans. and the like. But it can and should rejOice 
when, whether to a greater or less degree, their 
fi ndings attest to the truth of Cod's Word. Also in 
this way docs Cod Himsel f work in strange and 

surpnsmg ways to stop the mouth of unbelief and 
encourage His people to testify more freely and fully 
to the reliabili ty of His inspired Self-revelation. 

For a little while we now trace the simple yet 
startling account in Cenes is 7. 

Command 
The chapter opens with a d irect and explicit com

mand by Cod to Noah . 
By this time all has been arranged for the coming 

cataclysm. Years before, the Almighty had announced 
his displeasure with the world of that time. He had 
chosen Noah as one who had fou nd favo r in His 
sight to be not only His confidant but also His co
worker. Cod will destroy the world, yet not utterly. 
Out of the ruin which He will wreak upon the face 
of the earth He purposes to bring forth a new world . 
In this way He will perform all His good pleasure 
and thus insure the ful fi lment of the graciOUS prom ise 
of salvation to our fi rst parents. Since the ark is now 
ready, and likely the f'ood-.~uppl y safely stowed away, 
the time has come for Cod to speak again to the ma n 
of His choice. 

Indeed, from a formal pOin t of view this is a com
mand. Noah receives the mandate to enter into the 
ark with his fa mily and with those animals who are 
to be spared. Seven days yet remain. Thereupon will 
come the fl ood from which nothing upon the face of 
the earth, outside of the ark, shall be spared. 

Yet there is tenderness in the command. We hear 
in these words the invi ti ng voice of the Lord. He is 
ready to welcome into His protection and care this 
mall and those who are with him. Cod doesn't hesi
tate to append a "ground" for this invitation-com
mand. Once again He speaks of the patri arch as 
righteous, and that in a generation of con upt and 
violen t men. Ca lvin in his com men tary addresses 
himself forthrightly to the quest ion of the relationship 
between faith and works, between Cod's gratuitous 
accep tance and man's responsib ility to order his ways 
ar igh t before the Lord . Cod loves not only the fait h
f ul, says he, bu t also their works. T hus the heavenly 
Sovereign "not on ly annihil ates all that hypocritica l 
rightt.'ousncss wh ich is dest itute of interior sanctity of 
heart, b ut vindicates H is own authority; as if He 
would declare, that He alone is a compctcnt judge 
to estimate r ighteousnes~." 

While Noa h and his family can hear and obey 
the clear command of Cod, somc other provision 
must be made for those other crcatlll'cs which nre to 
be spared . Here Noah is told to take some of them. 
Some questions a t once press upon us. 

F irst of all, thcrc is the issue of how many of 



every clean beast he mllst accord a place within the 
ark. We need not pause long to weigh the objections 
of the higher critics, who urge that there is contra
diction between this verse (7:2 ) and 6:19, 20, where 
only two of each kind are mentioned. While the ark 
was being built, God contented Himself with stating 
a general rule. Now, however, when the flood is 
imminent and the 6nal preparations must be carried 
out, the details are in order. To find in this difference 
one of the weightier reasons for insisting on the 
multiple authorship of Genesis shows to what strange 
lengths the higher critics must go to find some sup
port. 

On the number of clean beasts admitted into the 
ark not even all conservative commentators are 
agreed. The Hebrew puzzles them, for we read: 
seven (and) seven, the male and his mate (femlJle). 
Does this mean seven pairs or seven individuals, that 
is, three pairs and one in addition? Aalders, who has 
weighed the words with most scrupulous exegetical 
care, concludes that likely seven pairs of these beasts 
and birds en tered the ark. Calvin, and with him most 
commentators, believe that the original conveys the 
idea that, while the unclea n beasts were to come by 
twos, the clean entered as a company of seven each. 
Thus, so the argument runs, there would he an addi
tional animal suitable for sacrifice without in any wa," 
endangering the species in the days after the flood. 
The force of this argument is appealing. However, 
we may perhaps never be completely certain which 
of the two choices is correct. 

Many have insisted that by the distinction between 
clean and unclean animals Moses is introducing an 
idea which was fore ign to the days of Noah. This 
argument, then, is intended to bolster the notion that 
in its details the Bible is not really accurate. To he 
sure, we do not read in Scripture at this earl y date 
of the distinction. But we need not conclude th at 
j\'loses was reading back his own situation into the 
days of Noah. There is every reason to believe that 
some distinctions, not identical with but somewhat 
similar to those declared by Cod in the days of Moses 
(Lev. 11 and Deu t. 14:3-20), we re made by those 
sacrificed in earlier days. Often Cod in making "cere
monial" regulations for the children of Israel attached 
h imself to prevailing practices and gave them a new 
and deeper meaning. Even among the heathen de
prived of "special" revelation not all animals a rc 
deemed equa lly appropriate as offerings to the gods. 
And that animal sacrifice dates back to a very early 
time is clearly taught in the Scri ptural account of 
Abel's sacrifk:e. Thus there is no justi6cati on for 
doubting that Cod spoke such words to Noah and 
that he understood precisely what Cod meant. 

Here we are tempted to ask with what mixed emo
tions the man of Cod must have heard the words 
directed to h im . 

