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W hat is  Christian Faith ?

By I. G. Vos

"It doesn’t m atter what you believe; the im
portan t thing is just to  have faith.” This sort of 
statem ent is constantly being heard in the Am erica of 
1972. You don’t have to  search for people who speak 
thus —  you can ’t walk around without meeting them. 
This is the m odern notion that faith is important 
because it has a psychological value. Sometimes this is 
called “positive thinking”; sometimes it is called “the 
pow er of faith”; sometim es it is called “spiritual 
values” ; som etim es it is just called “optimism” or 
“m orale.” A ccording to this notion it does not matter 
m uch what o r in whom you believe; it is the believing 
function o r attitude that is im portant. Even believing 
som ething that is false, it is said, will give you a grip so 
that you can face life and its problems.

The Bible never deals with faith as a 
psychological attitude. It always stresses the im
portance of believing the truth, and especially the 
im portance of believing in Christ as our Saviour. “Faith 
in faith” will not save anyone, but faith in Jesus Christ 
saves unto eternal life.

A man with a counterfeit ten dollar bill in his 
pocket may have a com fortable feeling of not being 
“b roke” so long as he believes it to be a genuine bill. 
But the counterfeit bill will finally be exposed as 
w ithout value. A man with faith in a false religion may 
have a com fortable feeling that he is on the road to 
heaven, as long as he believes his religion to  be true. He 
may even die with this com fortable feeling, only to find 
himself in hell for all eternity.

A person’s faith may even be the m ajor obstacle 
to  his salvation. If he firmly believes that Buddha will 
save him, this faith may keep him from coming to 
Christ who alone can really save. If he firmly believes 
that his own good works and moral character will save 
him, his faith will keep him from coming to  Christ for 
salvation. Christian faith means renouncing all false 
ways of salvation and placing faith in the one and only 
true Way of salvation —  Jesus Christ.

Christian faith is com posed of two elements, 
namely knowledge and trust (or belief and com 
mitment). You have to know about Jesus Christ, and 
you have to commit yourself to  Him. Knowledge alone 
is not faith, but mere belief. A person might be able to 
recite the entire New Testam ent from memory and pass 
an exam ination on the Confession of Faith and Larger 
Catechism, and still not have real Christian faith; he 
might have mere intellectual belief, just like believing 
that Napoleon was defeated at the battle of W aterloo. 
Knowledge is necessary, though, even though 
knowledge alone is not enough. You cannot be a 
Christian if you never heard of Christ and know nothing 
about Him.

Besides knowledge, trust or com m itm ent is 
necessary. A tight rope perform er is said to have 
stretched a cable across the gorge of a river and pushed 
a wheelbarrow across it several times, to  the applause 
of a crowd of spectators. He then asked how many 
believed he could transport a person across safely in 
the wheelbarrow. All present raised their hands to show 
that they believed he could do it. A fter all, they had 
witnessed his skill with the em pty wheelbarrow! He 
then called for just one volunteer to ride in the 
wheelbarrow. But not a single person was willing to 
accept the offer of a ride across the canyon in the 
wheelbarrow. They had belief but not trust or com 
mitment. Perhaps we should not blame them — after 
all, the perform er was only a man and he could fail. But 
Jesus Christ is not only m an —  He is also the Son of 
God and He cannot fail; therefore we can commit 
ourselves to Him with perfect confidence and safety.

Most people today claim to be Christian 
believers, in America at least. But how often this is 
mere belief without the elem ent of com m itm ent or 
trust! Jesus Christ calls us, not to  a m ere mental belief 
about Him, but to com mit our souls and our lives to 
Him now and forever. W hat are you —  merely a non- 
non-Christian, or a person having real Christian faith?

— The Goal Post
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Chapter XXVII Of the Sacraments

I. Sacram ents are holy signs and seals of the 
covenant of grace, instituted directly by G od to 
represent Christ and His benefits and to confirm the 
right we have in Him and also to put a visible difference 
between those who belong to the church and the rest of 
the world and solemnly to pledge them to service for 
G od in Christ, according to His Word.

II. T here is in each sacram ent a spiritual 
relation, or sacram ental union, between the sign and 
the thing signified, from which it results in the names 
and effects of the thing signified being attributed to  the 
sign.

III. The grace which is exhibited in or by the 
sacram ents, rightly used, is not conferred by any power 
in them ; nor does the efficacy of a sacram ent depend 
upon the piety or intention of the one who adm inisters 
it, but upon the work of the Spirit and the declaration 
instituting the sacram ents, which declaration contains, 
together with a precept authorizing the use of the 
sacram ents, a promise of benefit to worthy receivers of 
the sacram ents.

IV. T here are only two sacraments appointed 
by Christ our Lord in the gospel: baptism and the Lord’s 
supper, neither of which may be adm inistered by 
anyone o ther than a minister of the Word, who has 
been lawfully ordained.

V. The sacram ents of the Old Testam ent, in 
regard to the spiritual things signified and exhibited by 
them , were, as regards substance, the same as those of 
the New.

Chapter XXVIII Of Baptism

I. Baptism is a sacram ent of the New 
Testam ent, appointed by Jesus Christ, not only for the

solemn admission of the person baptized into the 
visible church but also to be for him a sign and seal of 
the covenant of grace, of his being ingrafted into Christ, 
of regeneration, of remission of sins and of his yielding 
himself to God through Jesus Christ to walk in newness 
of life; this sacram ent is, by Christ’s own appointm ent, 
to be continued in His church until the end of the 
world.

II. The outw ard elem ent to be used in this 
sacram ent is water, with which the person is to  be 
baptized in the nam e of the Father, the Son and the 
Holy Spirit, by a minister of the gospel, who has been 
lawfully called to  the ministry.

III. Dipping the person into the w ater is not 
necessary, but baptism is rightly adm inistered by 
pouring or sprinkling w ater upon the person.

IV. Not only those who actually profess faith in 
and obedience to Christ but also the infants of one or 
both believing parents are to be baptized.

V. Although it is a great sin to  despise or 
neglect baptism, yet grace and salvation are not so 
inseparably connected with it that no person can be 
regenerated or saved without it or that all who are 
baptized are undoubtedly regenerated.

VI. The efficacy of baptism is not tied to the 
mom ent of time in which it is adm inistered; yet, not
withstanding, by the right use of this ordinance the 
grace promised is not only offered but is also really 
exhibited and conferred by the Holy Spirit to  those 
(whether of age or infants) to whom that grace belongs, 
according to the counsel of G od’s own will, in His 
appointed time.

VII. The sacram ent of baptism is to  be ad
ministered only once to any person.

(To be continued)



A n Introduction to the S tu dy  o f the B ib le
LESSON 1 

THE RELATION BETWEEN GOD AND THE UNIVERSE

"The universe” means all that exists except God. 
The Bible is based upon a certain view of the relation 
between God and the universe. This view is known as 
Theism. Theism is the truth that there is a personal, 
almighty God, Creator and Ruler of all things, who is 
distinct from the universe.

When we say that God is a personal being, we do 
not mean exactly what we mean when we say that 
ourselves are personal beings. We m ean that and more. 
Some writers refer to God as “trans-personal.” By this 
they mean that God is a personal being in a higher 
sense than man is. But God possesses all that per
sonality means in man. G od is a being possessing 
freedom and self-consciousness, who can call Himself 
"I” and whom we can call “T hou.”

Many people today regard God as im personal — 
a force or impulse rather than a personal being. This is 
wrong because it ranks God lower than man in the 
scale of existence. Man is a personal being; the per
sonal is higher than the impersonal; therefore if G od is 
higher than man He must be a personal being. An 
im personal God would be lower than man; we would 
have to  refer to such a G od as “it” rather than as “he” 
or “him.”

God is a self-existent being. He exists of Himself, 
independently of all o ther beings, without a cause, 
w ithout an origin, and without a purpose outside of 
Himself. It is strictly correct to say that God has no 
history. He has no past and He has no future, for He is 
independent of time. The self-existence of God is 
sometim es expressed by saying that G od is a self- 
contained being.

The Bible teaches and assumes that God is 
distinct from the universe. The universe is dependent 
on God; God is not dependent on the universe. G od is 
eternal; He never had a beginning; the universe, on the 
other hand, is tem poral — it had a beginning and it 
exists within the framework of time created by God.

A further truth about God is His transcendence. 
This means that G od is not only distinct from the 
universe, but also far above, behind and beyond it, and 
that there is absolutely nothing beyond God. G od is our 
ultimate environm ent; beyond Him there is nothing. 
Thus our ultim ate environm ent is personal, not im
personal as it is often regarded by modern philosophy 
and scientific thought. The Bible expresses this truth of 
the transcendence of God by saying that God dwells “in 
heaven” or “on high.”

Com plem entary to G od's transcendence is His 
immanence. This means that God is present 
everywhere in the universe, so that absolutely nothing 
great or small could exist w ithout His continual 
energizing presence in it. G od is actively present in the 
solar system, the milky way and the vast spiral nebulae 
and galaxies of rem otest ou ter space, and He is also 
actively present in every atom , every electron, neutron, 
proton and every cell of the hum an body. W ithout 
God’s active, sustaining presence in them , none of 
these could exist for a single instant. G od’s imm anence 
is sometimes called the cosmic presence of God.

To have a correct idea of G od we must keep in 
mind both His transcendence and His im m anence, as 
well as His personality and His self-existence. If either 
God’s transcendence or His im m anence is stressed 
without the other, the result will be an unbalanced and 
false concept of God.

Another truth about G od is that He is a Spirit. 
Man has a spirit but God is a Spirit. This means that 
God has no physical body such as man has. It also 
means that God is invisible to  our bodily eyes. When 
atheists and materialists boast that man has never 
discovered God, even in ou ter space, they only display 
their own naive ignorance of the Christian idea of God. 
For if God is a Spirit, then of course He cannot be 
discerned by the senses nor discovered by scientific 
instruments.

The Bible teaches that the one G od exists in three 
“Persons”, the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
Jesus Christ is God the Son who at a certain  point in 
history took a human nature to  Himself and was bom  as 
a human being. Thus Christ is not only G od but also 
man. As man, of course. He has a hum an body. This is 
not contrary to the idea that G od is a Spirit.

The doctrine of the Trinity (or tri-unity of God) 
has often been ridiculed by scoffers who say that it is a 
contradiction to affirm that G od is both one and also 
three. We readily admit that this tru th  is a mystery 
which human reason cannot solve, but we also insist 
that it is not a contradiction. If we were to say that God 
is one and three in the same sense, that would be a 
contradiction and nobody could believe it. But the 
doctrine of the Trinity does not involve any such ab 
surdity. It holds, rather, that G od is one in one sense, 
and three in a different sense. He is one in His essential 
being or existence, and He is three in His centers of 
personality or consciousness. We adm it the mystery but 
we deny the contradiction.
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O ver against Theism there exists certain contrary 
views of the relation between God and the universe. 
T hese are known as anti-theistic theories. We may 
consider the principal ones briefly.

1. Atheism is the denial of the existence of God.

2. Agnosticism is the denial that it is possible for 
m an to  know  with certainty that God exists. In practice 
this am ounts to the same thing as atheism. The agnostic 
is a bit m ore cautious, however; where the atheist says 
"T here is no G od,” the agnostic says, “We can never 
know w hether there is a God."

3. Materialism is the teaching that nothing exists 
except m aterial substance and physical energy. This is 
the official faith of the Communist world, and it is 
really a form  of atheism. According to materialism God 
does not exist, and the human soul does not exist ex
cep t as a function of the body during this present 
earth ly  life.

4. Polytheism is the belief in the existence of 
m any gods. O ur ancestors were once polytheists, 
before the Christian faith reached them. The ancient 
religions of G reece and Rome were polytheistic. Today 
polytheism  is a dying faith, though it still exists in many 
parts of the world. There are three great monotheistic 
religions —  Christianity, Judaism and Islam. W herever 
polytheism  com es in contact with monotheism, it tends 
to  d isintegrate and disappear. Contact with a purer 
form  of belief in God tends to destroy polytheism.

5. Pantheism is the system which affirms that 
everything is divine. God is everything and everything 
is G od. G od is thus merely another name for the 
universe as a whole. Or it may be expressed by saying 
that G od is the soul of the universe, an impersonal 
cosm ic force which is striving toward self-expression 
and personality, and attaining personality and self- 
consciousness only in man. Pantheism regards God as 
a nam e for the universe as a whole, o r else as an aspect 
of the universe. Pantheism does not believe in a God 
w ho is distinct from the universe. It breaks down or 
b lurs the most basic distinction of the Bible, the 
distinction between God and the universe (Genesis 
1:1). It destroys religion because it regards the relation 
betw een m an and God as the relation of a part to  the 
whole.

6. Humanism is the system which regards the 
hum an race as existing for its own sake. It considers 
m an’s chief end to be his own welfare and happiness, 
and looks upon God and religion as means for 
p rom oting the progress of the human race. The 
hum anist is not an atheist. He usually believes in God, 
but he regards man as more im portant. While the theist 
seeks to  serve and worship God, the humanist seeks to 
use G od. He considers the idea of God useful to 
hum anity. F or example, belief in God may help to 
stabilize the social order and curb criminal tendencies. 
Just as m an has learned how to use electricity, so he can 
learn how to use God for human purposes. The af

finities of such a belief are with magic rather than with 
religion. Religion is worshipping and serving God; 
magic is the attem pt to  gain control of God or the 
supernatural for human purposes.

7. Deism is the system which holds that God 
created  the universe in the beginning as a marvellous 
autom atic m achine with built-in laws and power, and 
then left it to  function automatically without any divine 
control. Deism affirms the transcendence of God but 
denies the im m anence of God; it affirms G od’s work of 
creation  but denies His work of providence. According 
to  Deism G od has nothing to  do with the universe 
today. To the Deist God is merely a hypothesis to 
explain how things got started  in the first place. Deism 
is mostly a dead faith today. It was extremely popular 
about the time of the French and American 
Revolutions. There are, however, people living today 
who have deistic tendencies in their thinking about 
God.

Each of these anti-theistic theories contradicts 
one or m ore of the essential points of Theism. Though 
some of these anti-theistic theories are extremely 
popular today, they are all contrary to  the most basic 
teachings of the Bible. If the Bible is true, then the anti- 
theistic theories are false.

Questions:

1. W hat is m eant by “the universe”?

2. W hat is Theism?

3. W hat do we m ean by saying that God is a 
personal being?

4. W hat is m eant by saying that God is a self- 
existent being?

5. W hat is the relation of G od to time?

6. W hat is the relation of the universe to  time?

7. W hat do we mean by saying that G od is 
distinct from the universe?

8. W hat is m eant by the transcendence of God?

9. W hat is our imm ediate environm ent?

10. W hat is our ultim ate environment?

11. W hat is m eant by the imm anence of God?

12. Why must G od’s transcendence and His 
im m anence be kept in balance in our thinking about
God?

13. W hat do we mean by saying that G od is a 
Spirit?

14. W hat is atheism?
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15. W hat is materialism? 18. What is the harm in pantheism?

16. W hat is polytheism? 19. What is humanism?

17. W hat is pantheism? 20. W hat is deism?

LESSON 2

THE PRE-SUPPOSITIONS OF THE BIBLE

All knowledge is founded in part on assumptions 
or pre-suppositions. This is just as true of scientific 
knowledge as it is of religious knowledge. It is a 
com m on statem ent that science is based on facts, but 
religion is based on faith. Only a little reflection is 
needed to realize that this statem ent is a half-truth. 
Religion is based on facts as well as on faith, and 
science is based on faith as well as on facts.

Even the exact sciences, such as physics and 
m athem atics, are based on faith as well as on facts. In 
geom etry, to  use a familiar example, one starts out with 
several axioms which are accepted as true without 
needing to be proved. From there on everything has to 
be proved by strict logic, but the axioms are accepted 
at the beginning by faith.

The scientist always approaches the facts with a 
certain  point of view — with certain  assumptions in his 
mind. He can no more deal simply with “facts” apart 
from an assumed viewpoint than a person could see 
without light. He always has the assumptions in his 
mind, even though he may not always be conscious of 
them.

For example, the scientist must assume the 
validity of his own m ental processes. He must assume 
that the laws of logic are the same for everybody, in
stead of each person having a special kind of logic of 
his own. He must assume that the laws of mathem atics 
are perm anent, universally valid and unchangeable. 
These assumptions cannot be positively proved; they 
are accepted by faith. It is impossible to  prove, for 
instance, that the boiling point of w ater at sea level was 
the same a thousand years ago as it is today. This must 
be believed but it cannot really be “proved.” Scientific 
assum ptions, as axioms, are accepted without proof. 
They are the basis on which o ther knowledge can be 
gained and progress made.

The Bible also involves certain  assumptions or 
presuppositions. Especially, the Bible assumes God (in 
the Theistic sense) as the ultim ate point of reference 
for the explanation of facts. The G reek philosopher 
Archim edes said, “Give me a place to stand, and I will 
move the world.” W hether we want to move the world, 
or only to understand it, we have to  have a place to 
stand. The facts of nature and of history have to be 
interpreted in term s of some principle or point of 
reference if they are to mean anything. It is only when a 
fact is related to something else —  some principle or 
reference point —  that it has any meaning. A fact 
unrelated to any reference point or principle of in
terpretation would be absolutely meaningless.

The Bible starts out with a standpoint. It regards 
God as the ultimate reference point or principle of 
interpretation, and interprets all facts in reference to 
this —  that is, it interprets all facts in relation to God 
who is the Creator of facts. The basic assum ption of the 
Bible, in terms of which it approaches and interprets 
the facts of nature and history, is the theistic view of 
God. The Bible regards God as the ultim ate reference 
point.

There exist two, and only two, great world-views. 
One of these assumes that m an is the ultim ate reference 
point, and the other assumes that G od is the ultimate 
reference point. One view starts with faith in God (in 
the theistic sense) and interprets everything in the light 
of God. The other view starts with faith in man 
(regarded as an independent being) and interprets 
everything in the light of man. One regards divine 
revelation as the ultimate source and test of knowledge. 
The other regards human reason as the ultim ate source 
and test of knowledge. These two great philosophies of 
life or world-views are opposed to each other but each 
of them  is self-consist$ri(. In the end it com es down to 
the issue of God versus man as the ultim ate standpoint 
or frame of reference. The great alternatives are 
Biblical Theism on the one hand, and consistent 
Humanism on the other. All com bination or com 
promise halfway world-views must break down in the 
end.

From the view that man is the ultim ate reference 
point — that m an’s reason is the final judge of what is 
true — there arose the philosophy of ancient Greece, 
as well as modern secular philosophy. From the view 
that God is the ultimate reference point has come 
Christianity and all truly Christian philosophy.

The Bible starts out by assuming G od (Genesis 
1:1, “In the beginning God. . .”). It does not attem pt to 
prove God by appealing to m an’s reason as the final 
judge of reality. It is rem arkable that the Bible nowhere 
presents a formal argument to prove that G od exists.

The Bible does mention the fact that God has 
revealed Himself in the world of nature and in the 
human heart, and that this natural revelation of God 
witnesses to His existence (Psalm 19:1; Rom ans 1:20). 
But apart from such references to  the revelation of God 
in nature, the Bible does not attem pt to  prove G od’s 
existence. Instead, the Bible starts out in its very first 
verse by assuming the existence of God, and then it 
goes on to tell about His nature, character and ac
tivities.
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Because of the revelation of God in the world of 
nature and in the human heart, it is natural for mankind 
to believe in the existence of God. By starting out with 
the assum ption that God exists, the Bible really 
presents the greatest argument of all for the existence 
of God. For this assumption of G od’s existence is the 
key that unlocks countless mysteries of nature and of 
hum an life. The key that unlocks so many doors must 
be the true key.

Suppose we make the contrary assumption — 
that G od does not exist. Immediately the universe, 
hum an life and our own souls are buried in un
fathom able darkness and mystery. The person who is 
not willing to start by assuming that G od exists has the 
responsibility of showing that his theory of no God 
yields a better and more credible explanation of the 
universe and of human life than that given in the Bible. 
Of course, the atheist, the agnostic, the pantheist, 
hum anist, etc., are not able to do this. When we follow 
the Bible and start out by assuming the existence of 
G od as the Bible does, then every fact in the universe 
becom es an argum ent for G od’s existence. For there is 
not a single fact anywhere than can be better explained 
by denying G od’s existence than by assuming G od’s 
existence.

The Bible rates atheism as the religion of the fool. 
“The fool hath said in his heart, there is no G od” (Psalm 
53:1). The person who denies G od’s existence is a 
foolish person because he insists on denying the 
greatest of all facts. In the Bible the term “fool” in
volves the idea of moral perversity even more than that 
of intellectual weakness. Suppose a person who had 
lived all his life in the United States were to deny the 
existence of the U.S. government, and to claim that he 
owes no obligations to the Government, since he 
chooses to  deny its existence. Such a person would be 
regarded as lacking in common sense, and also as 
incapable of being a good citizen of the country. Yet 
even m ore absurd is the attitude of the atheist who 
owes his very life to  God and yet denies that G od exists, 
and disclaims all responsibility to  God.

Every person must decide, in the end, w hether he 
will face life with Biblical (theistic) assumptions or with 
secular (non-theistic) assumptions as his starting point 
and principle of interpretation. In this course we shall 
p roceed to study the history of the Old Testam ent on 
the basis of the Biblical assumptions. In particular, we 
shall assume: (1) The theistic view of God —  the 
existence of a personal, almighty God, Creator and 
R uler of all things, who is distinct from the universe. (2) 
W e shall also assume that revelation, o r com 
m unication of tru th  from God to man, is possible and 
has actually occurred. (3) We shall further assume that 
man, being a creature of God, is at every point of his 
life subordinate to  God and is not an autonom ous or 
independent being.