Long and trying was the time which he had spent 
among an increasi ngly corrupt and violent gcneration. 
How he must have vexed his righteous soul with the 
si nful conversation and conduct of his contemporaries. 
Thereupon his faith was tested, when the command 
came to build the ark according to the specifications 

given by Cod. Whether others than h is sons helped 
with this we will never know. And this isn't im
pOI·tant. Recognizin~ how blatantly and blasphemous
ly sin manifests itself in the life of mankind, we must 
conclude that the patriarch must have endured much 
ridicule and reproach. But now the day of deliver
ance "out of this sinful world" is about to dawn. This 
will, however, be accompanied by a fearfu l mani
festation of Cod's sovereign power. The whole en
vironment wherein he lived so long will be "blotted 
out" (destroyed). 

Perhaps we do well to apply to him the words of 
the psalmist, who speaks about "rejoicing with trem
bling." And isn't this the way the true believer looks 
ahead to the final and cataclysmic judgment with 
which Almighty Cod will envelop our present world? 
Of that impending end of the world as we know it 
Noah's flood was a type and prophecy. 

Our understanding of that great event in the days 
of the patriarch win be inadequate, unless we medi
tate also upon the several Scriptural references to it. 
\Ve may not content ourselves with a "bare" recital 
and acceptance of an event which took place in the 
distant past. Noah's flood is a pertinent and practical 
preachment to us today. It urges us to the obedience 
of faith . It commands us to be prepared, as those who 
are righteotls before Cod in this generation, "for in an 
hour that yc think not the Son of man cometh" ( Matt. 
24A4 ). 

Compliance 
Once again we read of the faith-obedience of this 

man of Cod. 
\Ve notice how Scripture is never content with 

mere facts. It not only interprets them for us in a 
general way; it insists that we respond to them in the 
way prescribed by the Lord. Our deeds mllst be an 
"echo" of the will and Word of Cod. 

Thus we are told that Noah did according to all 
that was required . Nothing was left undone by him. 
Here the writer makes use of the name Jehovah in 
the interest of rcminding us that although God is the 
all-powerful ruler, He is at the same time the faithful 
friend to those who fear His name. This is the name 
so appropriate in designating the intimate relation
ship between Cod and one who tvalked w ith Goel 
W9b). 

What may surprise us at first is the attention given 
here and elsewhere to the age of Noah. Careful 
reading of the chapters which t reat the gelleTfltions of 
Noah demonstrate a great concern with precise years 
and months and days. Calvin suggests that this is 
mentioned again because his faith "was the more con
spicuous, because it did not fail him in that advanced 
period of life." Perhaps sot But other commentators 
seem less speculative, when they suggest that Cod 
had Moses include all these time-references to con
vince all who would hear or read the account of its 
complete trustworthiness . 

Some have also puzzled about the severa l repeti
tions found in this account. These concern details 
concerning Noah and his family and the ark, and in 
later passages the details conccrn ing the way the 
waters came and remained for a season. Here the 



higher critics have had their fie ld day. They insist 
that several strands of tradition have been skilfully 
woven together by one or more redactors. Yet such 
a conclusion is by no means necessary or even ob
vious. Commentators like Delitzsch, Leupold, and 
others urge that such repetitions are intended to im
press the reader with the solemnity of the events. 
They may be considered "tautologies" but in no sense 
"idle, verbose repetitions." We quote Leupold: "This 
(i.e., the repetitions) must, therefore, be described as 
a very effective adaptation of style to subject matter, 
as the reverent Bible reader has always fe lt it to be, 
and as the child in its day alread y sensed when it 
listened to the telling narrative." 

Consolation 
And so came this catastrophic event upon the face 

of the earth. 
Once again we are reminded of the precise day. 

when the Lord of heaven and earth fulfilled this word 
by which Noah and his family with some of all the 
animals were spared while all others were doomed 
to death. So important are the saints of God in His 
eyes, that He not only provides for their safety but 
also reckons time according to their life . 

VVith a few strokes of an artist's brush the picture 
is painted for us. The flood of waters comes upon the 
earth. The word used here refers quite exclusively 
to this event in Scripture. vVe also preserve some
thing of a sense of its uniqueness by calling it the 
"deluge." The source of all these waters is twofold. 
On the day when Noah entered the ark, all the foun
tains of the great deep were broken tip. This "great 
deep" is the subterranean water hidden deep within 
the earth and kept in bounds by the Lord Himself. 
But what God now does is lead back ("reduce') the 
earth to that primal state wherein it existed at the 
very beginning of time (cf. Gen. 1:2). Such outbursts 
of waters have been known to occur from time to 
time in the alluvial parts of r ivers when earthquakes 
disturb land and sea. Then, however, they are at best 
local manifestations. In this account the impression 
is given that they were not only vast but very wide
spread. Echoes of this are found also in some of the 
psalms. Moses speaks of the source of these waters 
as broken tip or "open," from a word wh ich means 
"to cleave." 

To this is addcd the opening of the windows of 
heaven. Of course, this is fi gurative language. There 
is no reason to insist that Moses, learned as he was 
in all the knowledge of the Egyptians, actually sup
posed that the sky had a great many windows in it. 
Yet the language is appropriate for creating in the 
minds and hearts of the readers an awareness of the 
astounding magnitude of the waters which were now 
released from above. Even we (supposedly living in 
a "scientific" age) speak quite frequen tly and casually 
about water coming down "in sheets" without making 
people think that there are "sheets" which hold the 
water back until they are turned over and emptied . 
For fo rty days and forty nights such rains poured 
down from above. 

In all this time Noah and his fami ly were in the 
ark. They knew what was coming. Yet nothing in 

their experiences could have prepared them for the 
fearfulness of that which came upon and around 
them. Only one source of comfort was theirs. They 
were in the ark by the assignment of Jehovah. 

To this Moses calls attention in a b rief comment. 
And Jehovah shut him in. Likely he was the last 

one in the ark, since he had received the direct com
mand from the Lord. H is was the responsibility 
for carrying out every order. H e was the "representa
tive" man, the man of God's own choice in and 
through whom the living God prepared for that new 
world to come. And his faith was sweetly strength
ened by the shutting of the door. Here again the 
grace and faithfulness of our Cod are asserted. Aal
ders would translate: "And Jehovah shut (closed) the 
approach to him ." The emphasis would then fall upon 
a striking separation of Noah and those in the ark 
from all others, so that these could not enter. The 
day of God's longsufi"ering was past. Yet this idea 
certainly is not excluded by the usual translation of 
the words, which stresses in a most appropriate man
ner the safety of all in the ark. This was a message 
which Noah might now receive for his consolation. 
No matter how long the deluge would compel him to 
remain in that vessel- surely frail when measured by 
the swelling waters - he and those with him were 
safe in the hand of the Lord Cod. He was the One 
who had shut them in . 

NOTES 
I - E. H . Blaiklock: Out of the E(lrth (Eerdmans, 1957) 

presents in brief and popular form what its sub-title in
dicates, viz., "The \Yitness of Archaeolo~y to the New 
Testament." Th(: introduction, however, makes mention 
of some outstanding archaeulogical discoveries relevant 
for a study of the Old Testament. The value of this 
science, which bas been grently developed nnd expanded 
in rC(;ent dC(;ades, could be discussed with profit among 
us. SOlne indeed may in uncritical fnshion place much 
too high a value on il~ " finds," even 10 the point of de· 
pending on these to prove the reliability and accnracy 
of Scripturc. However, the light shed by the "finds" on 
life lived so many centuries ago may well help us to 
understand vario\lS passages in thc Bible more clearly 
and correctly. The danger of reading God's \Vord 
through om own "twentieth century spectacles" is by 
no means imaginmy. 

2 - So mueh ffiHterial has been writtcn about the Genesis 
flood and its relationship to the various sciences, that 
we hardly know what should be inserted in these brief 
comments. Books with which tIle reader sllould have 
some aC{lllnintHncc, besidcs various conservative commen
taries on the Biblical text, includc: 

Morris and \Vhitcomb: Tile Genesis Flood 
Donald W. Patten: The BibUml Flmxl (lm/ the lee 

Epoch 
Frederick A. Filby: Tlte J.wml Recorl.'lidered 

Although not agreed in many details, these anthors insist 
on taking the Scriptural aC(;ount ser iously as p roviding 
us with historical facts. 

3 - For anyonc intereste(j in how many a modern critic at
tempts to divide the flood-accou nt into its supposedly 
component parts, d. Jobn Skinner: Genesis. While ad
mitting that it presents a "unified" story which demon
strates the rarc skill of the redactor, he believes he can 
sort out tllC two sources, called J. and P. 

F rom J. must come-7: 1-5, 10, 12, I6b, 171>,22,23, 
also 8:2b, 3a, 6-12, 13b. From P. must come 7:6, 11, 
13-17a, 18·21, 24; and 8: 1, 2a, 3b-5, 13a, 14, 15-19. He 
finds the source of 8: 1band 4 questionable. 
Throughout it bccome$ increasingly apparent that he 



regards Scripture as a purely hu!»:m document which can 
best be understood in the ligilt of Israel's religious de
velopment over a long p~riod of centuries. 

4 - Once again we call attention to the central message of 
God in this section which includes the Hood. It is the 
account of God'~ faithfulness to those who fear and trust 
him, so that judgment is unto deliverance. De Craaf in 
his Ver-lxmtbge3Chiedenis 0. H. Kok, 1952) \mderscores 
th is succinctly: 

" Cod turned away from all that lives on earth. 
And yetI God couldn't Imd would not let go of the 
world and of man. Had he not established his cov
enant with man, and p romised that sometime the 
Savior wou ld come who would deliver the human 
race. That promise He wouki surely fu lfi l ...." Vol. 
I, p. 38. 

Here we are reminded that we cannot understand the 
Bible, except in the light of the coming Christ . All in. 
dividuals and evcnts are meaningful only in the ir rela
tionship to the living COO who shows Himsclf clearly 
and fully 10 us in the Son whom He sent into the world. 

5 - When did the llood ()(Xur? On this (Illestion there seems 
to be little speCific unanimity even among those who take 
the Biblical givens seriously. F ilby, op. cit., discusses 
the matter at great length. 

We find disc:repancy betwcen the Hebrew text and the 
Septuagint with rC$pect to the ages of the an tedil\IYian 
generations; the former leading to about 2400 B.C. on 
the basis of Ussher's chronology, the latter to ahout 3050 
B.C. But slleh reckoning assumes that the genealogies 
are complete. 

However, tu rning 10 extra-biblical sources we find the 
problem still remains unsolvt.'<I. Mueh attention has been 
given to the relatively complete record of Egyptian 
dynastiC$. But scholars according to F ilby have interest
ingly enough reduced the date of the first dynasty. Here 
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follows a list of suggested da tes for the first nl lers nf 
that land in a period some lilne after the llood 

Petrie (1903) -at 4777 B.C. 
British Museum Guide (1920 ) - at 3300 B.C. 
AnaH (1962) - at 2900 B.C. 
Biblical Archaeologis t ( 1967) - at 2850 B.C. 