We shall examine later the subject of miracles 
and the supernatural elem ent of Bible history. Here we 
only rem ark that a person’s attitude toward miracles

depends upon his view of God. The Biblical teaching 
about m iracles is subordinate to  the Biblical teaching 
about G od. Given Biblical Theism, the miracles of the 
Bible fit into the pattern  perfectly. Assuming an an- 
titheistic view of the universe, the miracles of the Bible 
at once becom e a problem , an em barrassm ent and a 
stumbling-block.
Questions:

1. W hat is wrong with the statem ent: “Science is 
based on facts but religion is based on faith?”

2. How can it be shown that science is partly 
based on faith, as well as on facts?

3. W hat is m eant by the word "axioms”?

4. W hat is the place of axioms in a science, such 
as geom etry, for example?

5. W hat are some of the assumptions which 
science has to  make?

6. W hat is the most basic assumption or p re
supposition of the Bible?

7. How many “world views” or basic philosophies 
of life are there?

8. W hat is the difference between these 
philosophies of life?

9. Why does the Bible not attem pt to  prove 
G od’s existence by reason or argument?

10. W hy are we justified in assuming G od’s 
existence?

11. W hat happens if we start out by assuming 
that G od does not exist?

12. W hat questions or problems are unan
swerable if we assume that G od does not exist?

13. W hat problem s are solved, or human needs 
met, by eliminating G od from our thinking?

14. Besides the existence of God, what do we 
have to assume in order to approach the teachings of 
the Bible?

15. How can it be shown that religion is partly 
based on facts, as well as on faith?

16. On what does a person’s belief about miracles 
depend?

17. W hat view of the universe do the miracles of 
the Bible fit?

18. W hat does the Bible say about atheists?

19. W hat is included in the Biblical idea of the 
term “fool"?
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20. Why is it hard to be an atheist? 21. Do you think there are many real atheists?
Are there any?

LESSON 3 

GOD’S REVELATION OF TRUTH TO MAN

The Bible is unique among the books of the 
world. From beginning to end it claims to  be the W ord 
of G od. Obviously the Bible is a hum an book; this is so 
clear that no argum ent is necessary to prove it. Every 
sentence in it was written down by some human hand in 
the original m anuscripts, and the Bible you are using to 
read and study was translated and printed by human 
effort. Yet this is only one side of the picture. The Bible 
is also a divine book. Unlike all o ther books in the 
world, this book is G od’s message to  man. W hat the 
Bible says, G od says.

This claim of the Bible to  be in a unique sense the 
W ord of G od is shown in many ways. In the Old 
Testam ent, among other ways, we find the oft-repeated 
form ula “Thus saith the Lord", o r equivalent ex
pressions. This form ula, of course, is to  be taken at its 
face value. It means exactly what it says. It is wickedly 
perverse and wrong to  interpret this formula of the Old 
T estam ent prophets as meaning merely: “It seems to 
m e” or “The following is my view of this m atter.” The 
prophets were not primarily thinkers nor were they 
trend-analysts like our press columnists of today; they 
were primarily organs of divine revelation: through 
them the living God spoke His W ord.

In the New Testam ent we find that Jesus Christ 
fully endorsed the high view of the divine character of 
Scripture which is set forth in the Old Testam ent. His 
form ula for clinching a m atter was “It is w ritten.” This, 
of course, m eans not merely w ritten somewhere, but “It 
is Scripture.” Jesus said this as a final answer to all 
dispute about any m atter. W here Scripture has spoken, 
the last word has been spoken and further debate is out 
of the question for godly people. Jesus also spoke of the 
Old Testam ent prophecies, always asserting or im
plying that they must be fulfilled, that is, that they are 
not m ere hum an opinions or predictions, but divine 
revelations of absolute truth and reliability. He ac
cepted the canon of Scripture accepted by the godly 
Jews of His day (“The Law, the Prophets and the 
W ritings” or, m ore simply, “The Law and the 
P rophets”).

It is noteworthy that Jesus was no conformist. He 
did not pretend to agree with people just to win their 
favor or good will. On the contrary, he disputed sharply 
with the religious leadership of His day on various 
subjects, including, for example, the right observance 
of the Sabbath, proper treatm ent of needy parents, the 
length of public prayers. He even called the recognized 
religious leaders of His day “hypocrites" and raised the 
question of how they could escape the dam nation of 
hell. Thus Jesus was clearly not a conformist. This 
makes all the m ore noteworthy the fact that so far as 
the entire record in the Gospels shows, Jesus never

disagreed or differed with the Jewish religious 
leadership of His day on the absolute, infallible truth 
and divine authority of the Old Testam ent Scriptures. 
On this subject, Jesus and His opponents were agreed. 
“The Scripture cannot be broken” was an axiom of 
religion accepted by Him and them  alike.

Thus the m odern view of the Bible —  that it is a 
collection of human insights and the precipitate of 
human experience and hum an wisdom —  is radically at 
variance with the view presented in the Bible itself, and 
with the view held and taught by Jesus Christ con
cerning the nature of Scripture. We have to  m ake up 
our mind and take our choice —  will we stand with the 
liberal and liberal-influenced scholarship of the present 
day, or will we take our stand with the prophets and 
apostles and the Lord Jesus Christ? M ake no mistake — 
if you take your stand with the prophets, apostles and 
Christ, you will be called a “Fundam entalist” and said 
to be ignorant. A devout Christian woman who is a 
member of one of the largest P rotestant denom inations 
in America was taking a night course in Old Testam ent 
History at Geneva College. One evening after class she 
told the present writer: “I w ant to  tell you what my 
pastor said about Geneva College. He said, ‘Mrs. Blank, 
1 hate to tell you this, but the Bible courses in Geneva 
College are worthless. The professors are all Fun
damentalists, and they are fifty years behind the tim es.’
1 looked at him and said, ‘Praise the Lord!’.”

We shall now consider the general subject of 
Revelation. This means the com m unication of truth by 
God to man. There are two kinds of divine revelation, 
which are called, respectively, G eneral Revelation and 
Special Revelation.

G eneral Revelation is the revelation of God in 
nature. This includes both  nature outside of man, 
commonly called “the world of natu re ,” and nature in 
the human personality, com monly called "hum an 
nature.” G eneral Revelation is som etim es called 
“Natural Revelation” because it is given through 
nature. It is called “G eneral” because it is given to all 
mankind without distinction. W herever there are 
people, the G eneral or N atural Revelation of God 
exists.

By G eneral Revelation man can know something 
about the true God — such as, that He exists, that He is 
great, and that it is our duty to  worship and serve Him. 
Also G eneral Revelation can teach man some 
elem entary truths about morality, such as that m urder 
is wrong. G eneral Revelation, however, is not sufficient 
to show man the way of salvation. It reveals nothing 
about a Saviour or a way of redem ption from sin. Also, 
because man has become sinful, he m isinterprets and
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distorts the G eneral Revelation of God. For example, 
instead of worshipping the God who made the sun, 
moon and stars, he may worship the sun, moon and 
stars themselves. Since General Revelation is not 
adequate to  m eet man's need as a sinner. Special 
Revelation is necessary.

Special Revelation is a more direct and specific 
revelation of G od than General Revelation. It is a 
revelation by G od’s Word — an intelligible message 
from G od to  m an conveyed in the form of words. This 
is called “Special” because it is limited to a part of the 
hum an race, and also because, instead of merely 
teaching some general ideas about God, it reveals a 
special way of redem ption from sin. The Special 
Revelation of G od was given to  holy men in ancient 
times, and today we have it in perm anent book form in 
the Holy Bible.

The possibility of Revelation has been questioned 
or denied by some scholars on the ground that the 
limited mind of man could not receive or grasp truth 
from the infinite mind of God. In reply to  this it may be 
said that man can never know absolute truth as God 
knows it. “The things of God knoweth no man, but the 
Spirit of G od.” “The Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the 
deep things of G od” (I Cor. 2:10,11). Man cannot climb 
to  G od’s level and view truth as God views it. But God 
can condescend to  m an’s level and make truth known 
in term s that m an’s mind can grasp. This is true 
precisely because man was created in the image of 
G od. The mind of man, therefore, is a small-scale copy 
of the mind of God.

Y ears ago in Princeton, New Jersey, a schoolgirl 
returned home an hour late from school and would not 
explain to  her m other where she had been. This 
happened several times, and the m other becam e un
derstandably worried about the matter. Finally the girl, 
who was twelve or thirteen years old, told the truth 
about it. She had been having a bad time with arith 
m etic in school. Her teacher was evidently not very 
com petent and the girl was failing, with resultant poor 
grades in the subject. As she was becoming desperate 
about this, suddenly she had a new idea. She had heard 
that A lbert Einstein was the world’s greatest living 
m athem atician, and that he lived only one mile or less 
from her school. Screwing up her courage she went to 
E instein’s house and rang the doorbell. The white- 
haired old professor answered the door himself, and the 
girl asked, “Are you Professor Einstein?” to which he 
replied, “Yes, W hat can I do for you?” She said, “Dr. 
Einstein, I am having a terrible time with arithm etic 
and I just cannot seem to get it. I have heard that you 
are the w orld’s greatest expert on arithmetic. I wonder 
if you could apare the time to tutor me for a few days in 
arithm etic?”

Einstein, who was a truly great man, and not at all 
arrogant or “stuck up”, replied, “Why, of course; com e 
in.” He sat down with the child and began explaining 
arithm etic to  her. In Einstein’s mind it was crystal- 
clear, and the girl soon began to get a grasp of it. After

a few sessions, Dr. Einstein said, “You do not need any 
more help. You can get along all right by yourself 
now.” The girl’s grades had risen amazingly. Finally she 
told her m other the whole story, and the newspaper 
services got hold of the story and it was published 
around the world. The m other, naturally, was much 
relieved.

This child never could have discussed 
m athem atics with Einstein on his level. We doubt that 
many readers of Blue Banner Faith and Life would care 
to attem pt it, if Einstein were still living. But Einstein 
could discuss m athem atics with a school child on her 
level, and do it effectively so that she got a real grasp of 
the subject.

There is more difference between the mind of 
God and the human mind than between the mind of 
Einstein and the mind of a school child. Yet this 
illustration may help us to see the absurdity of the 
objection that revelation of tru th  (knowledge or in
form ation, if you will; what the sceptical unbeliever 
calls “propositional tru th”) from the mind of G od to  the 
mind of man must be impossible. Such objectors 
com pletely overlook the fact that God created the 
human mind and that man was created in the image of 
God.

The modes or methods of revelation were 
various. Some men had dream s, others saw visions, 
some heard voices, to  some angels appeared; some 
were divinely led as they grappled with problems; 
o th e rs  e x p e r ie n c e d  th e o p h a n ie s , o r  v isib le  
manifestations of the divine presence. The im portant 
thing, however, is not the mode of revelation but the 
source of revelation. If you get a le tter from the 
President of the United States, the im portant thing is 
not whether it cam e by ordinary mail, air mail, special 
messenger or even pigeon post. The im portant question 
is not the channel but the source. Is it a genuine letter 
sent to  you by the President of the United States? If you 
are convinced that it is, you will regard it accordingly, 
quite regardless of the question of what particular 
mode of transmission brought the letter from the W hite 
House to your residence. Similarly, in the case of divine 
revelation, while the m odes are various, the source is 
one only, namely, God Himself.

Questions:

1. W hat special claim is m ade by the Bible from 
beginning to end?

2. How do the Old Testam ent prophets claim 
divine authority for their messages?

3. W hat was the attitude of Jesus Christ to the 
Old Testam ent Scriptures?

4. W hat is meant by saying that Jesus was not a 
conformist, and what is the bearing of this on His a t
titude to the Scriptures?
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5. W hat is the prevalent view of modern 
sophisticated scholarship as to  the nature of the Bible?

6. W hat two kinds of divine Revelation are 
there?

7. W hat is m eant by G eneral Revelation?

8. W hy is G eneral Revelation called "G eneral”?

9. W hy is G eneral Revelation not adequate for 
m an’s needs today?

10. W hat is meant by Special Revelation and how 
does it differ from G eneral Revelation?

11. In what form does Special Revelation exist 
today?

12. How has the possibility of Revelation been 
questioned?

13. How can the objection about the possibility 
of Revelation be answered?

LESSON 4 

THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE

The Bible is the inspired W ord of G od. This 
m eans that it is more than merely a human book 
w ritten by great and good men. It is a book from God
— a message from G od to man.

The term s "inspiration” and "inspired” come 
from  Latin words which were used as translations of 
G reek words. The G reek word theopneustos means 
literally God-breathed (“inspired of G od”, II Timothy 
3:16). The idea is that the words of Scripture have been 
breathed  by G od out of His m outh. This of course is a 
figure of speech, but it is intended to  teach us the truth 
that the words of the Bible are, in the fullest and 
stric test sense, the words of G od Himself.

It is of course perfectly obvious that the Bible is a 
hum an book. There is not a sentence in it that was not 
w ritten down by some human hand. But that is only one 
side of the m atter. Besides being a hum an book, the 
Bible is also truly a divine book —  it is from God; in its 
words G od has spoken to man.

The first thing necessary, if we are to understand 
the idea of the inspiration of the Bible, is to realize that 
here "inspiration” is a technical term, referring to 
G o d ’s act of breathing something into written words. 
This is entirely different from the m odem , popular 
sense of “inspiration.” W hen someone on returning 
from a religious sum m er cam p says, “I am simply 
brimming over with inspiration,” the person who says 
this m eans enthusiasm or perhaps some kind of 
religious emotion. The same is the case when someone 
says, “O ur pastor’s serm ons are so inspiring — I get a 
lot of inspiration out of them .” H ere again a human 
reaction  or attitude is m eant. This is a perfectly proper 
m odern usage of the terms, but it has no connection 
with the m eaning of the words “inspired” and “in
sp iration” when we are discussing the inspiration of the 
Bible.

The inspiration of the Bible is not our subjective 
response or reaction to the Bible; it is a quality of the 
Bible itself, as a book, regardless of how we react to  the 
Bible. The Bible may stir us up with a glow of en
thusiasm , or it may leave us as cold as ice. In either 
case, it is the inspired W ord of God. A Bible stowed

away in an old trunk in the attic is just as truly the 
inspired W ord of G od as a Bible that som eone carries 
in his picket and reads every day.

Nor is the inspiration of the Bible the same thing 
as the inspiration of genius. T here is a true sense in 
which we can say that great works of literature, art or 
music are “inspired,” and that those who can produce 
them have “inspiration.” This m eans a m ore direct 
insight into the inner nature of experience and reality 
than the ordinary person has, together with an unusual 
ability to com m unicate that insight to others. G reat 
literature, art and music is inspired in this sense, but we 
must rem em ber that this is an entirely different use of 
the term  from what we m ean when we say that the 
Bible is inspired. The inspiration of the Bible is unique. 
No other body of writings has ever had it; it belongs to 
the Bible alone.

The inspiration of the Bible was an activity of 
God by which the human writers of the Bible were so 
guided and controlled that what they wrote was exactly 
what God wanted them to write, and it was free from all 
errors of every kind. God by his Holy Spirit guided and 
worked along with the hum an writers. They may not 
always have been conscious of this activity of G od 
along with their writing, but it was there whether they 
realized it at the time or not.

The true concept of the inspiration of the Bible is 
called the verbal or plenary inspiration of the Bible. 
“Verbal inspiration” means that the actual words of the 
Bible, in the original writing, were exactly what God 
intended. “Plenary inspiration” m eans that the Bible is 
fully, not just partly, the inspired W ord of G od.

Those interested in exposition and defence of the 
verbal inspiration of the Bible are referred to  two books 
which are written in terms of m odern discussion of this 
subject. These are, first, a small paperback book by J. I. 
Packer, a British Bible scholar, entitled “Fun
damentalism” and the Word of God (published 1958; 
191 pages, pocket size); secondly. Thy Word is Truth, 
by Edward J. Young (Published 1957; 287 pages).

Many people today object strongly to  the idea of
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the verbal inspiration of the Bible, yet there are ex
cellent reasons for accepting it, and it is held by many 
scholars of high rank and reputation.

The verbal inspiration of the Bible is the only 
kind of inspiration that really means anything. The 
Bible is a book com posed of words. If we take away the 
words, we have only blank paper left. Thought cannot 
be expressed except in words. The person who says, "I 
believe that the general ideas of the Bible are inspired, 
but not that the actual words are inspired,” is really 
making a meaningless statem ent. How do we even 
know what the general ideas of the Bible are except by 
reading the actual words of the Bible? And if we cannot 
be sure that the words are true and correct, how can we 
place any faith in the ideas derived from the words?

Questions:

1. W hat is the literal meaning of the Greek word 
iheopneustos which is translated “inspired of G od” in II 
Tim othy 3:16?

2. How does the Biblical idea of the inspiration of

Scripture differ from the popular modern use of the 
term “inspiration”?

3. W hat is m eant by saying that the inspiration of 
the Bible is not our subjective reaction to the Bible, but 
a quality of the Bible itself?

4. W hat is meant by the inspiration of genius, and 
how does this differ from the inspiration of the Bible?

5. If we define the inspiration of the Bible as an 
activity of God on the human writers of the Bible, what 
did this activity include and what were its results?

6. W hat is m eant by the “plenary” or “verbal” 
inspiration of the Bible?

7. Why is the verbal inspiration of the Bible the 
only kind of inspiration that really means anything?

8. How should we answer the person who says he 
believes in the inspiration of the general ideas of the 
Bible, but not in the inspiration of the actual words of 
the Bible?

LESSON 5

THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE, CONTINUED

The true concept of the verbal inspiration of the 
Bible is called the organic view of inspiration. This is 
distinguished from the mechanical or dictation theory
of inspiration. According to the latter theory, the 
human w riters of the Bible were m ere instrum ents or 
robots used by God, and their own personality traits 
w ere entirely suppressed in the production of the Bible. 
This is incorrect. According to the organic view, God 
used the hum an personality traits of the human writers 
to accom plish His divine purpose in the production of 
every part of the Bible. God did not suppress or 
elim inate their human personality traits, but used each 
human w riter in accordance with his own special 
characteristics and capacities. God even chose and 
prepared the writers, each for his own specific task in 
the production of the Bible. And when these men 
wrote, the Spirit of God worked in and through them so 
that what they wrote was what God intended to have 
w ritten, and it was infallibly true, that is, com pletely 
free from error.

The divine and human elements in the production 
of the Bible can be distinguished, but they cannot be 
separated , because they are organically inter-related.

A spiritual experience, the inward testimony of 
the Holy Spirit (Latin: Testimonium Spiritus Sancti
internum) gives the Christian believer his ultimate 
ground of conviction that the Bible is the Word of God. 
This spiritual experience is not the ground of the 
authority  of the Bible, but it is the ground of our 
conviction of the authority of the Bible. The Bible 
possesses authority just because it is from God. The 
Holy Spirit working in our hearts gives us conviction 
that the Bible is really from God.

The written W ord and the living Word. There is 
perfect harmony between Christ and the whole Bible. It 
is wrong to set up an antithesis between Christ and the 
Bible as religious authority. Those who praise Christ 
and at the same time disparage the Bible say: “We need 
a living Person, not a dead book.” This attitude 
overlooks two im portant facts, namely: (1) The Person, 
Jesus Christ, Himself fully endorsed the Book. (2) It is 
only through the Book that we know anything about 
the Person (Christ). How can we be Christ’s followers if 
we reject His teachings about the Bible, the written 
W ord of God?

Because it is the verbally inspired word of God, 
the Bible is infallible. Rightly handled and understood, 
it cannot lead us astray from the truth. Geneva College 
is com m itted to this very high view of the inspiration 
and authority of the Holy Bible.

For practical purposes, a printed English Bible is 
the infallible W ord of God. However we must 
recognize that, strictly speaking, verbal inspiration and 
infallibility applies only to the genuine text of the Bible 
in its original languages, that is, to the Bible originally 
written by holy men who were inspired by the Holy 
Spirit. There are three kinds of errors which may exist 
in a printed Bible such as we use today. These are:

(1) Errors in copying m anuscripts before the 
invention of printing. The original m anuscripts are all 
lost. W hat we have today are copies of copies of copies. 
There are many m anuscripts of the Hebrew and G reek 
Scriptures, but no two are exactly alike. They contain 
slight errors which have crept in in the process of 
copying down through the centuries. Most of these
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differences are trivial, such as m atters of spelling, but a 
few of them are im portant. Nearly all of them can be 
weeded out by a scholarly study and com parison of 
m anuscripts. There remains a very small residue where 
there is some doubt as to  w hether we have the genuine 
text as originally given by God.

(2) Errors in translation. The men who have 
translated the Hebrew and G reek Scriptures into other 
languages have been extremely able scholars. However, 
no translation is perfect, therefore translations have to 
be progressively revised, corrected  and improved as 
Biblical scholarship advances. It is generally 
recognized today that translations made three to four 
hundred years ago are not always fully satisfactory for 
the present day, therefore newer ones are produced 
from time to  time.

(3) Prin ters’ errors. These may occur in any 
printed Bible, but are com monest in the cheaper 
editions of the Bible. They are extremely rare in Bibles 
printed by reputable firms or organizations whose aim 
is quality ra ther than low price. However, occasionally 
a p rin ter’s erro r may be spotted even in the most 
carefully printed Bible. The remedy is obvious —  if you 
think the Bible you are studying has a p rin ter’s error, 
com pare it with several other copies printed by dif
ferent firms. It will soon be evident which are correct 
and which has the error.

These three forms of error which may exist in a 
present-day printed Bible, when all added together, do 
not am ount to very much. They are explained here 
because of concern that we be strictly true and ac
curate  in what we are saying about the inspiration and 
infallibility of the Bible.

Questions:

1. W hat is meant by the organic view of in
spiration?

2. How does the organic view of inspiration differ 
from the mechanical o r dictation theory of inspiration?

3. Why can the divine and hum an elem ents in the 
Bible be distinguished but not separated?

4. W hat is the ultim ate ground of our conviction 
that the Bible is the W ord of God?

5. Why is it wrong to set up an antithesis between 
Christ and the Bible, saying that we need Christ as a 
living person, not the Bible as a dead book?

6. W hat is m eant by saying that the Bible is in
fallible?

7. To what form of the Bible do verbal in
spiration and infallibility, strictly speaking, apply?

8. W hat three kinds of errors may exist in a 
printed English Bible such as we com monly use?

9. W hat can be done to  elim inate errors that may 
have crept in during the process of copying and re
copying manuscripts before the invention of printing?

10. Why are new and improved translations of 
the Bible needed from tim e to  time?

11. How can typographical o r prin ters’ errors in 
the Bible be detected and corrected?

12. W hat is the practical im portance of the 
occurrence of these three form s of erro r in the printed 
Bibles of today?

LESSON 6 

AUTHORITY IN RELIGION AND ETHICS

Human beings are so constructed that they must 
have some authority for their faith and life. Within 
Christendom  various basic views of the seat of 
authority in religion and ethics have been held.

Historically, the Christian Church has regarded 
the Bible as the special revelation of God to man, and 
therefore as authoritative for man's faith and life. There 
have been differences concerning the interpretation of 
the Bible, that is, the meaning and application of the 
contents of the Bible, but historically Christianity has 
held that the Bible, as the revelation of God, is 
authoritative for m an’s faith and life.

Something should be said here about the 
similarities and differences between Protestantism  and 
Rom an Catholicism in the m atter of religious authority. 
H istorically both of these have held that the Bible, as 
the revelation of God, is infallibly true and

authoritative for m an’s faith and life. It is not correct to 
say, as many Protestants have ignorantly said, that the 
Roman Catholic Church forbids its m em bers to read 
the Bible. A similar incorrect statem ent often made by 
zealous but uninformed Protestants, is that the Roman 
Catholic Church has elim inated part of the Ten 
Commandments. Both of these statem ents are in
correct. The present writer possesses a copy of the 
most recent Catholic version of the Bible in English 
(Confraternity Version) and it contains a preface which 
strongly urges the reading of the Bible. Also the Ten 
Commandments (Exodus 20:1-17) are given in full, in 
somewhat more modern English than the King James 
Version, but with nothing om itted. P rotestants do not 
further their own cause by making untrue statem ents 
which any informed Catholic can im m ediately show to 
be untrue.

The truth of the m atter is that Roman
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Catholicism , while regarding the Bible as infallible and 
authoritative, still regards it as a secondary authority, 
subordinate to  the authority of the (allegedly infallible) 
Church. Catholicism also differs from historic 
Protestantism  in regarding tradition as authoritative 
along with the Bible, and in including in the Bible the 
books of the A pocrypha which are rejected as unin
spired by Jews and Protestants. With regard to  the use 
of the Bible, the truth is that Roman Catholicism, while 
today in the United States at least, officially en
couraging its people to  read the Bible (in an approved 
Catholic version,) still does not place anywhere nearly 
as m uch em phasis on this as does historic P rotestant
ism, which regards the Bible as the only infallible rule 
of faith and life. With regard to the Ten Com
m andm ents, the Catholic Bible gives them com plete, 
but Catholic doctrinal instruction books interpret the 
com m andm ent about images as not prohibiting the use 
of images of the Virgin, saints, etc., as com monly 
em ployed in Rom an Catholic devotion.

In spite of these — certainly great and very 
serious —  differences between the attitude of Rom an 
Catholicism and that of historic Protestantism to the 
Bible, we should not forget the fact that the Roman 
Catholic Church does regard the Bible as the inspired 
and infallible revelation of God. There is a new interest 
in Biblical studies in Roman Catholic circles today 
which G od may use for great good if it is His sovereign 
purpose to  do so. As Dr. Berkouwer of the Free 
University of Amsterdam says, “when, today, partly 
owing to  the stimulus of Protestant Bible study, the 
Rom an Catholic theologians again are fully occupied 
with the study of the Holy Scripture, then one must 
indeed be interested. For there is no one who can 
foretell the future. Rome itself may declare that the 
unchanging Rom an church is the infallible authority, 
but a church which comes under the influence of the 
sovereign W ord must begin to  move” (Recent 
Developments in Roman Catholic Thought, p. 42. 
Eerdm ans, G rand Rapids, 1958).

Over against the historic Christian view of the 
authority  of the Bible, there has arisen a m odern view 
which is really a revolt against the authority of the 
Bible. The historic Christian view is that the authority 
of the Bible is objective; that is, it is outside of our 
personality and does not depend upon our thinking, 
feelings or attitudes. The Bible is an objective fact, 
w hether we like it or not, whether we agree with it or 
not, w hether we pay any attention to it or not. As the 
revelation of G od its authority is objective — we are to 
be subject to it, we are the recipients of it, but we do

not contribute anything to making it what it is. Until 
about three centuries ago this objective view of 
religious authority was generally accepted.

During the m odern period there has arisen a 
massive revolt against the historic Christian view of the 
authority of the Bible. This m odern revolt regards 
religious authority as subjective rather than objective. 
(Subjective means something which comes from within 
our own personality; something which is a part of us, or 
is a product of our own mind or heart). This revolt 
against objective authority has arisen largely from the 
influence of m odern philosophy — especially the 
philosophy of Im m anuel K ant and his followers. 
M odern man has becom e increasingly intolerant of 
objective authority, of external restraints upon m an’s 
beliefs, thinking and m oral values. “D on’t fence me in” 
is the keynote of this revolt against objective authority. 
Such people say in effect, “Why should a dead book 
written m ore than two thousand years ago control my 
beliefs and my way of life? I intend to decide for myself 
what to believe and how to live, according to  the 
leading of my own personality."

Questions:

1. W hat has been the historic Christian view 
about the authority of the Bible?

2. W hat is the difference between the in
terpretation of the Bible and the authority of the Bible?

3. In what respect are Rom an Catholicism and 
historic Protestantism  in agreem ent concerning the 
authority of the Bible?

4. W hat are the differences between Rom an 
Catholicism and historic Protestantism  with regard to 
the authority of the Bible?

5. W hat developm ent among Rom an Catholic 
scholars of the present day may give us some ground 
for encouragem ent?

6. W hat is m eant by saying that the authority of 
the Bible is objective?

7. W hat is m eant by a subjective view of religious 
authority?

8. W hat philosopher has contributed largely to 
the revolt against objective authority in religion and 
ethics?

LESSON 7

AUTHORITY IN RELIGION AND ETHICS, CONTINUED

This m odern Subjectivism — this revolt against 
objective, external authority —  is itself divided into two 
main types, which are called Rationalism and 
Mysticism. The name Rationalism comes from the 
Latin noun ratio, meaning "reason.” Rationalism ,

accordingly, is belief in reason, or rather, it is regarding 
reason as the ultimate authority or test of truth. 
Mysticism, on the other hand, regards other elem ents 
of the human personality as the ultimate authority or 
test of truth. The Mystic appeals to elem ents of human
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experience which he regards as deeper than reason or 
thinking. Mystics go by feelings, intuitions, mysterious 
experiences, conscience, and the like.

Rationalism and Mysticism are basically the same 
in that both appeal to something within the human 
personality as the authority in religion; that is, both are 
subjective in their concept of authority. These two 
differ in tem peram ent rather than basically. It has even 
been said that the real difference between Rationalism 
and Mysticism is a m atter of temperature: Rationalism 
goes by "cold logic” w hereas Mysticism goes by “warm” 
em otions or feelings.

Rationalism and Mysticism are evidence of revolt 
against Christianity because they both reject the 
concept of objective, external authority which is 
essential to  the Christian faith. The person who says, “I 
do not believe in m iracles because they are contrary to 
reason” is a Rationalist, for he is placing his human 
reason above the W ord of G od. Similarly, the man who 
says, “I accept only those parts of the Bible which I find 
to be true” is a Rationalist. Such a person approaches 
the Bible with the question: “W hat do  I say about this 
book?” The right attitude, on the other hand, is that of 
the Christian, who approaches the Bible with the 
question: “W hat does this Book say about me?”

The person who says, “I feel that G od will not 
send anyone to  hell,” is a Mystic, because he is placing 
his feelings or intuition above the W ord of God. So also 
the person who says, “I want to live according to the 
d ictates of my own conscience,” is a Mystic, for he is 
placing his conscience (a part of his own personality) 
above the W ord of G od. (Conscience ought not to  be a 
dictator).

The typical Rationalist is a person who likes 
m athem atics and the exact sciences, such as physics 
and chemistry. He tries to deal with religion and ethics 
in the same way that he deals with the physical 
sciences. The typical Mystic, on the other hand, is a 
person who likes poetry, music and the fine arts. He 
seldom likes m athem atics and the physical sciences. 
Both the Rationalist and the Mystic err by making their 
own personality their suprem e authority for faith and 
life. At bottom , of course, this is just a form of idolatry. 
Every Rationalist really worships himself and every 
Mystic really worships himself. There cannot be two 
supreme authorities in any field. If an elem ent of m an’s 
personality is his highest authority — an elem ent of self
— then he has becom e a man-worshipper, though he 
m ay not be fully aware of the significance of his at
titude.

This m odern revolt against the Bible as objective, 
external authority  is extremely influential and 
w idespread. Not only atheists, agnostics and com 
munists, but many who profess to be Christians are 
influenced by it. There are learned professors in great 
universities who have only scorn and ridicule for the 
historic Christian view of the authority of the Bible. 
There are even prom inent clergymen and professors in

im portant theological seminaries who are dom inated 
by subjective views of religious authority.

The Reformed Presbyterian Church, on the other 
hand, is com mitted to the historic Christian view that 
the Bible, as the infallible revelation of God, is the 
objective authority which it is our duty to believe and 
obey. We are not ashamed of this conviction, though it 
is greatly spoken against and despised at the present 
day. The Bible as the infallible W ord of God has 
already weathered many storm s and will continue to  do 
so. When present-day Rationalists such as Julian 
Huxley have been forgotten, the Bible still will stand as 
the sure W ord of the living God.

The emblem of the British and Foreign Bible 
Society shows an old-fashioned blacksm ith’s anvil 
surrounded by many broken ham m ers. Surrounding 
this there is an inscription which reads: “Ham m er 
away, ye hostile bands; the ham m ers break —  the anvil 
stands.” Many ham mers have been broken on this anvil
— the W ord of God — down through the centuries, 
and the anvil is still as sound and firm as ever. G od’s 
Word will not be destroyed by the attacks of men, nor 
will it pass away.

A nother im portant distinction with regard to 
authority is the distinction between historical authority 
and norm ative authority. H is to r ic a l a u th o r ity  
establishes something as a fact —  for example, that 
Saul was the first king of Israel, or that Jesus Christ was 
born in Bethlehem. Everything in the Bible that is 
presented as factual possesses this kind of authority. 
Normative authority, on the o ther hand, sets a standard 
or pattern for us to  live up to  — for example, the Ten 
Commandments, and Christ’s Sermon on the Mount. 
Only part of the Bible possesses this kind of authority.

W hen we read in the Bible that Judas com m itted 
suicide by hanging himself, this has historical authority 
but not normative authority. In general, the good deeds 
of G od’s people, which were recorded in the Bible with 
approval or are said to have been perform ed by faith, 
or in obedience to God, have both historical and 
normative authority.

A very crude error in Bible in terpretation , that is 
sometimes met with, is the notion that everything that 
is recorded in the Bible has G od’s approval. Actually, 
many things are recorded in the Bible just to  show that 
God did not approve of them —  to  show the judgm ents 
of G od that cam e on the people who com m itted such 
sins. It is im portant that the distinction between 
historical authority and norm ative authority  be kept in 
mind, if we are to understand the Bible.

Questions:

1. Into what two forms may the subjective view 
of authority be divided?

2. W hat is meant by Rationalism?
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3. W hat is meant by Mysticism?

4. In what respect are Rationalism and Mysticism 
the same?

5. In what respect are Rationalism and Mysticism 
different?

6. W hat type of person is likely, if not a Christian, 
to  becom e a Rationalist?

7. W hat type of person is likely, if not a Christian, 
to becom e a Mystic?

8. Why is Rationalism destructive of the real

authority of the Bible?

9. W hat is the real harm in Mysticism?

10. W hat is meant by historical authority?

11. Give an example of something in the Bible 
that has only historical authority.

12. W hat is m eant by normative authority?

13. Give an example of something in the Bible 
that has normative authority.

14. W hat is wrong with the idea that if something 
is in the Bible, God must approve of it?

LESSON 8

THE LANGUAGES, TEXT AND CANON OF THE BIBLE

M ost of the Old Testam ent was originally written 
in the Hebrew language. This language is a m em ber of 
the Semitic family of languages, of which the original 
home may have been somewhere in Arabia or at any 
rate som ewhere in the Near East. The most im portant 
m em ber of this family of languages today is Arabic, 
which is a living language used by many millions of 
people. Some of the ancient languages of this group 
(which are now extinct) were Akkadian (Babylonian- 
Assyrian), Phoenican, Aramaean (Aramaic) and 
Ugaritic. Hebrew was closely allied to Canaanite and 
M oabite. Classical Hebrew is a language with a very 
simple sentence structure, the parts of a sentence being 
strung together like links in a chain, without many very 
com plicated sentences. For many centuries Hebrew 
was a dead language, known only to  learned scholars. 
Today the Republic of Israel is reviving Hebrew as a 
spoken and written language of everyday life, with 
considerable success.

A few chapters of the books of Daniel and Ezra, 
together with one verse of Jeremiah (a quotation) and 
one word in Genesis (Gen. 31:47, legar-sahadutha) are 
in a different language, variously called A ram aean, 
Aram aic, Syrian or Chaldee. The last of these nam es is 
definitely incorrect and based upon a misun
derstanding. The other three are all permissible, though 
A ram aean is preferable. This was the language used in 
Syria, just north of Palestine, the country of which 
Dam ascus was the capital during most of the Old 
Testam ent period. This is a cognate or cousin language 
to H ebrew . If we could trace the languages back far 
enough a point would be reached where Hebrew and 
A ram aean were identical. In the historic period they 
had diverged to the extent that anyone who knew one 
of the languages could not understand the other 
w ithout learning it, even though the relationship could 
be discerned. Hebrew and Aram aean were perhaps as 
closely related to each other as English and G erm an 
are related.

T he New Testam ent was originally written in the

G reek language. At the time when the New Testam ent 
was written, G reek was a "world language” —  it was 
known and used by educated people throughout the 
“world” of the M editerranean Sea and its shores — 
roughly the Rom an Empire. Besides this advantage, 
G reek was specially suitable for the doctrinal books of 
the New Testam ent because it is a language of great 
precision. Exact meanings can be well expressed in 
Greek. In this respect it was more suitable than Hebrew 
would have been.

The original m anuscripts of the Bible books, as 
written by the inspired writers themselves, are called 
autographs. These have all been worn out or lost. Not a 
single one is known to exist at the present day. But 
before the autographs were worn out or lost, copies of 
them had been made. Before these were worn out or 
lost, copies of them, in turn, had been made. This 
process of copying manuscripts continued until the 
invention of printing in Europe in the fifteenth century 
after Christ made further copying of manuscripts 
unnecessary. The Hebrew and Aram aean Scriptures 
were painstakingly copied by learned Jewish scribes. 
The G reek Scriptures were copied by expertly trained 
scholars of the Christian world, especially by monks in 
the m onasteries of the middle ages. From the best and 
most reliable of the m anuscripts, our m odern versions 
and printed Bibles have been made.

In speaking of the Bible, the term “Canon” means 
the list of books officially recognized as Scripture, and 
hence as having a right to  be in the Bible. The canon of 
the Old Testam ent recognized by Jews and Protestants 
is identical, having 39 books, though the order of the 
books used by Jews is different from that used by 
Protestants. The Rom an Catholic Church has all these 
39 books and in addition several other books, com 
monly called Apocrypha, which are not recognized as 
Scripture by Jews or Protestants. With respect to the 
New Testam ent, the Jews of course do not accept any 
of the New Testam ent writings. The standard New 
Testam ent canon of 27 books, with which we are
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familiar from our Bibles, is accepted by all branches of 
Christianity, including the Roman Catholic Church.

A word may be said about the principle upon 
which the canon was formed. Why do we accept 
precisely these 39 books for the Old Testam ent and 
precisely these 27 books, and no others, for the New 
Testam ent? Some have supposed that this was a m atter 
of church authority  and that the church councils simply 
decided which books ought to be in the Bible. This, 
however, is an incorrect view of the m atter. The truth is 
that the Jews before the time of Christ had already 
decided which books belong in the Old Testam ent 
Canon. They must have been divinely guided in this 
decision because Jesus Christ accepted without 
question or change the canon of the Old Testam ent 
Scriptures which was in common use by the Jewish 
religion of His day. For Christians and for the Christian 
Church, the fact that Christ sanctioned the Jewish 
canon of the Old Testam ent gives it divine approval. 
H ence we accept the same Old Testam ent canon that 
Christ accepted.

W ith regard to the New Testam ent, there were 
quite a num ber of books that some people wanted to 
include in the New Testam ent Canon, which the 
Church rejected . The test for the books of the New 
Testam ent was apostolicity. This means the question 
was asked which books were written by the apostles or 
were known to have the sanction of the apostles. Those 
books that could pass this test were adm itted to the 
canon, and those that could not pass this test were 
excluded from the canon. In view of the fact that 
com m unications were slow and the early church was 
undergoing persecution, it is not surprising that it took 
som e time before agreem ent was reached on which 
books were apostolic in the sense explained above. 
Eventually, however, agreem ent was reached and the 
result is the New Testam ent as we know it today.

Like all ancient Hebrew books, the Old 
Testam ent originally consisted of consonants only. The 
reader had to know what vowels to pronounce with the 
consonants. As long as Hebrew was a living language 
this did not occasion any very great difficulty. But when 
H ebrew  was no longer a spoken language, the time 
cam e that there was danger of losing the knowledge of 
how to pronounce the words. Jewish scholars called 
M assoretes undertook to do something about this, 
beginning in the seventh century after Christ. They 
w orked out a system of vowels, called "points”, to be 
w ritten between, above or below the consonants. The 
Hebrew  text with the vowels added is called the 
“poin ted” or “M assoretic” text of the Old Testam ent. 
This is the form of the Hebrew Old Testam ent com 
monly used today by both Jews and Christians. The 
M assoretes also edited and standardized the text of the 
Hebrew  Old Testam ent by com paring many

manuscripts existing in their day.

The New Bible Handbook, top of page 30, states 
that: “No extant m anuscript can be dated earlier than 
the ninth century A. D.” This was a true statem ent 
when the book was first published (1947), but since 
then the discovery of the “Dead Sea Scrolls” in 
Palestine has rendered the statem ent obsolete. Among 
the Dead Sea Scrolls, discovered starting in 1947, are 
manuscripts of Isaiah and other parts of the Old 
Testam ent dating from about 100 years before the birth 
of Christ. That is about 1000 years older than the oldest 
previously known m anuscript of any part of the 
Hebrew Old Testament.

Questions:
1. In what language was most of the Old 

Testam ent originally written?

2. To what family of languages does this language 
belong?

3. In what other language were a few brief parts 
of the Old Testam ent originally written? W hat is the 
relation of this language to  the language in which most 
of the Old Testam ent was originally written?

4. In what language was the New Testam ent 
originally written?

5. Name two advantages which this language had 
for the writing of the New T estam ent books.

6. W hat is the m eaning of the term canon in 
connection with the Bible?

7. W hat difference exists between Protestants 
and Jews on the one hand, and Rom an Catholics on the 
other hand, with regard to  the canon of the Old 
Testament?

8. Why do we accept the canon of 39 books 
which we find in our Old Testam ent?

9. On what principle was the canon of the New 
Testam ent determined?

10. W hat is meant by the “pointed” or 
M assoretic” text of the Old Testam ent?

11. Previously to the discovery of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls in 1947, how old were the oldest known sur
viving manuscripts of any part of the Hebrew Old 
Testament?

12. About how old are the m anuscripts of parts 
of the Hebrew Old Testam ent which were found among 
the Dead Sea Scrolls a few years ago?

LESSON 9

THE MIRACLES OF THE BIBLE
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This lesson takes up the Biblical philosophy of 
miracles. W hat is a miracle, and why were miracles 
needed in Bible times?

T here are not so many miracles in the Bible as is 
com m only supposed. M iracles were God’s em ergency 
treatm ent, and they were not used when His ordinary 
way of working would have been sufficient. Most, but 
not all, of the Biblical miracles are clustered in four 
great groups or cycles of miracles. Each cycle cam e at a 
time of crisis or spiritual emergency. These cycles 
were:

(1) At the time of Moses and Joshua, in the 15th 
and 14th centuries before Christ. The crisis conditions 
requiring miracles were the Egyptian oppression of 
Israel, the Exodus, the wilderness journeyings and the 
conquest of Canaan.

(2) At the time of Elijah and Elisha (ninth 
century before Christ). The crisis conditions were the 
dom inance of the false religion of Baal-worship, and 
the attacks by the nation of Syria on Israel.

(3) At the time of Daniel (sixth century before 
Christ). The crisis which called for miracles consisted in 
the fact that the Jews had been defeated by Babylon 
and large num bers of them taken captive to Babylonia. 
Also during this period Jerusalem and the Tem ple of 
the Lord were destroyed by the Babylonian army.

(4) At the time of Christ and the Apostles, in the 
New Testam ent. The crisis conditions were: the efforts 
of Satan and the demons to block the way of redem p
tion, the unbelief of the religious leaders of the day, and 
the attem pt to destroy the infant Christian Church by 
violent persecution.

A few Biblical miracles do not fall in any of these 
four cycles.

The following definition of a miracle should be 
memorized:

A m iracle is

(1) an event in the physical world,
(2) having a spiritual purpose,
(3) which is caused by the direct action of God,
(4) apart from the forces of nature.

Each elem ent in this definition is essential; none 
can be om itted without rendering the definition 
inadequate. The following is an explanation of the 
definition:

1. A miracle is an event in the physical world. It
happens in the external world of time and space — the 
world we are in contact with by our senses such as 
sight, hearing and touch. Therefore a spiritual ex
perience such as a vision is not properly classified as a 
miracle. An inward spiritual experience may be 
supernatural, in the sense that it is caused by the

direct action of God, but it is not properly a miracle 
because it does not happen in the physical world.

2. A miracle has a spiritual purpose. The Biblical 
miracles were always perform ed for a serious moral or 
religious purpose, never merely to  impress o r astound 
people. Often, but not always, the purpose was linked 
with the relief of human suffering. Always it was 
connected in some way with G od’s plan of redem ption 
from sin.