The date for Zet who ruled some time before Moses has 
been set about 2500 to 2200 B.C. Filby (p. 16) then 
warns against inflating the dates. Attempts have also 
been made to date , if possible, the earliest Chinese, As
syria n and Babylonian rulers. Dur ing the period between 
3000 nnd 2500 B.C. we have the beginning of empires 
there. If these d lltes are somewhat correct, then the 
flood perhaps should be da ted at about 4000 to 3500 B.C. 

Aalders also devotes attention to the subject in his 
commentary ( pg. 239 f. ). He a lso is convinced that the 
date 2350 B.C. is much too late. This leavC$ less than 300 
years betwcen the flood and Abraham. Sueh a ~iod 
seems much too short for 1) the development of Ur into 
a highly eivili~ed city, for 2 ) the prC$ence of distinct 
indigenous populations in various countries, and for 3) 
Egypt as n nalion with a high level of political order and 
cultu re. Aalders thus suggests the date somewhere around 
4000 B.C. 

6 - The Bible leavC$ us in no doubt as to a recognition of the 
historicity of the flood. Here mention may be made of 
such passages as !sa. 54:9; Matt . 24:37-39; Luke 17 :26 , 
27; Hebr. 11:7; I Peter 3:20; II Peter 2 :5; 3:6 ; and 
possibly Job 22: 15-18. 

7 - Anthropologists are quite agreed tha t somehow there was 
a radical break in the life and development of the hu
man race in the past. Seemingly no "bridges" can be 
b\Lill between the cu ltures of "Paleolithic" and "Neo
lith ic" man. To this must be added the extinction of 
certain animals, e.g., the woolly mammoths whose car
casses have been fu lly intact and even with food in their 
stomachs in regions now arctic, such as Siberia . Radical 
changes in climate scem also to have taken place, attrib· 
utable to the destruction of the "canopy" above the 
earth . All these "facts" SUAAest a cataclysm of universal 
proportions, which many Bible-believing scholars identi fy 
with the flood. T o be sure, those who adhere to the 
evolutionary development of pl.-mts, animals and man 
will reject sueb an interpretat ion of the " faets" out of 
hand. 

8 - C. F. Wright in International Standard Bible EflCvcla
1)edia, in many respects by now quite outdated and yet 
containing valuable material, demonstratt.'$ how some 
Ilave tried to harmonize the "finds" of the sciences with 
Scril)ttlre. 

"Another theory, supported by much evidence, is 
thot , in connection with the enormous physical changes 
in the earth 's surface during the closing scenes of the 
Clacial Epoch, man had perished from off the fa ce of 
the carth except in the valley of the Euphrntes, and 
that the Noachi:m deluge is the final catast rophe in 
that series of destnlctive events. The facts concerning 
the Claeia l epoch natura lly lead to this conclnsion. For 
duriug the entire epoch, and especially at its close, 
the conditions affecting the level of the land !,;urfaces 
of the northern hem i~phere were extremcly abnorma l, 
lind continued so nnti! some time afte r man had ap
peared on earth" (vol. II , p. 824 ) . 

Such a series of destruct ive cvents on a 11I :I.~sive scale 
seems r"dieally differcnt than the interpretation ~iven by 
r. lorr is and Whitcomb, which attribute nearly all the 
radical changes to the No."Iehian flood. 

In an art icle in another volume in the same work 
Wright offers the following: 

"The antediluvians are, with ~reat I)robability, iden
tified by some geologi~1S (Sir William Dawson, e .g. ) 
w ith glaci.,1 and paleolithic man, whose implements 
nnd reillains arc found huried beneath Ih tl deposits of 
glaci:.1 fl oods in northern France, southern England, 
southe rn Russia, and in the valleys of the Delaware, 
Ohio, alld Mis.'iOuri rivers in America . T he remairu; 
of ' palcolithic' men reveal only conditions of eJtreme 



degTll<lation and savagery, in which violence reigned. 
The sparse population which WIIS spread over the 
northern hemisphere during the closing floods of the 
Glacial period lived in caves of the earth, and con· 
Itmded with a strange variety of gigantic animals 
which became e.~tinct at Ihe !>lime lime with their 
human contemporaries" (vol. I, p. ]43). 

But what about the southern hemisphere? Since the 
above was written, Leeky, among others, elaims to have 
d iscoven.-d such human remains (dated in the millions of 
years) in the southern hemispllere. \Vith all the COil ' 

tradietary interpretations provided, it comes ,IS no sur· 
prise that not a few Christians dismiss the work of S\I("h 
scientists out of hand. Yet there is a great challenge for 
Christian scholars who take Scripl\Lre as reliable lind 
authorita tive to work in these areas. The answers cer· 
tainly are not nil in; in fact, it seems as if we have fewer 
today than ever before. But this gives no excuse for 
avoiding these fields of inquiry. Alw here our witness 
in and to the world today needs development in depth 
and breadth. 

9 - On the question of the waters in the days of Noah some 
comments of Filby, 01'. cit., p. 7, may he suggestive as 
we discuss Ihe passage. 

"TIle question as 10 where the water came from 
and where it wenl to will only trouble those who 
hold extreme views as to the fix ity of oceanic and <."On· 
lincnlnl levels. If the sca·bcds can ri.o;c and the con· 
tinents sink there is no difficulty whatever in findinp; 
enough water even for a l1nivers,11 Rood." 