3. A miracle is caused by the direct action of 
God. Ordinarily, G od works indirectly, through the 
forces of nature. W hen we pray “Give us this day our 
daily bread” G od answers this prayer, but not by a 
miracle. The bread com es from wheat that grew by 
natural forces and processes. But when Jesus fed five 
thousand people with five loaves and two fishes, the 
ordinary forces and processes of nature were by-passed 
and the direct or creative power of God operated.

4. A miracle occurs apart from the forces of 
nature. This means that the cause of the m iracle is not 
located within the fabric of nature. A miracle happens 
in the physical world of nature, but the cause which 
made it happen is not in the physical world or the world 
of nature — the cause is hidden behind the scene in the 
supernatural world, which means that the cause is 
simply the act of God. A nother way of saying the same 
thing is to say that a miracle is an event which has no 
cause except the will of God. Those interested in a 
further discussion of this point should read Miracles: A 
Preliminary Study, by C. S. Lewis.

A historical event may be a combination of 
natural and miraculous events. In such a case the 
miraculous part has no natural cause, but is caused 
solely by the will of G od. The five loaves and two fishes 
were natural, but the multiplication of them to make 
enough to feed 5,000 people was miraculous.

Rationalists have attem pted to explain away all 
the Biblical miracles. They usually adm it that 
something very rem arkable happened, then proceed to 
explain how it could have been caused by natural 
forces after all.

The miracle of the feeding of the five thousand 
affords a good example of Rationalist methods. It is 
claimed that there was nothing supernatural in what 
happened. The m ultitude which had been following 
Jesus had packages of lunch with them but were 
reluctant to bring these out lest they might have to 
share them with others. Then the little boy unselfishly 
gave Jesus his own lunch of five rolls and two fishes. 
This act of generosity so touched the feelings of the 
multitude that they were ashamed of their selfishness, 
and brought out their hidden packages and shared 
them with others. The result was that everyone had 
enough to eat.

Albert Schweitzer in his book The Quest of the 
Historical Jesus has a different explanation of the
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m iracle of the feeding of the five thousand. He says that 
the whole story is true except for the statem ent that the 
people had enough to eat. Jesus took the five rolls and 
two small fishes and offered thanks for them, then 
divided them among all those people so that every 
person received a very little. The im portant thing, 
according to Dr. Schweitzer, was not that their bodily 
hunger should be satisfied, but that they should eat 
som ething which had been blessed by Jesus.

Criticism of such “explanations”: the miraculous 
character of these events is their main point, and the 
reason for recording them in the pages of Scripture. If 
they were perfectly com m onplace natural events there 
would be no point nor reason for recording them in the 
Bible.

A nother rationalistic "explanation” deals with the 
m iracle of Jesus walking on the water of the Sea of 
G alilee. Rationalists have said that Jesus actually only 
walked in the shallow water along the shore, and the 
disciples mistakenly thought that He was walking on 
the surface of the water. Really this explanation is even 
shallower than the shallow water along the shore, on 
which Jesus is said to have walked. It regards the 
apostles as men who were childishly lacking in in
telligence and com m on sense.

It is sometim es said that miracles were formerly a 
help to faith, but today they are a hindrance to  faith, 
therefore we should not emphasize them at the present 
day. Since today miracles are an em barrassm ent rather 
than a help to our faith, it is said, it would be best just to 
pass them by silently and say as little as possible about 
them .

In answer to  this it may be said that a Bible 
without m iracles would be much easier to believe, 
certainly, but it would not be worth believing. Its 
m essage would be radically different from what the 
message of the Bible really is. M iracles are of the 
essence of the Bible’s message; they are not a minor, 
incidental feature —  they are part of the main thing. To 
speak of “Christianity without m iracles” is a con
tradiction in terms; it is like speaking of “an honest 
thief” o r “a truthful liar.” If without miracles, it is not 
Christianity. For Christianity is built upon and centers 
around the resurrection of Jesus Christ, the greatest 
m iracle of all.

As already pointed out, what one believes about 
G od determ ines what he will believe about miracles. 
No one believes in miracles who does not believe in 
G od in the theistic sense. If we believe in God in the 
theistic sense, miracles will not be a problem  to us. Also 
it should be realized that the resurrection of Christ is 
the key m iracle of the whole system — it is the 
keystone of the arch of Biblical redem ption and

religion. The person who doubts or denies the 
resurrection of Christ as a fact of history will also doubt 
or deny all the other miracles of the Bible. The person 
who really accepts the resurrection of Christ will have 
no difficulty in accepting the other miracles of the 
Bible.

Questions:

1. When and why were m iracles necessary in 
Bible times?

2. W hat four great cycles of miracles are 
recorded in the Bible? W hat was the crisis calling for 
miracles in each cycle?

3. Give a brief definition of a miracle.

4. W hat is meant by saying that a miracle is an 
event in the physical world?

5. How do the Biblical m iracles differ from mere 
wonders intended to astonish people?

6. W hat is the difference between a miracle and 
G od’s ordinary, every-day way of working?

7. A Christian woman said, “I see miracles every 
day —  the blue sky, the green grass, the flowers, the 
clouds, little children playing, birds singing, the ocean 
and the mountains.” This woman intended to speak 
Christian truth when she said this. But how should we 
regard this statem ent?

8. A newspaper item said that two cars collided 
on a turnpike, but miraculously no one was injured. 
Was this really a miracle? If not, how should it be 
described?

9. A popular salad dressing is advertised as 
miraculous (Miracle Whip). Why is this an im proper 
use of the term miraculous?

10. How have rationalists dealt with the miracle 
of the feeding of the five thousand?

11. How has Dr. Albert Schweitzer explained the 
miracle of the feeding of the five thousand?

12. W hat criticism may be brought against 
rationalistic "explanations” of the Biblical miracles?

13. How can we answer the person who says that 
today miracles are a hindrance to faith, therefore we 
should not emphasize them?

14. W hat is the key miracle of all m iracles in the 
Bible?

LESSON 10

THE PROBLEM OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY

Many old Bibles, and some new ones, have the date 4004 B.C. as the date of the “beginning” (Genesis
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1:1) or the creation of the world. Because this date has 
been printed in the margin of many Bibles, many 
people have com e to think that this date is practically a 
statem ent of the Bible itself. But the fact is that the 
Bible does not tell us the date of the “beginning.”

The figure 4004 B.C. is a part of Archbishop 
U ssher’s schem e of Bible chronology. Ussher (also 
spelled Usher) was a scholar who lived in the 17th 
century. He based his calculations largely on the 
genealogies given in the Bible, but his reasoning was 
unsound, for he overlooked two im portant m atters: (1) 
The Bible genealogies were not written to enable us to 
calculate the date of the Creation, but for the purpose 
of showing the line of descent of the people of Israel 
and especially Jesus Christ; in the Bible itself the 
genealogies are never used as a basis for constructing a 
schem e of Bible chronology. (2) In Bible genealogies 
m inor links are often omitted, and a grandson spoken 
of as a son, etc. Thus in Matthew 1:1 the genealogy of 
Jesus Christ is given with only one link (David) between 
Jesus and A braham  — a period of almost 2,000 years of 
time. It is easy to prove that some links were often 
om itted in Bible genealogies, by com paring one 
passage with another. For proof of this statem ent, the 
student is referred to Before Abraham, by Byron C. 
Nelson. In o ther words, the Bible genealogies do not 
aim at m athem atical completeness, but only at showing 
the true line of descent.

For these reasons, Ussher’s date of 4004 B.C. for 
the Creation has now been generally abandoned by 
orthodox Bible scholars. The fact is that the Bible does 
not provide sufficient data to  enable us to calculate the 
date of the Creation.

Giving up Ussher’s date of 4004 B.C. does not 
m ean, however, that we must accept the speculative 
claims of unbelieving scientists who speak of billions of 
years. For example, George Gamow, in his Biography 
of the Earth, speaks of the year 2,000,000,000 B.C. as 
“the ea rth ’s b irth  date” (page 6), adding that the earth ’s 
m other was the sun, implying, of course, that the sun 
must be m uch older than two billion years. Some 
scientists today are speaking of three billion years as 
the age of the earth. We should realize that such 
opinions are speculative. They involve assumptions 
which cannot be really proved, just as truly as Ussher's 
date of 4004 B.C. involves assumptions which cannot be 
proved.

A fter all, the date of the creation of the universe 
is not religiously im portant to us, for if it were, God 
would have revealed it to us clearly in His W ord. W hat 
is im portant is the fact of the creaion of the universe. 
For this fact establishes the most important distinction 
of the Bible, namely, the distinction between Creator 
and creature. If there was a divine act of creation, then 
C reator and creation are entirely distinct. The Bible 
always distinguishes them clearly. It draws a clear, 
sharp line of dem arcation between the Creator, on one 
hand, and all creatures, on the other hand. Even in 
Christ, who as God is the Creator and as man is a

creature, the boundary line remains sharp and distinct. 
Christ is not a being halfway between God and man; He 
is fully G od and fully m an at the same time.

It is not until we reach the time of Abraham , 
about 2,000 B.C., that we can establish Bible 
chronology with practical certainty. Before Abraham 
there lies the undatable past. By the time of King 
David, about 1,000 B.C., most dates can be determ ined 
with a fair degree of precision.

The following table of approxim ate dates will 
serve to  fix in mind the sequence of persons and events. 
These dates are in accordance with the latest con
c lu sions of c o n se rv a tiv e  B ib lical sc h o la rsh ip . 
(References: Chronology of Israel, by John Rea, in 
Bulletin of the Evangelical Theological Society, 
Volume 3 Num ber 3 (Summer, 1960, pages 67-69; The 
Sunday School Times, August 15, 1959, page 4).

Abraham 
The Exodus 
Fall of Jericho 
Ruth, about 
Samuel 
Saul anointed 
David, about 
Solomon crowned

about 2000 B.C. 
1447 B.C. 
1407 B.C. 
1120 B.C. 

about 1050 B.C. 
1043 B.C. 
1000 B.C. 
971 B.C.

The key dates given above follow what is called 
the “early chronology" of the Old Testam ent. This 
system of chronology best fits the data found in the 
Bible itself, especially the key statem ent in I Kings 6:1. 
A nother system of chronology, called the “late 
chronology” was favored by the late Professor William 
F. Albright and many other scholars on the basis of 
their interpretation of archaeological findings. The 
“late chronology” differs from the “early chronology” 
by about 150 years in the period before the birth of 
Samuel. For a com parative table of key dates in the two 
systems of chronology, see The New Bible Commentary 
(Davidson, Stibbs & Kevan), page 38.

Questions:

1. W hen did Archbishop Ussher live?

2. W hat was Ussher’s conclusion as to date of the 
Creation?

3. On what Biblical data did Ussher largely base 
his reasoning?

4. W hat im proper assumptions are involved in 
Ussher’s reasoning about Biblical chronology?

5. W hat is the prevalent attitude of present-day 
orthodox Biblical scholars to Ussher’s scheme of Bible 
chronology?

6. Why is it not possible really to calculate the 
date of the Creation?
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7. W hat is the age of the earth  according to 
Professor George Gamow?

8. Why may we properly question such figures as 
those of Gamow?

9. W hat inference may we draw from the fact 
that the date of the origin of the universe is not 
revealed in the Bible?

10. Why is the fact of the Creation of great 
religious im portance?

11. At what point in Old Testam ent history can 
we begin to determ ine dates with practical certainty?

12. At what point in Old Testam ent history can

we begin to determ ine dates with a fair degree of 
precision?

13. W hat verse in First Kings is a “key statem ent” 
for a system of Bible chronology? W hat does the verse 
say?

14. W hat is the difference betw een the “early 
chronology” and the "late chronology” in studies of Old 
Testam ent history?

15. Why should we adhere to  the “early 
chronology” in preference to the “late chronology”? 
Which system involves the wrong procedure of ad
justing the Bible to hum an in terpretation  of ar
chaeological findings?

H um anity's E arliest H istory  -  
Creation to the Flood

LESSON 1 

THE STORY OF THE CREATION —  GENESIS 1 AND 2

We shall now take up the study of Genesis, the 
first book of the Bible. This book deals with things that 
happened very long ago, and it covers a great amount 
of time. Even on the basis of Ussher’s chronology, the 
Book of Genesis covers as long a period of history as all 
the rest of the Bible together — a period of at least 
2,200 years. If U ssher’s chronology be rejected, then 
Genesis covers a m uch longer period of time. 
Everything narrated  in Genesis happened long before 
the birth  of Moses, the human writer of the book.

The first eleven chapters of Genesis tell of very 
early history in outline form, only the most im portant 
m atters being m entioned, and few details being given. 
Beginning with chapter 12 there is a change in the 
m ethod of the book; at this point it begins to go into 
great detail. From this point the book is built mainly 
around the life history of four men — Abraham , Isaac, 
Jacob and Joseph. It ends with the death of Joseph in 
Egypt (about 1773 B.C.).

The m ethod used by the Book of Genesis js  to 
start with the broadest possible subject and constantly 
narrow the field down. W nat is not of special im
portance for G od’s plan of redem ption is mentioned 
and then dropped. W hat is of special im portance for 
G od’s plan of redem ption is carried on through. The 
structure of the Book of Genesis may be seen from the 
following diagram. Note that each successive topic 
constitutes a narrowing of the field. (See next page.)

The expression "These are the generations of . . .”

which occurs repeatedly in Genesis, is the formula used 
to indicate that one subject is being dropped and a new 
subject or new part of a subject is being taken up. It 
always goes with what follows the formula, not with 
what precedes it. This formula is used in present-day 
books. The formula might be paraphrased: “The 
following is an account of the history o f . . . ”.

The Creation story is given- in Genesis in two 
accounts. The first, from 1:1 to 2:3, em phasizes the 
cosmic point of view. The second, in 2:4-26, stresses the 
human race. There is no contradiction between the two 
nor is there any reason to say that both could not have 
been written by the same author. The account in 
chapter 2 modifies the story of the creation of man. 
Possibly the order here is logical rather than 
chronological.

Are the “six days of creation" to be regarded as 
literal days of 24 hours each, or is the word “day” here 
used in a figurative sense to mean a long period of 
time? Arguments are presented on both sides of this 
question. Neither view is w ithout its problem s and 
difficulties. Both views have their advocates among 
orthodox Bible scholars of recognized standing. The 
figurative view — that "day” here means a long period 
of time — may be correct. However, the arguments 
commonly brought against the literal view are not 
conclusive at all. Remember, we are not dealing here 
with the way nature operates today, but with what 
happened when the direct, almighty, creative power of 
God was at work at the beginning of time. The question
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ncluding earth and all outer apace

his earth, prepared as habitation for man

The Human Race, to f i l l  &  rule earth

Adam's Descendants through Seth

Seth's Descendants 
through Shem

Shem's Descendants 
through Abraham

Abraham's Seed 
through Isaac

Jacob & 
his 

. Sons

:1

is not “How does nature work today?” but “How did 
G od start nature to working in the first place?”

In addition to  the literal and figurative views of 
the six days of creation, a third interpretation has been 
favored by some conservative Bible scholars. This is 
called the Literary Framework View. This view holds 
that the six days are merely a literary pattern or device 
in which the inspired writer arranged his material, just 
as Shakespeare arranged his dramas in acts and scenes. 
A ccording to  the Literary Framework View, the six 
days really have nothing to do with the passing of time. 
Like the literal and figurative views, this view has some 
points in its favor and is also confronted with some 
difficulties.

In view of the difficulties of this problem and the 
lack of agreem ent about it among conservative 
scholars, we may be wise to reserve judgment and wait 
for m ore light on the subject before com mitting 
ourselves absolutely to any one of the three views that 
are held.

W e shall take up the question of the evolutionary 
theory of m an’s origin in a later lesson.

Questions:

1. How much historical time is covered by the 
Book of G enesis, if llssher’s chronology be accepted?

2. If Ussher’s chronology he rejected, how long a 
period of lime does Genesis cover?

3. W ere the events narrated in Genesis past, 
present or future when Moses wrote the book?

4 . W hat is the literary character of the first 11 
chapters of Genesis? Do these 11 chapters cover more, 
o r less, historical time than the remaining 39 chapters 
of the book?

5. W hat four men are prom inent in the part of 
Genesis that follows chapter 11?

6. W hat m ethod is followed in Genesis as to 
treatm ent of the subject m atter?

7. W hat is the m eaning and purpose of the 
formula "these are the generations of" in Genesis?

8. W hat is the difference between the two ac
counts of the Creation in Genesis? Is there any real 
reason why Moses could not have been the author of 
both?

9. W hat interpretations exist as to the nature of 
the six days of Creation?

10. W hat can be said in defence of the literal 
view of the length of the days?

11. W hat is the “literary framework view” of the 
Creation days?

12. Why is it unwise at the present time to 
pronounce a final judgm ent on the length of the 
Creation days?
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LESSON 2

THE ORIGINAL CONDITION OF THE HUMAN RACE

Genesis 1:1 speaks of the original creation of the 
universe out of nothing by the almighty power of God. 
V erses 2:25 describe the preparation and ordering of 
the earth  for hum an habitation. Everything described 
looks forw ard to  man as the climax and crown of G od’s 
creative activity.

All the lower creation is calculated to glorify God 
indirectly, by being used and enjoyed by the human 
race. M an, on the o ther hand, is to glorify God self
consciously and directly, for man alone was created in 
the image of G od. The lower creation glorified G od 
through man. M an is the m irror by which the lower 
creation  reflects the divine glory. This is beautifully 
brought out by Psalm 8 in the Book of Psalms:

W hat is man, that thou art mindful of him? and 
the son of man, that thou visitest him?

For thou hast m ade him a little lower than the 
angels, and hast crowned him with glory and 
honor.

Thou m adest him to have dominion over the 
works of thy hands; thou hast put all things 
under his feet;

All sheep and oxen, yea, and the beasts of the 
field;

The fowl of the air, and the fish of the sea, and 
w hatsoever passeth through the paths of the 
seas.

O LORD our Lord, how excellent is thy name 
in all the earth!

The same idea is found in Genesis 1:28, which 
contains G od’s m andate to  the human race to  rule, use 
and enjoy the earth  and its contents (sometimes called 
“the cultural m andate”):

And G od blessed them, and G od said unto 
them , Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish 
the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion 
over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the 
air , and over every living thing that moveth 
upon the earth.

Evolutionary science of the com m on type 
disregards the fact that the lower creation was 
deliberately planned and prepared for the benefit of 
m ankind. A ccording to consistent evolutionists, it is 
due to sheer chance that man appeared and that he 
found the earth  and its contents suited to his needs. 
Such scientists scoff a t the idea that the vast am ounts of 
coal and oil which exist underground were planned and 
providentially prepared by G od for the benefit of the

human race. They hold that it is m ere coincidence that 
man can utilize coal and oil.

Real evolution is ruled out by the creation ac
count in Genesis. Sometimes the term  “evolution” is 
used in an im proper sense, as m eaning the developm ent 
of varieties within a species, such as the many breeds 
and varieties of dogs, chickens or pigeons which are 
known today. No one questions the fact of this kind of 
development, but this is not evolution in the proper 
sense of the term. Real evolution means that there are 
no hard and fast boundary lines between species, and 
that one species can, gradually, develop into another. 
All life, both animal and vegetable, is held to be 
genetically related. Birds are said to have com e from 
reptiles, for example. And man is said to  have come, 
ultimately, from a one-celled anim al called an amoeba.

This theory of developm ent of one species into 
another cannot be reconciled with the repeated 
statem ent of Genesis 1 that G od created  distinct living 
organisms, each “after its kind.” The "kinds” spoken of 
in Genesis 1 are not necessarily the same as what are 
called “species” in m odern scientific classification. But 
at any rate, the Genesis record  implies that G od 
created definite “kinds” of organisms, each of which 
was different from others and could reproduce only its 
own “kind.” W hether we call these “kinds” species or 
genera (genuses) is not very im portant. How many 
“kinds” God created, we cannot say. The num ber may 
certainly have been m uch less than the num ber of 
species recognized by m odern scientific classification. 
Each “kind” created by G od may have contained 
within itself the power to produce many varieties, some 
of which may be classed as separate species by science. 
For example, it seems to be true that the dog, wolf and 
coyote are all of one “kind” as the term  is used in 
Genesis. These three all in terbreed  freely and the 
offspring are perfectly fertile. W e may say, then, that 
dog, wolf and coyote are a single “kind” according to 
Genesis, while in science they are classified as three 
distinct species. The fox, on the o ther hand, must be of 
a different “kind”, for it cannot in terbreed  with the dog, 
wolf o r coyote.

To take an example from  the p lant kingdom, one 
of the com monest and most popular house plants is the 
African Violet, which is botanically classified as the 
genus Saintpaulia. These plants have been found 
growing wild only in one ra ther lim ited region of East 
Africa. Some twenty recognizably different forms of 
Saintpaulia have been discovered in the African 
forests. These are all classified by the science of botany 
as distinct species. Yet they must all be of one “k ind” as 
the word is used in Genesis 1, for any wild “species” of 
Saintpaulia can be hybridized by cross-pollination with 
other “species” of it w ithout any difficulty, and the 
resulting new plants are perfectly fertile.. From these
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twenty wild “species” there have been produced in less 
than 75 years’ tim e about 3,000 cultivars or cultivated 
varieties. These again can be freely crossed with each 
other and also with any of the wild “species.” It is so 
easy to cross one “species” or cultivated variety of 
Saintpaulia with another that it is being done all the 
time by am ateur hybrilizers who have a few plants on a 
window shelf in their home. On the other hand, experts 
have tried and tried to cross Saintpaulia with sup
posedly related plants such as Petrocosmea and 
Streptocarpus, but the effort fails because they never 
get any fertile seeds.

Questions:
1. W hich of G od’s creatures is the crown of His 

work of creation?

2. How is the creation below man intended to 
glorify God?

3. W hat is the teaching of Psalm 8 on the place of 
man in the creation?

4. W hat is meant by the “cultural m andate”? 
W here is it found?

5. W hat im portant fact is disregarded by

evolutionary science?