He suggests that the OCCllnic beds could possibly rise in 
consequence of anyone or more of the following fllctors: 
I ) ice; 2) subtermnelln waters; 3) collapse of some vapor 
canopy or ring system like thnt of Saturn; 4) some huge 
tide that rosc an<1 then died aWlly. He believes the first 
to be a secondary and incidental faetor. Abou t the 
second he i~ convinced that we don't know enoup:h 
aoont it. \Vhat )<ushes out of the Cll rth in 111any plaees 
is "hot" water. Hc believes that Morris and Whitcomb 
have proved too little by attempting to prove too much. 
He suggests that the fou rth option is the most likely, 
occasioned perhaps by the IlPproneh of a minor planet. 
To discuss s\lch po$Sibil ities need not in any way inv'lli· 
da te our conviction that the Lord Himself sent the Rood 
as His judgment upon the C<lrth. 

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 
1 - Of what value can the "finds" or nrchacology be for the 

believer? Do these "pwve" the reHnbility and neeumey 
of Scripture? On what basis does our faith rest? 

Z - Discuss the st:ltement: "All Co<l's commands arc invita· 
tions; all His invita tions arc commllnds." Docs this say 
anything about man's relationship to Gcxl and about the 
chamcte r of His coming (in self.revc1ation) 10 man? 

3 - \VIlat does the Bible mean by a man being righteoll.s 
before Cod 's fa<."C? Docs the O.T. st ress works, while 
the N.T. enll)hasizes faith? Discuss in the light of Psalm 
26: If; 110m. 3:2lf; Gal. 3:6; James 2:24. 

4 - Define thc rci;ltionship bctween faith and works in Ihe 
believer's li fe. 

5 - How do you sUPfMlSC Noah took the animals? Did Cod 
by some miraculous act send them to him? Were they 
perhaps dircct<.-d by an instinct which made them aware 
of coming doom? Did Noah possibly It."<l snares and nets? 
What about rhe fiercc beasts, of which surely there were 
some? \Vhy do you supl>o..~e this question comes up 
repeatedly when the Hood is <."Onsidcred? 

6 - Can you find some reason for II dis tinction be tween 
dean and Imclean ,mimals? Does Scriptme provi<le you 
with any clues? 

7 - Discuss in some detail Hebrews II :7. In what sense do 
verses 1, 6, 33 and 38a apply to Noah? Is there any 
sense in which today we arc to imitate Noah in 11is faith? 
What docs 1)11111 mean by i1llitntin~ him, even ns lIe 
imitlltcs Christ? 

8 -	 How docs the Bible link the flood wi th the end of the 
world? cf. Matt . 24, Luke 17 nnd 11 Peter 3. How can 
and should we prep.'lre ourselves for this coming event? 

9 -	 What do you think of Calvin's opinion that faith often 
tends 10 weaken and wnver in old age? Is this quite 
common? Do YO ll think Noah al 600 years was an "old" 
man? 

10 - Compare Noah's flood with what we read in Genesis 1:2. 
\Vhat WIIS the "primal" state of the earth? Do you think 
Psalm 29 and Psalm 93 refer to Genesis I or to Noah's 
flood ? 

ll - \Vhy doe> also the story of the Rood contain 'lpJlropriate 
material for Ol1r praising of God? Do you think we sing 
too 	 much about Cod's loyc and not enough about His 
sovereignty, majesty nnd jllstice in om day? 

12 - Often throughou t history the church has been compared 
to the ark. 15 this an appropriate comparison? Give 
reasons for Y01.lr an.~wer. Is there Biblical Wa ITlint for 
this comparison? 

(16) 

SALVATION THROUGH THE 
MIGHTY WATERS 
Scripture: Genesis 7: 17-8:19 

The great theme of God 's book is salvation. 
On this, without doubt , all believers will agree. 

All the lines of Old Testament revelation as well as 
New converge in Jesus Christ. He is the way, the 
truth and the life. Through His person and work 
alone can we come to the Father. Only in His light, 
because He is the Light of the world, can we attain 
to any true knowledge concerning Cod, man, and the 
world. And the purposes of the e ternal God who has 
brough t life and immortality to light in the Savior has 
purposes of peace with His people. 

Too frequently, however, we narrow our concep· 
tion of this salvation. 

We si ng a great deal about Jesus and His dea th 
on the cross. ' Ve fail to discern that this crowning 
act of Cod's deliverances can be grasped in its length 
and breadth and height and depth only when we 
refuse to isolate it from all that God teaches in Scrip
ture. No wonder the Bible remains such a strange 
book, when we concentrate attention almost exclusive· 
lyon the death and resurrection of our Lord. In 
so far as we fa ll into this trap (and it is by no means 
imaginary in our day when so much of the historical 
material of Old and New Testament is called into 
question), we aren't simply less than Biblical; we be· 
come actu ally un· and anti·biblica l. Ours will soon 
become a warped conception of the living Cod, one 
which may pra te loud and long about love bu t knows 
little of His wisdom, righteotlsness, and ineffable 
majesty. In consequence, salvation becomes a ra ther 
small th ing. 

Once again we are to see that Cod's purposes of 
salvation were wrought sincc the dawn of man's ap· 
pearance on earth. Also the divine act of sending the 
deluge - fearsome and full of vengea nce as it was
belongs to the mighty works of deliverance. Here 
again Cod in stich a conspicuous way prepares fo r the 
coming of the Lord Jesus Christ. In the l oins" of 
Noah and Shem is the promised Seed of Paradise, 
He, too, is prospectivcly and propheticall y ca rried 
safely upon the ragin g waters to bring to liS salva· 
tion. No wonder that these stories of the Old Testa
ment are so precious to believers tha t they will toler
ate no tampering with them. 



The raging of the flood 
Noah, his family and the animals are safe in the 

hands of the Lord. He has shut them in. 
In a fairly lengthy and quite repetitious number 

of words the writer provides us with a description of 
what was taking place outside the ark. 

We read again that this flooel ( note again the 
rather unique word ) continued for forty days. This is 
explained as the time during which the rains came, 
to which were added all the waters which welled up 
from the great deer) whose fountains had also been 
broken up. Durin~ all this time the wo.ters increased. 
This picture is enhanced by inserting the idea that 
the waters prevailed. The root meaning of the word 
is "to be strong." Luther translates that these waters 
took the upper hand; Leupold: that "grew mighty." 
The stress falls on the surging of these waters 
throughout thi~ entire pcriod . Over and over again 
- almost monotonously - this is repeated. Adverbs 
~uch as greatly and erceedingly are supplied to im
press us with the overwhelming power of these 
waters. All that Cod had created and maintained 
upon the face of the earth, even to aU the high 
mountains that were under the whole heavell, WllS 

conquered by their mighty sweep. 
It seems abundantly clear that the record engages 

in these repetitions for the sake of the readers. Two 
facts above all else must they remember here. First 
of all, despite all the surging and raging of the storms 
around him, Noah and those with him in the ark 
were safe, and that by the gracious hand of the Lord. 
These very wa ters, with all their power unto destruc
tion, were used by the Cod who had chosen and 
commended Noah to bear up the ark. Note how th i ~ 
last section of chapter 7 ( vss. 17-24) begins and ends 
with the safety of the man of Cod and those with 
him. But also, thc record insists - and that with an 
incontrovertible emphasis - on the death of all in 
whose Ilostrils W(lS the hreath of tile spirit of life. 
Clearly life which lived and moved in the waters as 
its habitat did not necessarily die in consequcnce of 
the deluge. Also the height to which the waters grew 
and prevailed is mentioned. This is done by the only 
ava ilable standard: (lllllie high mOull tains that were 
under the whole heaven . Above them to the extent 
of fifteen cubits the waters 1Jreooiled. 

Here we face the question of thc cxtent of the 
flood. 'Vas it actually "universal," covering the whole 
earth and thus the highest mountai ns? Or was the 
Hood restrictcd to an area comparable to that known 
to Moses and his contemporaries? At the outset, we 
do well to admit that the words all and whole as 
used from time to time in Scripture do not necessari ly 
dcmand interpreti ng them in the absolute sense. Of 
course, we reject out of hand the notion, often pro
pounded by those who do not accept the Bible as 
accurate, that the story of Noah's flood sprang from 
early accounts of a flood of some great but local 
proportions, wh ich was afterwards in its rehearsals 
embroidered to a~~ume the fOl'm in which it is p re
sented here. But this does not exclude the possibilily 
that perhaps not every continent and not the high 
Himalayas and Andes were covered. The Bible itself 

docs usc the word all in a relative sense. The ques
tion, however, is whether the word is so used in this 
story. And then it should be clear to the unbiased 
reader. At the very least, the passage teaches that 
nothing with the breath of life in its nostrils upon 
the face of the earth was spared except those creatures 
in the ark. But more than that, over and over again 
the writer paints unmistakably in the d irection of a 
universal good. Even if we should assume that the 
flood covered by fifteen cubits the mountains of Ararat, 
this would require a well-nigh universal catastrophe. 
Waters more than three mil es above ord inary sea level 
cou ld hardly be contained within a given geographical 
areal Keil suggests that mountains higher than Ararat , 
if these were not actually covered by the waters, 
would have amounted to no more than a few pin
pOints and so would not nceessarily contradict the 
meaning of the term all. We might add here that we 
really don't know what thc heights of the various 
mountains were before the flood nor what changes 
could perhaps have occurred by the massive outbursts 
of subterranean waters at the t ime of the flood . 'Vhen 
we notc that verse 19, which speaks most d ircctly to 
the issue, uscs the term kol «(Ill, whole) twice over, 
the conclusion seems quite inescapable that the flood 
covered the entire earth. 

The section coneludes with another indication of 
the time-sequence. For olle hUll dred and fifty days, 
inclusive of the forty clays whcrein the rain fell, these 
swirling flood-waters prevailed. 

The remembrance of the Lord 
The story proceeds with a simple and st raight

forward narration. Here is no undue claboration and 
ornamentation. Leupold suggests it as «a type of epic 
simplicity which in itself is a guarantee of absolute 
veracity and historical fidelity ." And surely, whcn 
compared with the flood-accounts which have been 
transmitted among many other peoples, that of the 
Bible is quite without parallel and peer. Similarities, 
to be sure, occur. But these are greatly overshadowed 
by the radical differences in form as well as content. 

Now the somber notes of the preceding chapter 
begin to die away. Indeed, not for a moment were 
those in the ark alone upon those raging torrents. 
Cod had sh ut them in; God had preserved them 
throughout the hundred and fifty days. 