6. How is the existence of natural resources 
suited to  hum an use explained by evolutionary 
scientists?

7. How is the term evolution often improperly 
used today?

8. W hat is the meaning of the term evolution 
when properly understood?

9. W hat phrase which occurs repeatedly in 
Genesis 1 has an im portant bearing on the question of 
evolution?

10. W hat is m eant by the term kind as used in 
Genesis 1?

11. Why is it correct to  say that the dog, wolf and 
coyote form a single “kind” as the term is used in 
Genesis 1? Why must the fox be of a different “kind”?

12. How many wild species of Saintpaulia 
(African Violets) are recognized by the science of 
botany? Why must these all be one “kind” as the term is 
used in Genesis 1?

LESSON 3 

THE ORIGINAL CONDITION OF THE HUMAN RACE, CONTINUED

Evolutionary science is unable to frame a really 
satisfactory definition of the term species. This is quite 
evident from  the various definitions given in books on 
biology. As used by science, species is a more or less 
fluid concept. If a definition of species could be 
universally agreed upon, it would clear the air of much 
confusion about whether evolution, in the sense of 
production  of truly new species, has occurred.

The words “after its kind” imply that there is a 
God-ordained barrier between the “kinds” created  by 
G od. D evelopm ent may take place within the “kind”, 
but not beyond the limit of the “kind.” Man, of course, 
was specially created by God and is not to be regarded 
as a product of evolution from a non-human ancestry.

Consistent evolution as it is commonly held by 
m aterialistic scientists is atheistic and is based on 
chance ra ther than on faith in God. It is held that living 
things developed by inherent forces, without divine 
control. T here is, however, a form of the evolution 
theory known as "theistic evolution” which includes 
belief in G od. This form of the theory holds that 
evolution was G od’s m ethod of creating living things. 
Theistic evolution is held by some scientists and by a 
good many religious scholars who are em barrassed by 
the confident claims of unbelieving scientists. If one is 
going to be an evolutionist, certainly it is much better 
to be a theistic one than an atheistic one. But it is 
questionable whether theistic evolution can be

regarded as a consistent form of the evolution 
hypothesis, and w hether it can really be reconciled with 
the divine tru th  of the first two chapters of Genesis.

One form of the theory of theistic evolution that 
seems plausible to many Christian believers holds that 
m an’s bodily organism was produced gradually by 
evolution through ages of time until something 
physically similar to  man had appeared. All this was a 
natural process and the organisms were non-human. 
Then at a certain  point God intervened by His 
supernatural or creative power and implanted a mind 
or soul in these organisms, with the result that they 
becam e persons, after which they are properly 
regarded as human (“homo sapiens”). This way of 
putting the m atter, it is thought, on the one hand 
recognizes the facts of science and on the o ther hand 
safeguards the tru th  of the Bible.

The difficulty with this construction is that it has 
to abandon evolution at the crucial point and bring in 
direct, supernatural creation to account for the 
existence of the hum an race. For it is precisely per
sonality —  the possession of a mind or soul —  that 
makes man human and sets him apart from the lower 
creation. If we have to  believe in supernatural creation 
to account for the one thing which above all else makes 
man hum an, then we have really adm itted that 
evolution cannot explain the appearance of man on the 
earth. Needless to  say, man's bodily organism
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resembles that of the higher animals, but in the m atter 
of personality he differs radically from them. Thus the 
person who holds the view that we have been 
examining may be an evolutionist, but he is not a 
consistent evolutionist, for he has to  bring in super
natural intervention at the most im portant point. Really 
consistent evolution holds that man as a whole (both 
body and mind) was produced entirely by natural 
forces operating from within. It cannot adm it external 
intervention at any point and still be thoroughly 
consistent in affirming evolution. The very word 
evolution m eans unfolding of what is already within 
something.

Theistic evolution is further shown to be un- 
Biblical by the fact that it breaks down and destroys the 
distinction between creation and providence. God's 
work of creation is His work of originating new things 
(new as to form, new as to  m atter, or new as to both 
form  and m atter). This is spoken of in the Bible by the 
H ebrew  verb bara, a term  with a very specialized 
meaning, which occurs only 55 times in the Hebrew Old 
T estam ent, and almost always m eans create in the strict 
sense of the direct origination of something new. On 
the o ther hand, the ordinary word for make in the Old 
T estam ent is asah which occurs over 2600 times in the 
Old T estam ent and is translated in various ways, 
corresponding to  the English verbs do, make, work. 
This term  asah is used to  describe G od’s ordinary or 
providential working which operates through second 
causes or the forces of nature and which produces 
changes without originating anything strictly new. 
Theistic evolution, however, cannot account for the 
unique use of the verb bara in describing G od’s work of 
C reation as distinguished from His work of Providence. 
For according to  Theistic Evolution, evolution (a long, 
natural process) was G od's method of creation. 
Because it was a natural process it would have to  be 
classified as a part of G od’s work of Providence —  that 
is w hat Providence is: a natural process indirectly 
controlled by G od. If Theistic Evolution were true, 
there would be no reason or need for the use of the 
special term bara in Genesis 1 and 2. Asah would fit all 
the way through.

M oreover, the Bible in G enesis 1 and 2 itself 
m arks off creation as separated  from Providence by a 
very definite and clear boundary line. On the seventh 
day G od “rested from all his work which God created 
and m ade” (Gen. 2:3). This point m arks the boundary 
of creation in the strict sense, although in later times 
the creative power of G od was exerted in miracles. It is 
■ ue that the word asah occurs 10 tim es in the first two

chapters of Genesis, where it is used either to describe 
a providential dealing of G od with that which had been 
created, or in connection with the verb bara which 
qualifies the meaning and renders it specific in the 
sense of origination of som ething new. We may say that 
asah is the broader term (meaning “do” or “m ake”) 
whereas bara is the narrower and m ore specific term 
(meaning "create”). All creation is a doing or making, 
but not all doing or making is creation. Hence asah 
could be used in its inclusive sense to  describe a work 
of creation, but bara could not be used to describe the 
providential working of God. All this precise distinc
tion, so clear in the Bible, is violated by Theistic 
Evolution which holds that G od created  living things by 
means of a providential process.

Questions:

1. W hat d ifficu lty  ex is ts  c o n c e rn in g  the  
definition of the term  species?

2. W hat fact is implied by the words “after its 
kind” in Genesis 1?

3. W hat is the com m on attitude of consistent 
evolutionists toward faith in God?

4. W hat is meant by “theistic evolution”?

5. W hat does “theistic evolution” hold con
cerning the origin of the hum an body?

6. W hat does “theistic evolution” hold con
cerning the origin of the hum an soul o r mind?

7. Why is this theory of m an's origin not a 
consistent theory of evolution?

8. W hat is the difference betw een Creation and 
Providence?

9. W hat line of dem arcation betw een G od’s work 
of Creation and His works of Providence exists in 
Genesis?

10. How many times does the Hebrew  verb bara 
occur in the Old Testam ent, and what does it mean?

11. How many times does the Hebrew  verb asah 
occur in the Old Testam ent, and what does it mean?

12. W hat is the bearing of these two Hebrew 
verbs on the question of evolution?

LESSON 4

THE ORIGINAL CONDITION OF THE HUMAN RACE, CONTINUED

It is sometim es stated  that biological evolution is 
a scientifically established fact. This is incorrect. 
Biological evolution is properly called a theory or 
hypothesis. W hen scientists are absolutely confident 
that it is true, it may be said that evolution is a scientific

dogma held by faith. The facts which it purports to 
interpret can also be interpreted  otherw ise, namely by 
special creation by God. But any view which brings 
God, special creation or the supernatural into the 
picture is immediately rejected  as “unscientific” by the
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m aterialistic evolutionary scientists of our day.

M ention must be made of the tendency to write 
the word “evolution” with a capital “E ” —  Evolution — 
and to  speak of it as if it were a cause of things hap
pening. Thus when some people are asked what made 
the am oeba develop into man, they reply, “Evolution 
m ade it happen.” Now this is confusing the issue by 
m ere words. It is like saying, “Happening m ade it 
happen.” Evolution is a view of development of living 
things. It requires an adequate cause, and cannot have 
caused itself. No one would think of saying “m otion 
makes things m ove” or “Boiling makes water boil,” yet 
there are those who say, and with an air of superior 
knowledge, that Evolution made the am oeba evolve 
into man.

A nother confusion is the tendency of some 
people to  regard the passing of time as a cause. W hen 
asked what caused the evolution, say, of the horse, they 
tend to  reply, “It took millions of years of tim e." But 
time is not the cause of anything. Time is merely part of 
the fram ew ork within which cause and effect operate, 
as space is part of that framework. Neither time nor 
space is really the cause of anything. Some wise person 
has rem arked that “All eternity is not sufficient to 
com plete that which has not yet been begun.”

The theory of evolution can be discussed and 
c r it ic iz e d  from  th re e  v iew po in ts: sc ie n tific , 
philosophical and religious. The scientific aspects of 
the hypothesis are discussed, pro and con, in many 
books. Special reference may be made to  Genes, 
Genesis and Evolution, by John Klotz. Klotz is critical 
of the evolution theory, but writes as a scientist. 
A nother interesting book is The Piltdown Forgery, by 
W einer (Oxford University Press). W einer is himself an 
evolutionist, but he tells the story of how the notorious 
Piltdown fossils, which had been accepted by science as 
a link between the anthropoids and man, were proved 
to have been deliberately falsified. The detection of the 
Piltdown hoax does not prove that evolution is not true, 
but it certainly does prove that em inent scientists can 
be mistaken in their interpretation of im portant data.

T he question of Creation verses Evolution is 
religiously im portant for three reasons: (1) The 
language used in Genesis 1 (“after its kind”) requires 
the accep tance of creation and the rejection of 
evolution. It is difficult to see how we can take the 
words “after its kind” seriously and still believe in any 
consistent form of evolution. (2) Only Creation is in 
accord  with the Biblical teaching about the original 
righteousness and perfection of the human race. 
C reation and evolution involve two radically different, 
irreconcilable philosophies of history. Creation holds

that man originated in a state of moral uprightness and 
simple civilization, and then fell into sin and misery. 
Evolution, on the o ther hand, holds that man originated 
on the lowest plane, and never fell, but instead has been 
continuously though slowly rising to enlightenment, 
civilization and perfection. (3) Accepting consistent 
evolution means rejecting or diluting the supernatural 
elem ent in the Bible — and the supernatural elem ent is 
the main thing in the Bible. Those who reduce or tone 
down the supernatural elem ent in Genesis 1 will tend to 
do the same all along the line. Just as water seeks its 
own level, so the hum an mind inevitably seeks con
sistency. Those who accept evolution will too often 
minimize the supernatural in connection with 
prophecy, miracles, the virgin birth of Christ, His 
bodily resurrection, His ascension, His second coming, 
the inspiration and infallibility of the Bible, etc. Once 
we start giving up the supernaturalism  of the Bible, it is 
hard to find a stopping place. The tendency is to  seek 
consistency by giving up m ore and more of the 
supernatural until in the end one becomes a thorough
going naturalist in his philosophy of religion.

Questions:

1. Why is it incorrect to  speak of evolution as a 
scientifically established fact? If not an established fact, 
what should it be called?

2. W hen may evolution properly be called a 
scientific dogma?

3. W hat is wrong with saying that Evolution 
made the am oeba evolve into man?

4. Why is it incorrect to regard the passing of 
time as a cause of evolution?

5. From what three standpoints may the theory 
of evolution be criticized?

6. W hat has been proved concerning the Pilt
down fossils?

7. W hat does the discovery of the truth about the 
Piltdown fossils prove?

8. Give three reasons why the question of 
Creation versus Evolution is religiously im portant?

9. Contrast the Biblical philosophy of history 
with the evolutionary philosophy of history.

10. How does accepting the theory of evolution 
affect people’s attitude toward the supernaturalism  of 
the Bible?

LESSON 5 

THE ORIGINAL CONDITION OF THE HUMAN RACE, CONTINUED

Man was made in the image and likeness of God. no distinction intended between “image” and 
But what does this mean? First of all, there is probably “likeness”; by a com m on Hebrew usage these are
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parallel term s used synonymously to  mean the same 
thing. It is possible, as Calvin held, that “likeness” is 
here a closer specification than “im age”, the intended 
m eaning being that the resem blance between man and 
G od is a close one.

Of course, a physical resem blance to God is not 
m eant, for G od is a Spirit, having no bodily form. Yet 
there is a sense in which man resembles God. Alone 
am ong G od’s creatures in this world, man was created 
“in the image of G od.” The “image of G od,” then, is 
som ething which not only indicates m an’s resemblance 
to  G od, but also marks man off as different from all 
o ther creatures on this earth. Because he possesses the 
image of G od, man is like God, but different from the 
animals. It is true, of course, that in a sense man is like 
the animals. He breathes the same air, requires the 
same nutritional materials, and his physical organism is 
in general sim ilar to that of the higher vertebrates. This 
is because man was intended to  live in the same 
physical environm ent as the animals. But spiritually 
and psychologically man is different from the animals.

Orthodox theology holds that the image of God in 
man is psychological and spiritual. It is sometimes said 
to  consist of the three elements of knowledge, 
righteousness and holiness. Man resembles God in the 
possession of a rational nature (he can think and 
reason); in the possession of a moral nature (unlike the 
animals, he can distinguish between right and wrong); 
and in the possession of a spiritual nature (he has the 
capacity  for com m union with God). Or it might be said 
that man, like G od but unlike the animals, possesses 
personality and character. W hen man was created by 
G od, his personality and character were perfect. Man 
was then capable of perfectly reflecting the glory of 
G od. It is even correct to  say that man as created was a 
perfect, though finite (limited, small-scale) replica 
(copy) of God.

All this has been sadly changed, of course, by 
m an’s fall into sin. Today man exists in a state of sin and 
misery. He has becom e greedy and selfish, and loves his 
own am bitions and pleasures rather than loving God. 
He still possesses the image of God, but only in a 
dam aged and broken form. It is only by grace, through 
divine redem ption in the plan of salvation, that the 
image of God in man can finally be fully restored.

As created, man was to have dominion over all 
o ther creatures in this world. This also marks man as 
the bearer of the image of God. In a limited and 
subordinate sense man was to be the ruler of the world, 
h e  was to be G od’s representative in ruling over the 
creatures. M an as created was perfectly in harmony 
with the will of God; therefore he was qualified to hold 
dominion, as G od’s representative, over the creatures. 
W hen man was created, the whole world was subject to 
him. The world of nature was m an’s friend, not man's 
enemy. It was only through sin that man partially lost 
his dominion over the creatures, and nature became 
m an’s foe through the curse which God pronounced 
(Gen. 3:17-19).

It is a common idea today that the original state 
of man was a state of savagery, from which human 
civilization has slowly developed. This notion, 
however, is contrary to the account of early mankind 
given in the Bible. According to the Biblical record, 
mankind originated in a state of simple civilization and 
m oral u p rig h tn e ss . His c iv iliz a tio n  was no t 
technological, for at first he lacked all man-made tools. 
But lack of tools is not what makes people savages —  it 
is their mental, moral and social traits that make them 
savages. The twentieth century has witnessed a 
resurgence of savage barbarism  that is all the more 
terrible because it has advanced scientific discoveries 
at its disposal. No "stone age” savage did anything as 
cruel as twentieth century “brainwashing.”

From mankind’s original condition of a simple 
civilization and moral uprightness, the great majority of 
the human race degenerated to the condition of crime, 
violence and lawlessness which existed just prior to the 
Flood (Gen. 6:5, 11-13). This degenerate civilization 
was wiped out by the Flood, and hum anity had a new 
start with the family of Noah. A fter the Flood, large 
sections of the human race again degenerated as they 
willfully rejected the knowledge of the true God 
(Romans 1:20-32).

The savage and “prim itive” peoples which have 
existed in ancient and m odern times are to be ex
plained, according to the Bible, as products of 
retrogression or deterioration caused, ultimately, by 
sin. They are branches of the hum an race which have 
deteriorated from the original civilization and moral 
uprightness of mankind. The headhunters of Borneo 
are not really “primitive” people; that is, they are not 
like the first people who ever lived on this earth. On the 
contrary, they are people far advanced in their 
degeneration; they are people who have moved back
ward instead of forward.

C o n s is te n t e v o lu tio n is ts  a n d  e v o lu tio n a ry  
sociologists take for granted that man was originally a 
savage, and has gradually developed into a gentlem an. 
The truth is, rather, that m an was originally a gen
tleman and rapidly deteriorated  into a savage in many 
parts of the world.

It cannot be denied, of course, that there have 
been, and still are, peoples which exist in gross 
ignorance, savagery and crudity; there have been, and 
still are “cave m en” and men with a “stone age” culture. 
These facts are well known. But such peoples are not 
really primitive; rather, they are degenerate.

Byron C. Nelson, in his interesting book Before 
Abraham brings out many facts about cave-dwelling 
stone age man in Europe. One significant fact is that 
these people did not live in caves because they lacked 
the skill to  construct houses, but because they were 
cold. Europe had been glaciated and was slowly 
becoming habitable again. During a large part of the 
year it was bitterly cold. M en lived just inside the 
mouths of caves facing south, to  get protection from
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the chill winds and to get some warmth from the 
sunshine. Some of these “stone age” caves, in France, 
are still inhabited today, by very civilized Frenchmen, 
with m odern conveniences such as electric lights and 
telephones.

The Bible portrays the home of the earliest 
people not as a jungle but as a garden. The exact 
location of the G arden of Eden cannot be determ ined, 
but it was certainly in the Near East, as proved by the 
m ention of the Euphrates River in connection with it.

The nam e “Eden” means "pleasantness” or 
"delight.” The reference to  the great rivers shows that 
Eden was a large tract of country. (Eden was larger 
than the G arden; the Garden was planted in Eden). 
Davis Dictionary of the Bible states that “The site of the 
garden of Eden is most probably to sought about the 
head of the Persian Gulf.” This is the region which later 
cam e to  be known as M esopotamia or Babylonia. The 
present-day nam e is Iraq.

This hom e prepared by G od for the first people 
was an ideal environm ent. Today that region is very 
arid. It was evidently different in the period before the 
Flood. The Bible pictures it as a very fertile and 
productive region. It is probable that the climate was 
mild and pleasant at all seasons of the year. In this 
garden G od caused to grow “every tree that is pleasant 
to the sight, and good for food.”

Of the rivers that are mentioned, only two can be 
identified with certainty today, namely the Euphrates 
and the Tigris (Hiddekel). The land of Havilah m en
tioned in G en. 2:11 is regarded as a region of Arabia. 
The E thiopia m entioned in verse 13 can not have been 
the country of Africa known by the name of Ethiopia 
(Hebrew: Cush), for the connection with the Euphrates 
River requires a location in Asia. Evidently a region of 
southw estern Asia was called Ethiopia (Cush), as well 
as the m ore com monly known country in Africa. It may 
be that colonists went from the one in Asia to the one in 
Africa, taking the name with them , just as Plymouth 
(M assachusetts) was colonized by people from 
Plym outh (England) who nam ed their new home after 
their old one.

Questions:
1. W hy can the statem ent that man was m ade in 

the “im age” or “likeness" of G od not mean a physical 
resem blance to  God?

2. In w hat way is man similar to  the higher

animals, and in what way does he differ sharply from 
them?

3. W hat is held by orthodox theology as to the 
meaning of the image of God in man?

4. How may the concept of the image of G od in 
man be analyzed or broken down into its com ponent 
elements?

5. W hat is m eant by saying that man as created 
was a perfect, though finite, replica of God?

6. W hat change has resulted from m an’s fall into
sin?

7. W hat was the intended relation of man, as 
created, to  all o ther creatures in this world?

8. How has this relationship been partly changed 
by m an’s sin?

9. W hat is the com m on idea today, among 
people who do not accept the Bible, as to the original 
state of mankind?

10. W hat was the original social condition of 
mankind according to  the Bible?

11. How are we to account for the existence of 
the savage and "prim itive” peoples of past times and of 
the present day?

12. W hat facts show that the “cave m en” of Stone 
Age Europe were not as wild and uncivilized as they are 
often represented as having been?

13. W hat is the meaning of the nam e “Eden”?

14. How can it be shown that Eden was a large 
tract of country?

15. In what part of the world was Eden certainly 
located?

16. W hat is the probable precise location of 
Eden? W hat is it nam ed today?

17. W hat two rivers, connected with Eden, are 
known today?

18. How can it be shown that the Ethiopia or 
Cush m entioned in Genesis 2 was in Asia, not in Africa?

LESSON 6 

THE FALL OF THE HUMAN RACE INTO SIN

Genesis, C hapter 3

T he question has been raised as to w hether the and Eve real people, and did these things really hap- 
account of Adam and Eve in the G arden of Eden is to pen? Or is this story com parable to  the myths of ancient 
be regarded as historical or mythological. W ere Adam G reece and Rome?
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The answer is that the Bible itself treats this 
record  as literal and historical. In particular, the 
statem ents of Jesus Christ and the Apostle Paul imply 
acceptance of the historical character of Genesis 2 and
3. This is especially clear in the fifth chapter of Paul’s 
Epistle to the Romans, where there is an elaborate 
com parison and contrast between Adam and Christ. If 
Adam  is not a historical figure, then this argum ent of 
Paul has no m eaning at all. There cannot be a parallel 
o r com parison between a mythical Adam and a 
historical Christ. The mythological interpretation of the 
early chapters of Genesis is held chiefly by scholars 
who re ject the full tru th  and divine authority of the 
Bible.

Besides the trees that were pleasant to the sight 
and good for food, in the garden of Eden, two special 
trees are m entioned, namely the tree of life, which was 
in the midst of the garden, and the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil. W hat species of trees these 
w ere we do not know, nor is this im portant. W hat is 
im portant is the symbolic or sacram ental meaning 
w hich was attached by G od to  these two trees. These 
two trees served as symbols of two religious principles. 
The tree of life was a symbol of the principle of life. 
T he tree of the knowledge of good and evil was a 
symbol of the principle of probation.

The tree of life symbolized not merely the life 
w hich m an already possessed, but the highest kind of 
life to  which man could attain —  the kind of life which 
is called in the New Testam ent eternal life. This highest 
kind of life man did not yet possess. To obtain this, he 
m ust first pass through a probation or test. From Gen. 
3:22 we see that before man sinned he had not yet eaten 
of the fruit of the tree of life. Evidently the right to eat 
this fruit had not yet been given.