Yet the writer adds for our instruction a com ment 
on a "change" in Cod's activity. This is preceded 
by the brief but telling explanation: And God remem
bereel Noah . ... Not for a moment had the Almighty 
been unmindful of his servan t, since it was no less 
than a miracle that he and those with h im in the ark 
had received safe passage for so long. But the story 
takes a turn, because Cod now makes way for the 
coming of that ncw world which he had envisioned 
upon the destruction of the old . His wrath against the 
Sinful race had been sufficiently assuaged; His justice 
and righteousnc..>ss and holiness abundantly demon
strated in the penalty inflicted upon a world which 
had corrupted its way before His face. In the word 
remembered there is displayed a tendcrness shown 
not only to the human survivors but also the rest of 
creation which He had spared. He does not want 



them to ride indefinitely in the ark which He had 
prepared for them. 

Moses thereupon speaks clcarly of the consequence 
of Cod's remembrance. He mode a wind to rwss over 
the earth. In connection therewith the level of the 
waters began to drop. While the foun tains of the 
deep were stopped, God also restrained the rain. 
There is no justi6cation for supposing a conflict be
tween this verse and 7:12. Throughout the hundred 
and fift y days rain may well have fallen to cause thc 
waters to prev{lil so long and yd: not in that quantity 
as during the 6rst forty days. Just what kind of a 
wind this was and from whence it ca me (other than 
by divine directive) cannot be answered. 

In consequence of all this there was a decrease in 
the waters upon the face of the earth . At last the ark 
comes to rest. 

In great detail and with much precision the time
element is revealed. This is precisely five months 
after the onset of the deluge. For another two months 
the dccrease continues, until the tops of the mountains 
could be seen. 

Clearly the writer in this section desires to create 
the impression of the lovingkindness of the Lord to
wards the survivors. In His wrath Cod has remem
bered mercy and faithfulness to His promised word . 
Those who trust His word, in this case Noah and hi.~ 
family, experience this. That He uses the wind. need 
not surprise us here. It also is His creature to do 
His bidding and act.'ording to His schedule. And if 
anyone would sugges t that all this happened accord
ing to "the orderly processes of nature," we would 
remind him that indeed God is the God of order but 
controls it completely rather than being in any sense 
con trolled or bound by it. 

Thc passagc speaks of the mountains of Ararat, 
the highest peak of which exceeds some 16,000 fect 
above sea level. The text nowhere warrants the con
clusion that the ark neces.~arily came to rest on the 
highest peak These heights are in the land of Ar
menia, from which descent to the Mesopotamian plain 
which becomes the center from which the descendants 
of Noah spread abroad is easy. In recent years wc 
read again of expeditions searching for remains of 
Noah's ark. This is nothing new. Already Josephus, 
that great historian , speaks of fragments wh ich were 
found in his time. The church father , Jerome, insists 
that some of these could be seen in his day. Strange 
as it may seem to those who believe, men arc always 
much more concerned about such material fragments 
of the past than they are about the Word of the Lord 
which lives and abides forever. 

The release from the ark 
How carefully God prepares Noah and his family 

for taking their place in the new world is the the me 
of the next section . 

F irst, after fort y days pass, Noah opens the win
dolV of the ark. About its nature, size, and location 
we know nothing. Yet it was of such a kind that it 
could be opened. Why he didn't open it sooner is 
not told us either. Enough for us to know that from 
it he sends forth a raven and later a clove. 

The details are quite fasc inating. No doubt, they 

are intended to teach us not merely something about 
Noah's common sense but especially about his wil
lingness to wait upon the Lord's will. Yet in 
this waiting he is not inactive. The raven simply 
Aies and soars above the waters, finding perhaps in 
the carcasses which still remained afloat sufficient 
food . The dove returns the first time to he let in 
again. It returns the second time with an olive-leaf 
in its beak, proof that with the abatement of the 
waters life was beginning to manifest itself again. 
Such trees, we are told, can survive for some time in 
water. Yet they grow on ly below certain levels, not 
on the top of mountains. Hence from this Noah re
ceives an indication of the rather rapidly receding 
waters. When for a third time hc sends forth the 
dove, likely the same bird, it does not return. 

Still the carth is not yet ready to receive him and 
tbosc w ith him in the ark. Now with great precision 
we are told when the waters were driecl up from. oD 
the earth . Yet the ground was not sufficiently dry un
til nearly two months later. Only when this obta ins 
does Cod speak to him with the command to leave the 
ark which had sheltered him for one year and ten 
days. 

With this a new era begins in the history of the 
world and the human race. All arollnd him, although 
the earth was sufficiently dry to receive him, there was 
11 strange kind of emptiness. No other humans or ani
mals were on hand to receive him. All that he and 
his family had known before the deluge had perished . 
God makes with him a new bcginning. His command 
here is a kind of repetition of the word spoken to our 
first parents: alld be fruitful Dlul multiply upon the 
earth. 

Here, then, we have a man waiting upon the word 
of the living Cod. Even as he obeyed before the 
flood , so too he orders his way in accordance with 
the revealed will of Cod. This characterized his entire 
life. As "heir of the righteousness which is according 
to faith" (Hebr. 11 :7) he stepped into a new and 
stra nge world with his God. 

NOTES 
I ~	Several of the NotclJ appended to the two previous lessons 

Illay shed some light on a few of the statements made in 
the passage !Uuler consideration here. These, then, need 
not be repelLted here. 