The o ther symbolic tree was the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil, which stood for the 
principle of probation or testing. This tree was also in 
the cen ter of the garden (Gen. 3:3). Why was this tree 
called the tree of the knowledge of good and evil? The 
wording of the Hebrew implies that this tree stood for 
the knowledge of good and evil as opposed to each 
o ther — good as the opposite of evil, and evil as the 
opposite of good. The tree stood for the contrast 
betw een good and evil.

It should be realized that this test was necessary 
for m an’s sake, not for G od’s sake. In past years many 
students in this course have written on tests or 
exam inations that “God tested Adam and Eve to find 
out w hether they would obey Him.” This is not a 
co rrec t statem ent. God does not need to  perform  tests 
to  gain inform ation that He otherwise would not have. 
T he test was not necessary for G od’s sake, but it was 
necessary for Adam and Eve to  becom e moral and 
spiritual adults —  that they should not rem ain forever 
as naive children, but should becom e adults.

M an was created in the image of G od and thus 
had the capacity for moral experience. Man was

created good but he had not yet attained the moral 
m aturity of deliberately choosing good in preference to 
evil. The test represented by the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil would bring man to the experience of 
moral goodness in strong contrast to  evil rejected , or it 
would bring man to the experience of moral evil in 
strong contrast to good rejected . E ither way, man 
would come to moral m aturity through the test 
presented by the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil. Adam and Eve would inevitably com e to maturity
— for better or for worse. They would never be the 
same again.

Why did God forbid Adam to eat the fruit of this 
tree? It is evident that the fruit was not evil o r harmful 
in itself; on the contrary, it was “good for food.” If the 
fruit had been poisonous o r obviously harm ful, then the 
test would not have been the kind of test G od planned. 
For this test, everything had to  depend on the will of 
God. If Adam could have discerned o ther reasons — 
reasons which appealed to  him as sensible o r prudent
— for leaving the fruit alone, then it would not have 
been a real test of obedience to  the will of God. For a 
real test of obedience, it was necessary that Adam 
should leave the fruit alone simply because G od had 
forbidden the eating of it, and for no o ther reason. This 
was not to  be a test of A dam ’s sanity, nor of his in
telligence, but of his willingness to  obey the will of 
God. He was called upon to  choose good and reject 
evil, not because he considered it reasonable or 
beneficial to do so, but out of sheer loyalty and 
devotion to  the nature of God.

Questions:

1. How can it be shown that the Bible itself treats 
the story of Adam and Eve as real history?

2. W hat two special trees existed in the G arden 
of Eden?

3. W hat kind of life was symbolized by the Tree 
of Life?

4. W hat is the force of the words “knowledge of 
good and evil” in the Hebrew?

5. W hat principle was symbolized by the tree of 
the knowledge of good and evil?

6. Why was it necessary that Adam and Eve pass 
through a test or probation?

7. W hat kind of experience would the test bring 
to Adam and Eve?

8. Why was it necessary that the thing forbidden 
by God be something not evil or harmful in itself?

9. Why was the goodness of Adam and Eve 
(before they com mitted sin) not the highest kind of 
goodness?
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10. W hat answer should we give to  the person Adam and Eve from coming into a situation where sin 
who says that G od could and should have prevented was a possible outcom e?

LESSON 7 

THE FALL OF THE HUMAN RACE INTO SIN, CONTINUED

A question arises as to the duration of this test. By 
its very nature a test o r probation cannot be per
m anent. A test must be temporary; the fact of a test 
implies the existence of a time limit. What this time 
limit would have been, if Adam had not sinned, we 
cannot say. But a time limit would have been reached, 
and man would have been given the right to  eat the 
fruit of the tree of life. With that, both sin and death 
would have becom e forever impossible to Adam and all 
his descendants. They would have been confirmed in 
righteousness and life forever.

G od attached a penalty to the eating of the fruit 
of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: “in the 
day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die” 
(Hebrew: “dying thou shalt die”). This implies not 
merely the death of the body, but death in the fullest, 
most absolute sense — death as the penalty of sin 
(Rom ans 5:12; 6:23). The immediate and obvious 
reference, of course, is to the death of the body. G od’s 
statem ent to Adam meant at least that his body would 
die. But it m eant more than that; it m eant death as the 
penalty of sin — eternal exclusion from the favorable 
presence of God. (The expression “in the day that thou 
eatest thereof . . .” does not imply that physical death 
would follow the eating of the fruit within one day’s 
time. It is a Hebrew idiom used to express certainty. 
The m eaning is that death will be the sure and 
inevitable consequence of eating the fruit.)

Taking up Genesis chapter 3, we find two more 
principles symbolized in a form that Adam and Eve 
could grasp. The principle of temptation and sin was 
symbolized by the serpent, and the principle of death 
was symbolized by the return of the human body to 
dust.

The literal serpent, of course, was only a tool in 
the hands of Satan, o r the devil. The origin of sin in the 
universe is an unexplainable mystery. But the origin of 
sin in the human race is plainly attributed in Scripture 
to  the tem ptation of our first parents by Satan, who 
used a serpent as his tool or instrument in this affair.

Satan's tem ptation of Eve proceeded in two 
stages. In the first stage, doubt is insinuated and in
stilled into her mind. In the second stage, the tem pter 
used a bare-faced lie to induce her to commit sin.

In the first stage, the tem pter raises the question 
of G od’s treatm ent of Adam and Eve. “Yea, hath God 
said, Ye shall not eat of every tree of the garden.” As a 
m atter of fact, G od had perm itted the eating of the fruit 
of the trees of the garden with the exception of the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil (and the implied tem 

porary exception of the tree of life). There was thus 
only a very small elem ent of tru th  in what the tem pter 
suggested to Eve. The prohibition attributed to God 
was a gross exaggeration. Yet it served the tem pter’s 
purpose of insinuating a doubt concerning the good
ness and favor of God. The thought is suggested to 
Eve’s mind that God is unreasonably strict, harsh and 
unkind in His treatm ent of man.

In the second stage of the tem ptation, the 
tem pter boldly denies the truth of what God had said. 
God had said, “In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou 
shalt surely die.” Now the devil boldly denies this, 
saying, “Ye shall not surely die.” This is a direct, flat, 
outright contradiction of the W ord of God.

Satan follows up with an imputation of base and 
unworthy motives to G od. “For God doth know that in 
the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, 
and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.” The 
idea here is that God has forbidden Adam and Eve to 
eat of the tree in order to keep from them a wonderful 
experience which they ought to  enjoy.

Satan’s work of tem pting Eve was finished. All 
that rem ained was for Eve to  consider the inherent 
desirability of the forbidden fruit. She did this; then she 
took of the fruit, ate it, and gave some of it to  Adam, 
who also ate it.

It is to be noted that the tem pter used only 
persuasion in inducing Eve to disobey God. He did not 
force her to  com m it sin, but only sought to induce her 
to com m it sin of her own free will. Thus the sin cannot 
be blamed on Satan so as to excuse the disobedience of 
Eve and Adam. Eve, of course, never should have even 
listened to this m ysterious serpent who started out his 
rem arks by insinuating doubt concerning the goodness 
of God. She knew the voice of God and should not 
even have listened to  this alien voice which brings 
suggestions and ideas contrary to what she had suf
ficient reason to  believe to  be true.

In deciding to  eat the fruit, Eve really put Satan in 
the place of G od. As a m atter of fact G od’s design was 
the benefit of m ankind, while Satan’s aim was to bring 
about m an’s ruin. Since Satan flatly contradicted what 
G od had said. Eve had to choose between the two. 
Should she believe G od or should she believe the 
serpent? Before this time she had believed G od. But 
now when confronted with Satan’s contradiction of 
God, Eve chooses to believe Satan. This, of course, 
involved regarding God as a liar. It involved believing 
that G od was the enemy of the human race and that 
Satan was the friend of the human race. Thus, in Eve’s
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thinking, G od and the devil were interchanged.

The New Testam ent tells us that Eve was 
deceived by the tem pter —  that is, she was confused 
and bewildered —  but Adam was not deceived. Adam 
ate the fruit fully realizing what he was doing. This 
m eans that A dam ’s guilt was greater than Eve’s (I 
T im othy 2:14).

“And the eyes of them both were opened, and 
they knew that they were naked: and they sewed fig 
leaves together, and made themselves aprons" (Gen. 
3:7). Their commission of sin had an im m ediate effect 
upon the consciousness of Adam and Eve. Their 
previous innocence is immediately replaced by a sense 
of guilt and sinfulness. Before com mitting sin they had 
not been conscious of being unclothed, nor was there 
any reason for feeling ashamed of this (Gen. 2:25). But 
as soon as they had sinned against G od, they realized 
their guilt, of which their bodily nakedness was sym
bolic. Instinctively they proceeded to  prepare some 
makeshift clothing, using fig leaves for the purpose.

As we see later, the clothing which Adam and 
Eve m ade of fig leaves was not adequate, for God 
clothed them with coats of skins (Gen. 3:21). It has 
been aptly observed that all man-made religious 
systems are in reality only fig leaves which man has 
stitched together to  try to  cover his guilt. Only the God- 
given religion of redem ption from sin by the shed blood 
of a M ediator (Jesus Christ) can really clothe man with 
righteousness.

A nother result of the sin of Adam and Eve was 
their alienation from God. “And they heard the voice 
of the Lord G od walking in the garden in the cool of the 
day: and Adam  and his wife hid themselves from the 
presence of the Lord G od amongst the trees of the 
garden” (Gen. 3:8). Evidently before the Fall there had 
been close fellowship between G od and man. Adam 
and Eve knew and recognized the voice of God when 
they heard it. They must have delighted in this close 
com m union with God.

But after they sinned, there was a spiritual barrier 
betw een them  and God. They felt this in their own 
consciousness, and instinctively tried to hide from God. 
Of course no one can really hide from God. H ere in this 
early history we see the true nature of sin. Sin 
inevitably causes separation from God.

Still another characteristic of sin is seen in the 
attem pt of both Adam and Eve to  evade responsibility 
for what they had done. N either was willing to accept 
the blame for sin. In this respect Adam  and Eve set the 
pattern  which sinful man has been following ever since.

A penalty was pronounced by G od upon the 
serpent, upon Eve and upon Adam. The curse upon the 
serpent (“Upon thy belly shalt thou go”) does not imply 
that prior to this snakes had legs and stood upright, as 
has sometim es been asserted. It merely implies that the 
serpen t’s closeness to the ground is now m ade a

penalty; a new meaning and significance are at this 
point attached to this “grass roo ts” character of the 
serpent.

Genesis 3:15 is perhaps the most im portant single 
verse of the Old Testam ent, because it contains the first 
promise of redem ption from sin. The literal serpent 
falls into the background, and Satan, the real tempter, 
is addressed. “I will put enm ity,” G od says, "between 
thee and the woman, and betw een thy seed and her 
seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his 
heel.” In this text, “thee” refers to  Satan. The seed of 
the serpent means either that part of the hum an race 
which is on the side of Satan, or it may mean the 
demons and evil spirits of which Satan is the chief. The 
seed of the woman is the hum an race regarded as an 
organism, and specially, preem inently, the one great 
Seed of the woman, namely, the Lord Jesus Christ 
(compare Revelation 12:1,2,5,17).

Genesis 3:15 forms a brief announcem ent or 
preview of the future history of the world. There is 
predicted an age-long, b itter conflict betw een opposing 
forces: the seed of the serpent and the seed of the 
woman; and back of these —  behind the scenes, as it 
were — between Satan and God. The outcom e of this 
conflict will be two-fold: (1) The Seed of the woman 
will be wounded; (2) the seed of the serpent will be 
totally defeated and destroyed. These words, spoken by 
God so long ago, reach forward through the ages to  the 
Cross of Calvary, and on from Calvary to the G reat 
Judgment Day at the end of history. All the rest of the 
Bible is the record of the im plem enting of the program 
revealed in Genesis 3:15.

Questions:

1. Why is it necessary to  believe that there would 
have been a time limit for the probation  of Adam and 
Eve, if they had not sinned?

2. If Adam and Eve had not sinned, what would 
the result of the probation have been?

3. W hat penalty was attached to  the eating of the 
forbidden fruit?

4. W hat kind of death  is m eant by the word 
"death” in this connection?

5. W hat is the m eaning or force of the phrase “In 
the day that . . .”?

6. W hat principle is symbolized by the serpent?

7. W hat principle is illustrated by the return of 
man’s body to dust?

8. W hat can be said about the origin of sin in the 
universe?

9. W hat can be said in explanation of the origin 
of sin in the human race?
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10. In how many stages did Satan’s tem ptation of 
Eve take place?

11. W hat thought is instilled into Eve’s mind in 
the first stage?

12. W hat bold statem ent is made by the tem pter 
in the second stage?

13. W hat, according to Satan, was G od’s reason 
for forbidding Adam and Eve to eat the fruit?

14. W hat shows that Eve was fully to blame for 
what she did?

15. W hat New Testam ent statem ent proves that 
A dam ’s guilt was greater than Eve’s? Why was this the
case?

16. W hat was the immediate effect of sin on the

consciousness of Adam and Eve?

17. W hat fact shows that garments made of fig 
leaves were inadequate?

18. W hat truth about man-made religions is 
illustrated by the fig-leaves of our first parents?

19. W hat was the second consequence of Adam 
and Eve com m itting sin?

20. W hat is the meaning of the penalty 
pronounced on the serpent?

21. W hat is the meaning and im portance of 
Genesis 3:15?

22. W hat is m eant by the “seed of the serpent”? 
By the “seed of the wom an”?

LESSON 8

THE PERIOD FROM ADAM TO NOAH

Genesis, Chapters 4-6

We shall pass over the expulsion of Adam and 
Eve from the garden of Eden, and the history of Cain 
and Abel, to  take up the record of the descendants of 
Cain (G en. 4:16ff.). Coming down to the time of 
Lam ech, the sixth generation from Adam, we note that 
“Lam ech took unto him two wives,” thus daring to 
change the marriage ordinance established by G od at 
the creation of the human race. The evil of polygamy 
dates from the time of Lamech. Contrary to the 
com m on evolutionary theory of human progress, 
m ankind was originally monogamous, and polygamy 
cam e in later, when the race had fallen very deeply into 
sin.

The period we are studying shows a very rapid 
and extrem e developm ent of sin in the line of Cain. 
This is clearly shown by the arrogant boasting of 
Lam ech. He proudly boasts that he needs no help from 
G od; he can look after his own interests without any 
divine protection . All fear of God has been cast off. 
There rem ains no sense of need or of dependence on 
G od for anything. Lamech recognizes no moral 
obligation and no law higher than his own wishes.

Evidently it was G od’s purpose, in the period of 
history we are dealing with, to allow sin to run its 
natural course, so as to show once for all what sin really 
is and what it really can do. This continued until God 
finally sent the Flood as a judgment upon mankind. 
Between Cain and the Flood, G od checked the 
progress of sin only enough to render the continued 
existence of humanity possible. God granted a 
minimum of grace throughout this period, until the real 
character of sin had been fully revealed, lest people 
boast that sin was not so very evil after all. Before 
carrying out the work of redem ption actively, G od first

let the hum an race sink very deep in sin, that its ex
ceeding sinfulness might becom e clear to all, and for all 
time.

We note that the great inventions and basic 
discoveries of civilization were made, not by the godly 
portion of the human race, but by the descendants of 
Cain. Though these people did not fear G od, they were 
perm itted to make great progress in m aterial things. 
This shows the falsity of the idea often expressed that 
religion and civilization go hand in hand.

We now turn to  the line of Seth, starting with 
Gen. 4:25. The nam e “Seth” means “appointed” or 
“substitu ted .” Eve called her third son "Seth” because, 
as she said, G od had appointed him to be her seed 
instead of Abel, whom Cain had killed. Eve saw the 
gracious appointm ent of God in this birth of her son. 
She may have hoped that this third son would be the 
promised Seed who would destroy the serpent. And, 
indeed, it was to be of the descendants of Seth that the 
prom ised Seed would finally come. Eve showed an 
attitude of faith that is in strong contrast to  the 
godlessness of the line of Cain.

“And to  Seth, to  him also there was born a son; 
and he called his nam e Enos: then began men to  call 
upon the nam e of the Lord” (Gen. 4:26). A bout the 
time of the birth of Enos, men began to call upon the 
name of the Lord. The formal, public worship of God 
began at that time. Before that, religious worship had 
apparently been a private m atter. W hat was included in 
this public worship? We do not know. We may venture 
the opinion that it included prayer and the offering of 
sacrifices, and took place on the weekly Sabbath.
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T here is a rem arkable parallel, as well as a 
rem arkable contrast, between the two lines of people
—  those descended from Cain and those descended 
from Seth. This will becom e clearer if we see the two 
lines in parallel arrangem ent:

Adam’s Descendants 
by Cain
Adam 
Cain 
Enoch 
I rad
M ehujael
M ethusael
Lamech
Jabal, Jubal, Tubal-Cain

Adam’s Descendants 
by Seth
Adam

Seth
Enos

Cainan
M ahalaleel

Jared
Enoch

M ethusaleh
Lamech

Noah
Shem, Ham, Japheth

The first thing we notice here is the striking 
resem blance of some of the nam es in each line to some 
in the other line. Two names, Enoch and Lamech, are 
identical in the two lines; several others are remarkably 
similar. This indicates identity of language and also that 
there was some contact between these two branches of 
the human race. Though differing widely in character 
and philosophy of life, they did not live in absolute 
isolation from each other.

Next, we may note the rem arkable contrasts, 
generation by generation. Cain stands over against Seth
— a true example of the seed of the serpent over 
against a true example of the seed of the woman.

Enoch, the son of Cain, whose birth was marked 
by the building of the world’s first "city," stands over 
against Enos, whose birth was m arked by the beginning 
of the public worship of Jehovah, the G od of salvation. 
(Note that it was Cain, not his son Enoch, that built the 
w orld’s first “city” —  probably a very simple but walled 
and defensible village. Failure to note carefully the 
exact statem ent of Genesis 4:17 has led many students 
in this course to make the incorrect statem ent that 
Enoch built the first city).

Lam ech of the line of Cain, founder of polygamy 
and author of the blasphem ous speech of Gen. 4:23,24, 
stands over against Enoch of the line of Seth, who 
walked with G od and was taken from the world without 
dying (see New Testam ent: Hebrews 11:5).

Tubal-Cain, son of the Cainite Lamech, the 
pioneer of the m etal industry which made man-killing 
w eapons efficient, stands over against M ethusaleh, who 
attained the greatest age ever reached by man on earth, 
nam ely, 969 years.

How clear it is that there were two kinds of

people in the world, and that these two kinds of people 
differed radically in their philosophy of life and in their 
actions! Atheistic humanism stands over against 
humble faith in the Lord. And at the present day, 
humanity is still divided into two cam ps —  the seed of 
the serpent and the seed of the woman.

Questions:

1. W hat social evil began with Lam ech of the line 
of Cain?

2. How does the Bible view of the original 
constitution of the family differ from that held by 
evolutionary science?

3. W hat moral characteristic is shown by the line 
of Cain?

4. W hat was evidently G od’s purpose in this 
period of history?

5. Why would it have been unwise to put G od’s 
plan of redem ption into active operation immediately 
after the Fall?

6. W hat two lines of people existed on earth in 
the period between Adam and Noah?

7. Which line of people m ade the basic in
ventions and discoveries of hum an civilization? W hat 
does this show concerning the com m on notion that 
religion and civilization go hand-in-hand?

8. W hat is the meaning of the nam e “Seth”?

9. Why did Eve name her third son Seth?

10. W hat new developm ent began at the time of 
the birth of Seth’s son Enos?

11. W hat may have been included in the first 
public worship of God?

12. W hat is proved by the similarity of the names 
in the line of Cain with those in the line of Seth?

13. W ho built the world’s first "city”, and on what 
occasion?

14. W hat was probably the size and nature of this 
"city”?

15. For what was Tubal-Cain famous?

16. What was the main difference between the 
people descended from Cain and those descended from 
Seth?

LESSON 9

THE PERIOD FROM ADAM TO NOAH, CONTINUED
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The long life of many of these early people is to 
be accepted  as literally true. It can be accounted for on 
the basis that humanity still possessed most of the 
physical vigor and vitality with which the race had been 
endow ed by the Creator. There are serious objections 
to the m ythological view and also to the view that 
“years” in this chapter means “m onths.” Note also that 
the emphasis in the record is on the fact of death — 
with m onotonous repetition the statement “and he 
d ied” rem inds us that death conquered even these 
vigorous, long-lived early people.

At this point in the course, someone is sure to ask 
an old question: “W here did Cain get his wife?” U n
believers and scoffers seem to regard this as an 
unanswerable question, and it has bothered some 
serious Christians too. The answer is as follows: Eve 
was the m other of all living (Gen. 3:20). Therefore 
C ain’s wife (and also Seth’s wife, for that matter) must 
have been descended from Eve. Presumably Cain’s wife 
was his sister, though it is just possible that she was his 
niece. Note that Adam and Eve begat sons and 
daughters (Gen. 5:4); we know the names of only the 
first three sons. M arriage among very close relatives 
must have been the regular practice at the beginning of 
human history. If the human race was descended from 
a single pair, as the Bible teaches, there was no other 
way.

Such close marriage as a man marrying his sister 
or his niece would be illegal today throughout the 
civilized world, and forbidden by the moral codes of all 
the m ajor religions of the world. We should realize that 
there are sound biological reasons for the civil and 
religious laws against such marriages today. M arriage 
of close relatives intensifies hereditary tendencies, both 
good and bad. It is likely to bring out latent (M endelian 
recessive) bad tendencies and weaknesses, both 
physical and mental. But this was not the case when the 
hum an race had just been created by God. T here was 
no bad heredity back of Adam and Eve. Cain and Seth 
m arrying their sisters would not and did not have any 
such bad effects as might be expected from such 
m arriages today. Even as long afterwards as the tim e of 
A braham , we find him married to  his half-sister, with 
no indication in the record of any illegality or moral 
stigma attached  to this union.

We have seen that G od’s purpose in this period of 
history was to allow sin to  run its course with a 
minimum of restraint, in order that its true character 
might be fully manifested for all time. This 
predom inantly negative character of the period is 
evident even in the godly line, the descendants of Seth.

Even among them , there was no very rem arkable 
progress in religion beyond the beginning of the public 
worship of God at the tim e of the birth of Seth’s son 
Enos. We might say that G od’s program of redem ption 
was marking time throughout this period; the godly 
were maintaining their own integrity, but there was no 
m arked progress toward the accom plishm ent of G od’s 
redem ptive purpose. T here is no indication that the 
descendants of Seth had any influence for good upon 
the descendants of Cain. On the contrary, as is evident 
from Genesis 6, the influence was the other way 
around; through interm arriage, the Cainites began to 
corrupt the Sethites.

Questions:

1. How can we account for the long life of many 
of the people between Adam and Noah?

2. W hat unsatisfactory explanations of this long 
life have been held by some?

3. W hat is the significance of the repeated clause 
“and he d ied” in the record  of the men between Adam 
and Noah?

4. Why did Adam call his wife Eve?

5. W hat is the bearing of Genesis 3:20 on the 
question of the organic unity of the human race?

6. W hat must be the true answer to the question 
“W here did Cain get his wife”?

7. Why is m arriage between close relatives 
forbidden by legal and m oral codes at the present day?

8. W as it sinful for Cain and Seth to marry their 
sisters o r nieces?

9. Does the Bible treat A braham ’s marriage to his 
half-sister as morally wrong?

10. How did G od, in this period of history, 
manifest the true character of sin?

11. W hat is m eant by saying that this period of 
history is predom inantly negative in character?

12. W hen interm arriage between the lines of 
Cain and Seth began to take place, which line exerted 
the most influence on the other? Was this influence 
good or evil?

LESSON 10 

THE FLOOD —  GENESIS, CHAPTERS 6-9

In Genesis 6:5-7 God gives His summary of this prevalent at the end of the period is emphasized, 
period of history, especially the closing part of the Human wickedness was “great in the earth”; it was a 
period. The terrible wickedness which had becom e wickedness of heart and mind as well as of outward
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conduct (“every imagination of the thoughts of his 
heart was only evil”); and it was a constant wickedness, 
w ithout intervals of good behaviour (“continually”).

"And it repented  the Lord that he had made man 
on the earth , and it grieved him at his heart” (Gen. 6:6). 
This, of course, is anthropom orphic language; it speaks 
of G od as if He were a man. Actually, God does not 
repent (I Samuel 15:29); G od does not change His 
mind; He has a single consistent purpose which He 
follows from eternity  to  eternity. Nothing ever surprises 
G od. If He changes His mind, He does so according to 
plan. But a change of m ind that is done according to 
plan is not a real change of mind at all. In the present 
passage the tru th  is expressed that God changed His 
attitude tow ard the human race. Human sin had 
developed to  such an extrem e degree that the purpose 
for which m an had been created could no longer be 
accom plished. A new beginning must be made with the 
godly rem nant of the race, while the mass of the wicked 
must be destroyed. This, of course, was known and 
planned by G od from eternity; the change was in G od’s 
dealings with man, not in G od’s own plans.

Accordingly, G od announced His intention to 
destroy the hum an race. “But Noah found grace in the 
eyes of the Lord." It is further stated that Noah was a 
righteous and perfect man. This does not imply that 
Noah was sinless. The word “perfect” here means well 
balanced, com plete in all aspects of life with no part 
neglected. We might paraphrase the statem ent by 
saying that Noah was a good man with balanced and 
m ature character. The statem ent is added that Noah 
“walked with G od” (an expression occurring only four 
tim es in the Old Testam ent), implying that Noah was a 
recipient of special revelations from God. (If it meant 
only that Noah was a holy man, the expression would 
be walked before God, not walked with God).

“The earth  also was corrupt before God; and the 
earth  was filled with violence” (Gen. 6:11). Sin had 
reduced hum anity to  an all-time low of moral 
corruption . It was “before G od” that mankind was 
corrup t; that is, in relation to G od’s will and character.

We shall now consider G od’s instructions to Noah 
concerning the construction of the ark. It was to be 
m ade of gopher wood. W hat kind of wood this was is 
unknown; no doubt it was specially suitable for the 
purpose.

The ark was to be coated inside and outside with 
“pitch —  probably asphalt or bitum en —  to make it 
watertight. The dimensions of the ark were as follows: 
length, 300 cubits; breadth, 50 cubits; height, 30 cubits. 
The figure of 18 inches is com monly accepted as the 
length of a cubit. This makes the ark 450 feet long, 75 
feet wide and 45 feet high. It has been observed that 
these proportions are not m uch different from those of

modern ships. The ark, however, was not a ship. It 
could not be propelled, steered  or navigated in any 
way. It was only intended to float.

While it is clear that natural forces were involved 
in producing the Flood, it should not be regarded as 
something brought about solely by natural forces. It is 
evident that supernatural factors were involved also. 
Certainly the exact timing of the Flood (Gen. 6:3b; 7:4) 
and the announcem ent of this timing by G od in ad
vance were miraculous. Beyond this, it is probable that 
a miracle set in motion the natural forces which 
deluged the earth.

Questions:

1. How is the wickedness of m ankind, in the time 
just before the Flood, described in G enesis 6:5-7?

2. W hat is meant by the statem ent that “it 
repented the Lord that he had m ade man on the earth”?

3. How can it be shown that this statem ent does 
not imply that God really changed His eternal purpose?

4. How is the character of Noah described?

5. W hat is meant by the description of Noah as 
“perfect”?

6. W hat is meant by the statem ent that Noah 
“walked with G od”? How many times does this formula 
occur in the Old Testam ent?

7. W hat is the difference in m eaning between 
“walked with G od” and “walked before G od”?

8. W hat is the im portance of the phrase “before 
G od” in connection with the description of the world’s 
corruption?

9. Of what kind of wood was the ark to be made? 
What is known about this wood?

10. W hat, probably, was the “p itch” with which 
the ark was coated inside and outside?

11. W hat were the dim ensions of the ark in 
cubits? In feet?

12. How do the proportions (not the dimensions) 
of the ark correspond to those of m odern ships?

13. Why is it incorrect to  speak of the ark as a
ship?

14. W hat can be said about the parts played by 
natural forces and by supernatural factors in producing 
the Flood?

LESSON 11

THE FLOOD (CONTINUED)
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“But with thee (Noah) will I establish my 
covenant; and thou shalt come into the ark, thou, and 
thy sons, and thy wife, and thy sons’ wives with thee” 
(Gen. 6:18). Here again the divine initiative should be 
noted. G od takes the initiative in destroying the 
wicked; He also takes the initiative in saving His own 
people. G od makes and establishes the covenant 
relationship. Men do not make a covenant with God; 
God establishes His covenant with men. This is the first 
occurrence of the word “covenant” in the Bible. It is a 
translation of the Hebrew word Berith (also written 
B'rilh), which occurs 279 times in the Old Testam ent. 
The history of the Flood brings out the truth that to be 
in a covenant relationship to God is the opposite of 
perishing.

Some have wondered how Noah got the various 
wild and dom estic animals into the ark. The clean 
animals (those that could be used for human food or 
offered in sacrifice to God) were to  be taken by sevens 
(probably this means three pairs plus one extra 
specim en; possibly it means seven pairs), and the 
unclean anim als by twos. The Hebrew verbs used imply 
that the animals would come voluntarily. It may be that 
the animals sensed impending disaster and instinctively 
sought safety in the ark.

A nother question concerns how the ark could 
hold sufficient food for a whole year. No doubt a large 
supply was required, but the am ount of food needed for 
the animals would be much less than they would 
require under more normal conditions. W ithout any 
opportunities for exercise, they would require com 
paratively little nourishment. It was not necessary to 
keep them in prime condition; all that was necessary 
was to  keep them alive until the end of the Flood. With 
regard to  the wilder animals, such as lions, a restriction 
of their am ount of food would perhaps help to keep 
them  quiet. Perhaps some of the animals slept through 
the Flood as in hibernation.

“And it cam e to  pass after seven days, that the 
waters of the flood came upon the earth” (Gen. 7:10). 
T here had been a week of final preparations. Then the 
Flood cam e. It was when Noah was 600 years old. The 
w ater cam e from two sources: it rained heavily for 40 
days and nights; also "all the fountains of the great deep 
were broken up.” This expression, “all the fountains of 
the great deep ,” is understood by some scholars to 
m ean sources of underground water. Others, perhaps 
m ore plausibly, hold that it refers to the oceans.

V arious theories have been advanced to  account 
for the rush of w ater from the ocean to the land. One 
theory is known as the glacial theory (George 
F rederick W right). This holds that during the glacial 
period, as m ore and more ice piled up on the con
tinents, they becam e heavier and began to  sink, while 
at the sam e time there was less and less water pressing 
down on the ocean floor, which accordingly began to 
rise, resulting in an overflow of water onto the land 
surfaces of the globe. This theory is not accepted by all 
Bible scholars.

A nother theory is that in some way the ea rth ’s 
axis was shifted a few degrees (due perhaps to some 
astronom ical cause), resulting suddenly in trem endous 
climatic changes all over the globe. This, it is held, 
brought an immense flow of water over the land sur
faces.

Still another theory is that seismic disturbances 
(earthquake shocks) of the ocean floors (that is, earth
quakes at the bottom  of the oceans) raised the level 
of the sea bottom , causing the surplus water to inun
date the land.

None of these theories can be proved at the 
present time. The Bible simply tells us that “all the 
fountains of the great deep were broken up.” As Bible 
students, we may regard these theories as to what 
happened with interest, but we need not com mit 
ourselves to any of them.

At this point som ething may be said about the 
Babylonian and other accounts of the Flood outside of 
the Bible. There is an excellent brief summary of these 
in an appendix to The Deluge Story in Stone by Byron 
C. Nelson. It is a rem arkable fact that traditions of a 
universal deluge are found all over the world. This fact 
is so striking that skeptics used to  try to explain it by 
saying that the North A m erican Indians, Chinese, 
Eskimos, etc., got their stories of the Flood from 
missionaries who had preached the Bible account of 
the Flood to them . This explanation, however, is en
tirely impossible. The fact is that these world-wide 
traditions of the Flood are entirely independent of the 
Bible. They existed long before the people concerned 
had any contact with missionaries. Also they differ in 
some im portant respects from the Bible account of the 
Flood, which would not be the case if they were derived 
from the preaching of missionaries.

The Babylonian story of the Flood is the one 
which most closely resem bles the Genesis record. 
However, it differs from it in some im portant respects. 
For example, Genesis speaks of one God only, whereas 
the Babylonian Flood story speaks of many gods. Also 
there is a difference in the cause or reason for the 
Flood. In the Bible, hum an wickedness is represented 
as the real cause of the Flood; it is a divine judgm ent on 
a sinful human race. But in the Babylonian story the 
Flood is brought on by a quarrel am ong the gods. It is 
not surprising that a heathen people such as the 
Babylonians would tend to obscure the cause of the 
Flood, and put the em phasis on a dispute among the 
gods instead of on hum an wickedness. Sinful man 
naturally tries to blame his troubles on God or the 
gods!

Questions:
1. W hat statem ents in Genesis 6 em phasize the 

divine initiative in connection with the Flood?

2. How many times does the Hebrew word for 
Covenant (Berith or B’rilh) occur in the Old 
Testam ent?
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3. W hat verse in Genesis 6 is the first occurrence 
in Scripture of the word covenant?

4. How many of each kind of animals did Noah 
take into the ark?

5. W hat is the probable meaning of the "sevens” 
of the clean animals?

6. W hat can be said about the question of how 
Noah got the animals into the ark?

7. How can we answer the objection that the ark 
could not hold sufficient food for a whole year?

8. How old was Noah when the Flood began?

9. From what two sources did the water of the 
Flood com e?

10. W hat are the possible meanings of “the 
fountains of the great deep”? W hich of these is the most 
probable meaning?

11. W hat is the glacial theory concerning the 
Flood?

12. W hat is the theory that the Flood was caused 
by an astronom ical cause?

13. W hat is the seismic (earthquake) theory as to 
the cause of the Flood?

14. Why is it impossible to prove that any of 
these theories is true?

15. How can we account for the existence of 
traditions of a great flood among many races of people 
in countries all over the world?

16. W hich of the non-Biblical traditions of a 
flood most closely resembles the Biblical record  of the 
Flood?

17. W hat important differences exist between the 
Babylonian story of the Flood and the Biblical account 
of the Flood?

LESSON 12 

THE FLOOD (CONTINUED)

Those who are interested in reading more about 
the Babylonian story of the Flood are referred to 
Archeology and the Old Testament, by Merrill F. 
U nger. This book gives convincing reasons why the 
G enesis account cannot be regarded as borrowed from 
a Babylonian source. M ention has already been made 
of The Deluge Story in Stone by Byron C. Nelson. The 
appendix referred to presents a com parative tabulation 
of ethnic (non-Biblical) Flood traditions, showing at a 
glance their resem blances to and differences from the 
Biblical record.

Som ething should be said here about the claim of 
the British archaeologist Sir Leonard Woolley to have 
found actual physical evidence of the Biblical Flood. At 
U r in lower M esopotam ia W oolley found a thick (6 to 8 
feet) layer of clean, water-laid clay beneath many feet 
of deposits containing remains of human civilization. 
Beneath the clay layer more remains of human 
habitation were found. Beyond question this clay layer 
was the result of a very great flood. A similar layer was 
la ter found at Kish, some 150 miles up the Euphrates 
River. It was later proved, however, that the layer at Ur 
and the one at Kish were not deposited at the same 
tim e —  in fact, not even in the same century. Woolley 
estim ated the date of the clay deposit at Ur as about 
3,500 B.C. Many conservative Bible scholars made 
great capital of W oolley’s discovery, claiming that 
archaeology had proved the Bible story of the Flood to 
be true. Hailey’s Pocket Bible Handbook, which in 
general is a very good help to  Bible study, is an example 
of this over-optimism. Hailey made a great deal of the 
“flood layer” at Ur, Kish and one or two other places in 
M esopotam ia. But at most this was only a flood in the 
Tigris-Euphrates valley. There would be high ground a

hundred miles or so away to which people could have 
fled for safety. Woolley thought of the Biblical Flood as 
local rather than universal. We must conclude, 
therefore, that the clay deposit found by Woolley 
cannot have been laid by the Flood of Noah’s day.

Byron C. Nelson, in his book Before Abraham, 
argues with more plausibility that the Biblical Flood 
must have been a very long time ago — so long ago that 
absolutely nothing human has com e down to us from 
before the Flood — not a bone, not a flint arrow-head, 
not a piece of pottery. Nothing. He holds that all 
remains that have been found of palaeolithic and 
neolithic (old and new stone age) man com e from alter 
the Flood. Professor J. Barton Payne, of the Bible 
Departm ent of W heaton College, states that the Flood 
could have been before 10,000 B.C. (The Sunday 
School Times, August 15, 1959, page 4). The famous 
Lascaux cave in France, discovered in 1940, contains 
marvelous paintings of bison, cattle, horses, etc., done 
by paleolithic man. The rem ains in this cave are dated 
by the radiocarbon (carbon 14) m ethod at ap
proximately 15,515 years ago. It is an interesting 
question, which cannot yet be answered with certainty, 
whether the occupation of the Lascaux cave was before 
or after the Biblical Flood.

From time to time articles appear in magazines 
about an alleged discovery of the actual remains of the 
ark on a high mountain in eastern Turkey. It is said that 
aviators have seen them, and a French explorer claims 
to have chopped a piece of the a rk ’s tim bers from a 
mass of ice. While it is not absolutely impossible that 
remains of the ark may still exist, still this is regarded as 
extremely doubtful by sober archaeologists and Biblical
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scholars, and the verdict to date must be “not proven.” 
But see review of a new book, Noah’s Arks Fact or 
Fable? by Violet M. Cummings, in this issue of Blue 
Banner Faith and Life.

That the Flood destroyed the entire human race 
except for the family of Noah is certain. But what about 
the question of whether the Flood was local or global in 
extent? Both views have been held by careful Bible 
scholars; there is good ground, however, for holding 
that the Flood was universal in the sense that it covered 
the en tire globe. The objections urged against this view 
do not seem to be conclusive.

“And the ark rested upon the mountains of 
A rarat” (Gen. 8:4). This mountain range is located in 
the eastern part of the present-day country of Turkey. 
The highest m ountain of the range is M ount Masis 
(altitude 16,916 feet above sea level). It is possible that 
the ark cam e to  rest at or near the summit of this 
m ountain, but this is not certain or even likely. It would 
be extrem ely difficult to bring the animals down safely 
from such an inaccessible peak high above the cloud 
and snow line. M ore probably the ark cam e to rest at a 
som ew hat lower point in the A rarat range. The Jewish 
Targum  has the interpretation that the ark ran aground 
in the K ardu m ountains (south and west of Lake Van; 
see map of Bible lands.)

W hile the exact location of the spot where the ark 
ran aground is an interesting question, it is not really of 
any great practical im portance. Much more im portant 
is the fact that the ark was safely grounded, without 
wreck or ruin, its intended purpose having been suc
cessfully accom plished. Suppose the ark had been 
violently driven by high winds against great rocks and 
boulders, and wrecked at the end of the Flood! Sup
pose, again, that at the end of the Flood the ark had 
been located som ewhere in the middle of the Atlantic 
or Pacific O cean, o r in the polar regions! The ark had 
no hum an pilot, but it had a pilot, for God was the Pilot 
of the ark. The powerful, wonderful, all-embracing 
Providence of G od was at work, and the ark was safely 
grounded at the end of the great Flood.

Questions:

1. W hat evidence of a flood did Sir Leonard 
Woolley find at Ur which he held to be proof of the 
Biblical Flood?

2. To what approxim ate date did Woolley assign 
the clay deposit which he found?

3. How can it be shown that the deposit 
discovered by Woolley cannot have been from the 
Biblical Flood?

4. W hat was W oolley’s belief as to the extent of 
the Biblical Flood? Could a local flood covering a few 
hundred square miles at most be identical with the 
Flood described in Genesis chapters 6-9?

5. How does Byron C. Nelson differ from Sir 
Leonard W oolley as to  the time when the Biblical 
Flood occurred?

6. W hat does Nelson hold as to the age, relatively 
to the Biblical Flood, of the remains of stone age man 
that have been discovered?

7. How long ago may the Flood have been ac
cording to Professor J. Barton Payne of W heaton 
College?

8. How old are the remains found in the Lascaux 
cave in France, as determ ined by the radiocarbon test? 
W ould this be before or after the Flood of Gen. 6-9?

9. W hat is the attitude of archaelogists to  the 
claim that the remains of the ark have been found in 
Turkey? Of Violet Cummings?

10. Should we think of the Biblical Flood as local 
or global in extent?

11. W here are the “mountains of A rarat" 
located? W hat is the altitude of the highest peak of this 
range?

12. W hat lesson concerning divine Providence is 
taught by the fact that the ark survived all the perils of 
the Flood and was safely grounded at last?

Religious Terms D efined

MACCABEES. A family descended from a man 
nam ed M attathias, which led the Jews in regaining 
virtual independence from the Greek-Syrian successors 
of A lexander the G reat in the second century B.C. This 
history is found in the First and Second Books of 
M accabees in the Apocrypha, and in the writings of the 
Jewish historian Josephus. The derivation and meaning 
of the word M accabees are unknown; it is possible that 
the term  is derived from the Hebrew word for a 
ham m er.

MAN. A special creature of God consisting of 
body and soul united in a single personality, 
distinguished from all o ther creatures in this world by 
being created in the image of G od, thus being originally 
a perfect, though finite, replica of the G odhead.

MARKS OF THE CHURCH. The special 
signs by which the purity of a particular branch of the 
visible Church may be judged, namely: (1) faithful 
preaching of G od’s W ord; (2) the proper adm inistration
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of the sacram ents; (3) the exercise of Church discipline.

MARKS OF A CULT. The characteristic 
signs of a pseudo-Christian or sub-Christian cult are 
four: (1) Placing some other authority above or 
alongside of the Bible; (2) Claiming to have newly 
discovered truth, previously unknown, which has 
finally brought Christianity into focus and relevance;
(3) M uch g rea ter attention paid to and emphasis placed 
on the novel or special features of the movement than 
on the com m on historic faith of Christianity; (4) The 
routine, stereotyped brush-off of all criticism, however 
serious, com petent and well-intentioned, with the 
statem ent that the critic has misunderstood the 
m ovem ent, its spokesm en and publications. These four 
characteristics mark cults from the early Gnostics to 
the present day.

M ARTYR. (1) A witness. (2) A person who 
suffers death  rather than renounce or com prom ise his 
religious faith.

M ASSORETES. Jewish scholars who edited the 
H ebrew  text of the Old Testam ent from the 7th century
A.D. and after. The original text of the Old Testam ent 
in H ebrew  was com posed entirely of consonants; the 
person reading had to know what vowel sounds were to 
be pronounced in reading. The M assoretes added a 
system of vowels by small dots and m arks above, below 
and between the consonants. The Hebrew Old 
T estam ent as we have it today is called the M assoretic 
text. The evidence indicates that the M assoretes were 
extrem ely careful and accurate in their work. Thus we 
are greatly indebted to  them for their part in trans
mitting the Bible to us.

M A T E R IA L IS M . T h e  fa lse  d o c tr in e  th a t 
nothing exists except m aterial substance and physical 
energy. This denies the existence of G od and of the 
hum an soul, and the reality of life after death.

MEANS OF GRACE. “The outw ard and 
ordinary means whereby Christ com m unicateth to  us 
the benefits of redem ption, are his ordinances, 
especially the word, sacram ents, and prayer; all which 
are m ade effectual to  the elect for salvation.” (S.C. 88).

M EDIATOR. One who intervenes between two 
parties which are at enm ity with each other, and brings 
about reconciliation between them . “It pleased God, in 
His eternal purpose, to  choose and ordain the Lord 
Jesus, His only begotten Son, to  be the M ediator 
bet veen G od and m an” (W estminster Confession of 
Faith, VIII.).