2 ~	The theme of this passage is, without doubt , the graciO\IS 
and no less than miraculous deliverance of No.1h and in 
him the creation of Cod. Although thc gospel records 
stress the "judgment" present in that great event, Peter 
calls attenUOl1 to the grace and $.1 lvation therein revealed. 
On Ihis De Craaf comments in his VerlxmdlJgcschicdenis
0 . H. Kok, 1952): 

"TIle judgmcnt of the flood was unto deliverance, 
as is every judgment in the dispensation of the cov
enant of grace. Noah and his fam ily were saved in 
the ark according to t Peter 3 :20 by water. In the 
flood the IInrighicoII~ world was removed from tile 
earth, in order that Noah and his family and the 
animals with him and tile entire world might be 
spared. Thus the flood points to baptism. Even the 
judgment at the b st day is unto deliverance; by means 
thereof the world enters upon renewal. We mllst tell 
the children about this deliwranee, about Cod's grace 
in the deluge, about his saving of the world. 

"Noah is here a type of Chri~t ..." (vol. I, p. 36). 
3 - For those conversant with the Holland IrUlguage there 
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is a fine summary of the major questions and problems 
surrounding the flood account. Cf. his Het bock Genesis 
(J. 	H. Kok, 1933): 

He treMs first the duration of the flood , Pll. 237·238, 
showing that while one year and ten days is dearly in· 
,licated, we have no certainty concerning the precise 
number of days. This would depend 011 whether the 
writer refers to the solar year (365 days ) or the lunar 
(354 days), 

With great exegetical care he deals with the scope 
of the flood, concluding that excgeticnlly we canllot 
determine whether every last mountaintop was covered. 
To this he adds with empllasis: "But one thing is cer
tain: the scope of the flood was sufficiently great to 
dest roy all human and animal life (with the evident 
exception naturally of the creatures who live in watcr, 
d.7:22)." 

On pp. 239-241 he discusses the time (dating) of 
the Rood. This, as well as his comments on its historicity, 
which follow, were considered in the previous lesson. 
He continues from p. 241 to p. 248 with a comparison 
between the Biblical account and other flood stories. 

4 -	 Although we have dealt in these sections Ht considerable 
length with factual de tails, we would conclude on an
other and more important note. This does not imply that 
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fac ts are in any sense insignificant or negligible. Yet a 
preoccupation with these may well cause us to remain 
blind to the message herein contained for us also today. 
Thielicke in his flow tire ,coriel lJcg(m ( Fortress Press, 
1961) summarizes this appropriately; 

" This story has only one theme; what lmppens 
to this mnn Noah at the hands of God, It is tllC story 
of a survival with God. 

"If Noah had only looked at the elements and let 
his eyes gaze upon the vast and watery wastes, hc 
would have pcrisl1Cd of mortal dread. For there his 
eyes would hHvc found no rcsting place and even tIle 
time would have seemed endless and immeasurable. 
He would have been like the sinking Peter, who l o.~t 
sight of his Lord as he attempted to walk upon the 
water and, left all alone with the elements, saw noth· 
ing but the waves, aml therefore sank like a rock. 

"Noah, however, did not yield himself to the un
nerving imprcssion of flood Hnd catastrophe, bUI simply 
held on to God's promise that He still had something 
in mind for him. He also knew that no ark could ever 
help him once he had lost his Ilold on the hand tllat 
held him and his own above the flood. " shall not 
die, but I shall live, and recount the deeds of the 
Lord'; it was by that kind of certainty that he re(llly 
survived. The planks of the ark arc nothing more 
than poor instrumentalities to effect that promise, and 
without its blesSing they would be worthless lumber 
.." 	(pp. 247, 8). 

QUESTIONS FOIl DISCUSSION 
I - How can we in preaching Hnd tcach ing our children keep 

both the grace and judgment of God in proper perspec
tive? Why has this often seemed to be so difficu lt to do? 

2 - Much modern theology, including that of neo-orthodox 
tinge, stresses Jesus as the Word of God Ht the expense 
of the inscripturated 'Vord. How would you evaluate 
the preoccupation with Jesus at the expense often of the 
living by revivalists, some evangelicals, and the Jesus
people? Is there !,'l"olmd for the criticism that Reformed 
people emphasize God at the expense of his Self-revela
tion in Jesus Christ? 

3 - Which arguments would you present against those who 
insist here on a purely local flood? Is this issue important? 

4 - What do you think of Leupold's argument that the "epic 
simplicity" of this story is a guorantee of its trustworthi
ness? 

5 - \Vlly and to what extcnt is God conccrned with animals? 
How do you evaluate Schweitzer's "reverence for life" 
and the Hindu refusal to kill any animal? To what ex
tent do you think man may "usc" animals? 

6 - J-Iow come there weren't any children in the ark? Do 
you tllink it possible some animals reproduccd during 
the year of the flood-waters? If not, why not? ' 

7 - What do you understand hy "the orderly process of 
nature?" ls it always so "orderly?" \Vhy do Rcfomled 
people prefer to speak of creational ordinances rather 
than of natural lmc? 

8 - Do you believe it wrong to seaTch for fragments of the 
ark? 

9 - How would you explain removing the covering of tile 
ark (vs. 13)? Wllat was this? 

IO - Discuss the meaning of I Pctcr 3:20, 21. How docs our 
Form for l}(lptism make llSe of this text? 

11 - Is Noah ever called a "type" of Christ? Discuss the 
meaning of the word tYlle as it applies to Biblicnl (D.T. ) 
matcrial. 