MERCY, CHRISTIAN. The Christian duty and 
virtue of endeavoring to relieve, in the name of Christ, 
the sufferings and distress of those who are miserable, 
w hether from sin or from its consequences.

MERCY OF GOD. That attribute of God by 
which He is inclined to pardon the guilty, and to relieve 
the distress of the miserable. G od’s mercy is free, being

bestowed according to His sovereign choice; and it is 
gracious, being bestowed upon those who not only have 
no m erit of their own, but have offended against Him.

MERIT. That which is earned or deserved. This 
is contrasted with grace or mercy, which is not earned 
or deserved. It is not by his own merit, but by the merit 
of Jesus Christ, that the Christian receives salvation and 
eternal life.

MESSIAH. A Hebrew term  m eaning “anoint
ed”, equivalent to the G reek “Christos” or the English 
form “Christ.” In the Old Testam ent, kings and high 
priests were anointed with oil to  set them apart to their 
office; the oil symbolized the Holy Spirit. Jesus Christ 
as the perfect and final prophet, priest and king, is p re
em inently the Messiah.

MILLENNIUM. The thousand year period of 
restraint of Satan and of the reign of Christ, which is 
spoken of in Revelation 20:1-10. There are various 
views as to  the meaning and fulfilment of this prophecy.

M IN IST ER S OF T H E  G O S P E L . T hose 
officers of the Church who have been set apart for the 
work of preaching the W ord of G od, adm inistering the 
sacram ents and governing the Church.

MIRACLE. A supernatural event which is not 
the product of any cause except the will of God. An 
event in the external world, for the purpose of bearing 
witness to  the truth of G od, which has no o ther cause 
than the will of God. In G od’s ordinary providence He 
works through the sequence of cause and effect in the 
realm of nature; in the case of m iracle, God works 
directly, by His supernatural power, to  produce an 
effect which lacks an efficient cause in the natural 
order. A miracle has natural effects, but no natural 
cause.

MISSIONARY. Any person appointed by the 
Church to engage in any part of the work of missions as 
a vocation.

MISSIONS. The work of evangelism and 
church establishment carried on by the visible Church 
beyond its existing boundaries. In obedience to  Christ’s 
G reat Commission (M atthew 28:18-20), the missionary 
task of the Church is world-wide and includes three 
elements: (1) Evangelism, or preaching the Gospel; (2) 
the establishm ent of the Visible Church and its o r
dinances; (3) the teaching of the entire system of truth 
revealed in the Bible.

MONOPHYSITES. The adherents of a heresy 
in the early Church which denied that Jesus Christ has 
two distinct natures, divine and hum an, and held that 
these two are united so as to  form only one nature. The 
name “M onophysites” means “O ne-nature-people.”

MONOTHELITES. The adherents of an an 
cient heresy which denied that Jesus Christ has two 
wills, a divine and a human, and held that He has only
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one will. This was condem ned as heretical by the sixth 
G eneral Council, A.D. 680, on the ground that it was 
contrary  to the true humanity of Jesus Christ. The name 
“M onothelites” means "One-will-people.”

MONTANISTS. A sect of Christians which 
sprang up in the second century after Christ as a 
reaction  against worldliness and deadness in the or
thodox or catholic Church. The Montanists were 
nam ed after their founder, M ontanus, a Phrygian by 
birth, who claim ed divine inspiration and the gift of 
prophecy. They were much stricter than the catholic 
church in their insistence upon holiness and separation 
from the world. The most famous M ontanist was 
T ertullian, who insisted upon a clean separation of 
Christians from everything pagan. In his zeal Tertullian 
himself becam e involved in some religious and 
theological errors.

M ORAL OBLIGATION. M an’s duty to  do the 
will of G od, by reason of his relation as creature to  his

Creator.

M OTIVE. The consideration or state of mind 
which determ ines the hum an will to some decision.

M OTIVE OF CHRISTIAN ETHICS. The 
desire to do the will of God, which determ ines the 
Christian's will to  decisions in conformity with the will 
of God.

MYSTERY. A tru th  which could never be 
discovered by hum an reason, but can be known only by 
special divine revelation, such as the tru th  stated in I 
Corinthians 15:51.

MYSTICISM. The belief that G od and His will 
can be known by direct intuition of the human soul, 
and that religion therefore is independent of historical 
facts, and both  historical revelation and historical 
redem ption are unnecessary.

R eview s of Religious Books
The favorable reviewing of a book here does not 

imply approval of its entire contents. Purchase books 
from your book dealer or from the publishers. D o not 
send orders for books to Blue Banner Faith and Life.

THE CAMBUSLANG REVIVAL, by A rthur 
Fawcett. Puritan Publications Inc., P. O. Box 652, 
Carlisle, Pa. 17013, 1971, pp. 256, $4.50.

Both the Cameronians and the Seceeders testified 
to the corruption of the established Church of 
Scotland. The Cameronians were right when they 
spoke of “the continuing obligations of the Solemn 
League and Covenant” and the Seceeders were equally 
co rrec t in pointing out the evils of the patronage 
system. U nfortunately the need of the average person 
in 18th century  Scotland was far more basic. Being 
dead in sin, he needed to hear the simple Gospel 
message of salvation by grace through faith in Jesus 
Christ.

H ence G od was pleased to  raise up within the 
established C hurch men like McCullough, the pastor of 
Cambuslang. F or months he preached on nothing but 
the need for regeneration. The Lord blessed his 
preaching with the gathering in of many souls. These 
babes in Christ were then organized into small groups 
which m et weekly for study, prayer, and self
exam inations. Many other congregations were soon 
affected. The m odern missionary movement was 
partially a by-product of the revival that took place at 
Cambuslang. In its own way this publication speaks to 
the need of Reform ed Churches to re-evaluate our 
priorities and perhaps rediscover personal and p rac
tical religion.

— Donald W eilersbacher

T H E  NEW  S U P E R -S P IR IT U A L IT Y , by 
Francis A. Schaeffer. Inter-Varsity Press, Box F, 
Downers Grove, Illinois 60515, 1972, pp. 30, paper
back, $.75.

Schaeffer provides a penetrating analysis of three 
dangerous trends within Christianity. These are: (1) 
The New Pentecostalism  which entirely emphasizes 
experience and ignores the content of Scripture; (2) 
The Children of G od movem ent which promotes 
Pharisaical legalism; and (3) The New Super- 
Spirituality which prom otes asceticism and overem 
phasizes eschatology. His answer to this trend is most 
challenging.

— Donald W eilersbacher

TH E BIG UMBRELLA, by Jay E. Adams. 
Presbyterian and Reform ed Pub. Co., Box 185, Nutley, 
New Jersey 07110, 1972, pp. 265, paperback, $3.75.

Does the average pastor counsel with Christian 
presuppositions o r does he take his cue from Freud, 
Rogers, or Skinner? Before you answer too quickly, 
you might want to read this series of Reformed essays 
on “Is Society Sick?”, "Evangelism in Counseling”, 
“Parental Sex E ducation”, “G roup Therapy — or 
Slander?”, etc. etc. Adams asks the question, “Are we 
fulfilling our God-given responsibility when we refer 
difficult cases to  a non-Christian psychiatrist?” 
Although primarily directed to  ministers of the Gospel,
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the average layman would find a blessing in this 
stim ulating and edifying work.

—Donald W eilersbacher

MACHEN’S NOTES ON GALATIANS, edited by 
John H. Skilton. Presbyterian and Reform ed Pub. Co., 
P. O. Box 185, Nutley, N.J. 07110, 1972, pp. 225, 
paperback, $3.95.

The first part of this book is a reprint of a series of 
articles first published in Christianity Today from 
January 1931 to February 1933. The material is 
som ew hat incom plete, covering only chapter 1:1 
through 3:14. Nevertheless, it is easy to read and very 
practical. Mr. M achen adopts a South G alatian theory 
and dates the le tte r prior to the Council at Jerusalem 
(Acts 15).

Part two contains additional aids to the in
terpretation  of G alatians which have been compiled 
from  his m anuals used in teaching seminary students. 
Included herein are exegetical notes, a discussion of 
the Council a t Jerusalem, a treatise on faith and works, 
etc. Well done!

—D onald W eilersbacher

BIBLE CHARACTERS AND DOCTRINES, by 
E. M. Blaklock and J. Stafford W right. Wm. B. Eerd- 
mans Pub. Co., G rand Rapids, Mich., 49502, 1972, pp. 
128, paperback, $1.50.

This volume is one of 16 to  be published that will 
eventually provide a four year devotional guide and 
study m anual. Mr. Blaiklock analyses the characters: 
from Nadab to Boaz. Mr. W right presents G od as being 
holy and righteous, merciful and com passionate. The 
objective is com m endable and the m aterial excellent.

— Donald W eilersbacher

FROM  CHRIST TO CONSTANTINE, by M. A. 
Smith. Inter-Varsity Press, Box F, Downers Grove, 
Illinois 60515, 1971, pp. 208, paperback, $2.95.

How did the early Church face persecution, meet 
problem s, develop its organization, and form ulate its 
beliefs? W ho were the leaders who shaped its history? 
These and o ther questions are ably answered by Mr. 
Smith. A fter you begin reading this book, you won’t 
want to stop until you finish it. The photos of ar
cheological discoveries m ake the story com e alive. His 
insight into the trends of history conveys valuable 
lessons for contem porary Christians.

— D onald W eilersbacher

THIS MORNING W ITH GOD, vol. I l l ,  by Carol 
Adeney. Inter-Varsity Press, Box F, Downers Grove, 
Illinois 60515, 1971, pp. 120, paperback, $1.50.

Here is another daily devotional guide written

from an evangelical perspective with selections from 
both the Old and New Testam ent and having questions 
for discussion or meditation.

— Donald W eilersbacher

M ARK’S SKETCHBOOK OF CHRIST, by Helen 
Tenney. Puritan Publications Inc., P. O. Box 652, 
Carlisle, Pa. 17013, pp. 104, $2.50.

W ritten for the inquirer o r the young Christian, 
this workbook contains a fresh approach  to the Gospel 
of M ark. There are brief com m ents on each  chapter, 
questions, geographical notes, a map, a diagram of the 
temple, and poems. This is the type of study guide you 
could give to a high school o r college student who is 
just beginning to sink his teeth  into the W ord.

— D onald W eilersbacher

BELIEVE IT OR. . . by Fred W. Tam minga et 
al. Shalom Productions, P. O. Box 3170, V ancouver, 
B.C., Canada. Paperback, pp. 35. $1.45.

A group of students in western Canada who are 
enthused about “creativity” have produced this little 
booklet. About half of the 35 pages are taken up with 
pictures in unconventional art style. The authors are 
evidently reacting against generally accep ted  rules of 
com position and typography. For example, proper 
nouns are usually not capitalized. “G od” is printed as 
“god” ; sentences end without a period; we read: “i 
believe in the holy spirit”; “jesus brought god and 
people together”. The theology set forth  or implied is 
the historic Christian faith. We fear that the young men 
who have produced this booklet have confused novelty 
with creativity. The price is excessive. The last 
statem ent of the book (divided into five lines of print!) 
is: “no more dead stuff ever and finally all right 
righteousness”. This is followed by a musical version of 
the Apostles’ Creed.

—J. G. Vos

GRAMMATICAL AIDS FOR STUDENTS OF 
NEW TESTAMENT GREEK, by W alter Mueller. 
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand 
Rapids, Michigan, 1972, pp. 86. $2.45.

This is essentially a syllabus providing an outline 
of the basic principles and rules of elem entary G reek 
grammar. It contains the standard  tables of forms 
(morphology) found in most com plete New Testam ent 
G reek grammars. Those who are studying, o r wish to 
restudy, N.T. G reek will find the book useful as a 
simplified reference work and as an aid to  memorizing, 
or rememorizing, the various forms of G reek words. 
We recom m end it to students who are taking courses in 
N.T. G reek and to ministers who wisely see the need of 
refreshing their knowledge of G reek in o rder to utilize 
it in the preparation of sermons.

— Joseph A. Hill
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TH E ENCYCLOPEDIA OF CHRISTIANITY, 
Vol. II, edited by Jay Green. The National Foundation 
for Christian Education. Marshallton, Delaware, 1968. 
pp. 502.

The publication of this set fills a long standing 
need. For although there are a num ber of Bible dic
tionaries produced by “conservatives” on library 
shelves, this is the only larger reference work of en
cyclopedic m agnitude by a community of evangelical 
and reform ed scholars. The list of contributors com 
prises 132 nam es, some of which are known personally 
to  many readers of this journal, including the editor 
himself, Johannes G. Vos (entry: “Brotherhood of 
man").

Some entries are covered with studious and 
laborious thoroughness. The essay on Biblical 
archaeology (Allan MacRae) extends over fifty-seven 
pages. T here is a forty-five page essay on Calvinism (Jay 
G reen) and twenty-three pages on birds of the Bible 
(Burton G oddard), including an index of Hebrew and 
G reek nam es of Biblical birds. These three articles 
together com prise a disproportionate twenty-five 
percen t of volume II. On the other hand, it is doubtful 
that som e entries are of very much value, like those 
treating of the m ore obscure figures of Christian history 
(e.g., C hantepie De La Sausaye, Daniel). It is 
questionable w hether “Carver, John” (c. 1575-1621, first 
governor of the Plymouth colony) does not belong, 
rather, in a general encyclopedia. Such entries as 
“Charashim , Valley of” (Geharashim) can be found in 
any Bible dictionary.

O ther topics included are those of historical 
interest (Christmas, Chrysostom), doctrinal (Church, 
nature and government), and cultural (Christian art, 
Christian day schools).

—Joseph A. Hill

T H E  B IB LE, N A TU R AL SCIEN CE AND 
EVOLUTION, by Russell W. Maatman. Reform ed 
Fellowship, Inc., G rand Rapids, Michigan 49510. 1970, 
pp. 165, paperback, $3.50. Available from Baker Book 
House, G rand Rapids, Michigan 49506.

The author is professor of chemistry and 
chairm an of the division of natural science at Dordt 
College, Sioux Center, Iowa. In what he has written he 
shows the utmost fidelity to the inspiration, infallibility, 
and inerrancy of Holy Scripture. He is strongly critical 
of evolutionary theories on both Biblical and scientific 
grounds. The hypothetical nature of evolutionary views 
is strongly brought out and repeatedly emphasized. The 
alleged evidences for biological evolution are shown to 
be circum stantial in nature, not am ounting to valid 
proof. A natom ical similarities do not prove genetic 
relationship, though they may suggest it to scientists 
who are already com m itted to the evolutionary view.

Dr. M aatm an is critical of those who advocate the 
idea of a “young earth” and who insist upon a literal

“solar day” in terpretation  of the first chapter of 
Genesis. On the o ther hand, he insists that the Bible 
does teach truths which com e within the category of 
science, and he shows how Bible-believing Christians 
knew some things by divine revelation which becam e 
known by scientific research m uch later. He insists on 
the priority of Scripture for forming our concepts of 
both cosmic and human origins, and rejects the idea of 
interpreting Scripture in term s of some idea or prin
ciple derived from outside the Bible.

A chapter entitled “In Defense of Science” seeks 
to defend science and scientists against various charges 
based upon m isunderstanding, im proper jumping to 
conclusions, and what might be called heresy by 
association. The au thor shows how zealous Christians 
have sometim es dam aged their own cause by the use of 
ignorant o r fallacious argum ents against evolution.

The hum anistic world-view is constantly con
trasted with the Biblical or Christian world-view, and it 
is shown that the “natural m an” must inevitably fram e a 
m an-centered world-view, a view which affirms that the 
universe is fully com prehensible, at least in principle, 
and which denies the reality of a transcendent God 
outside of or beyond the universe who created and 
sustains it, and whose revelation is necessary for a truly 
valid understanding of the universe.

The natural m an rejects creation ex nihilo — the 
concept of a universe finite in both space and time —  
because he cannot avoid doing so. Non-Christian 
scientific thought “desperately needs the concept of no 
beginning” (p. 83). The non-Christian thinker must hold 
the idea that the universe is eternal if he is to  avoid 
adm itting the idea of divine creation. But the concept 
of no beginning, which the natural man holds so 
tenaciously, is an irrational idea involving a breakdown 
in hum an reasoning, and is therefore actually 
destructive of the idea of com plete com prehension.

Dr. M aatm an defends the reliability of 
calculations of the age of the earth  based upon 
radioactivity of rocks, the speed of light, and other 
considerations. He grants that any one of these alone 
might be suspect, but holds that the different m ethods 
check each other, thus confirming the reliability of the 
conclusion. He adds that the radiocarbon or C arbon-14 
m ethod of dating is applicable to organic remains only, 
and therefore cannot be relevant for determ ining the 
age of the earth.

W ith regard to  the “apparent age" problem . Dr. 
M aatm an concedes that it is possible that G od could 
have created a universe with a built-in apparent age. At 
the time of creation, were trees instantly created which 
nevertheless contained growth rings seeming to in
dicate a past growth process requiring many years of 
time? W hile conceding the possibility. Dr. M aatm an 
adds that “the Christian should admit freely that God 
created a large num ber of clues, all pointing to  about 
the same conclusion. The many independently- 
determ ined conclusions agree. The different m ethods
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do not give random  answers, with some indicating a 
very young age of the earth  and stars, others a great 
age, and still others an in term ediate age” (pp. 108-9). “If 
God created the universe with a built-in apparently 
great age, no correct scientific evidence could indicate 
anything o ther than a great age” (p. 109). For this 
reason, "the apparent-age questions must be evaluated 
theologically, not scientifically . . . the best answer that 
man can obtain to  this question must be the answer 
developed carefully by theologians who are faithful to 
the Bible” (Ibid.).

The au thor strongly stresses the real uniqueness 
of the hum an body. “Nothing else in creation is like the 
body of m an” (p. 148). A natom ical similarities between 
man and animals do not prove genetic relationship. 
M ankind was originally deathless, and human death 
cam e only as the consequence of sin. Animal death 
must have existed before m an’s fall into sin, else how 
could Adam and Eve have understood the statement, 
“In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely 
die”? But if the theistic evolutionists are correct, the 
first humans had animal parents that were subject to 
death, and how could these m ortal animals beget 
hum ans possessing immortality? From the standpoint 
of theistic evolution, it would be necessary to suppose 
that man cam e from m ortal animals, was thereupon 
granted a “tem porary im m ortality,” which immortality 
in turn was lost when m an fell into sin. The author 
rejects this notion in the following m anner: “Perhaps 
the tem porary imm ortality idea is such a bizarre idea, 
that showing it to  be the logical outgrowth of theistic 
evolution will help some to understand that there is no 
Christian alternative to  the idea that the ‘dust’ from 
which man was m ade was non-living m atter” (p. 153). 
The author rejects theistic evolution as an un
satisfactory makeshift to  bridge the gaps between 
differing forms of life.

D r. M a a tm a n ’s e n t ire  p re se n ta tio n  is 
epistemologically oriented. “The Christian can be a 
Christian only insofar as he adopts com pletely the 
Christian position. He can show the natural man that 
the correct starting point, the only structuring 
assum ption which corresponds to  this universe, is that 
there is a G od outside the universe he has created, and 
that he has revealed himself in his Bible. As the 
Christian rem oves from his thinking that which im
pedes his understanding of the Bible, he can remove 
elem ents of the natural m an’s thinking from his 
thoughts. As he allows the Bible to  speak to  him of 
creation, of the universe, of man, of God incarnate, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and of w hatever else G od chooses to 
teach man through the Bible, the Christian will be 
brought closer to  God. The witness of the Christian to 
all men will have unbelievable power because his 
witness will be tru e” (p. 165).

This book is a notable contribution to  scholarly 
literature that is critical of the evolutionary world-view. 
It should be widely circulated, and will certainly be 
influential, especially in circles where the Bible is 
regarded as the infallible W ord of G od while at the

same time the teaching of science has gravitated 
toward the untenable compromise-view of theistic 
evolution.

— J. G. Vos

Note: The foregoing review is reprin ted  here by per
mission from The Christian Reformed Outlook, organ 
of Reform ed Fellowship, Inc.

COMPETENT TO COUNSEL, by Jay E. 
Adams. Presbyterian and R eform ed Publishing Co., 
Box 185, Nutley, N.J., 1970, 313 pp., $4.50. Subject and 
Scripture Indexes. Reviewed by Rev. Peter De Jong, 
pastor of the Christian Reform ed Church of Dutton, 
Michigan.

This book strikes one like a b reath  of fresh air in a 
room that badly needs some ventilation. In plain and 
forthright style, Dr. Jay E. Adams, professor of 
Practical Theology at W estm inster Seminary, describes 
how as a pastor he blundered into the problem s of 
pastoral counselling, tried to  get what help he could 
from books on the subject, most of which advocated 
the m ethods of Rogers or the principles of Freud, and 
found them frustrating and practically worthless.

Tem pted to follow the advice of m ental health 
propaganda to refer all serious problem s to 
psychiatrists or state mental institutions, Adam s found 
that people so counselled frequently becam e worse 
instead of better and were given counsel no Christian 
could accept. In his disillusionm ent with the 
professionals and their advice, he began as a Christian 
just to try to  apply scriptural exhortations to  the 
problems in hand, with gratifying results. Later, faced 
with the responsibility of teaching practical theology he 
began more systematic study of Biblical materials, 
observing that much of what is today excused as 
“mental illness” the Bible designates and treats as “sin.” 
In this connection he also studied and gives credit to O. 
Hobart M owrer, who “challenged the very existence of 
institutionalized psychiatry,” stating that “he believed 
the current psychiatric dogmas were false,” and that 
"psychiatry had largely failed.”

Central to M owrer’s m ethods was an em phasis on 
personal responsibility; M ow rer criticized current 
treatm ent of “mental illness” for removing respon
sibility from the counselee and searching into the past 
“to find others (parents, the church, society, grand
mother) on whom to place the blam e.” He said that the 
counselee “must stop blaming others and accept 
responsibility for his own poor behavior. Problem s may 
be solved, not by ventilation of feelings, but rather by 
confession of sin.” A lthough Dr. Adam s rejects 
M owrer’s own system as hum anistic, he states: 
“Christians may thank G od that in his providence he 
has used M owrer and others to  aw aken us to the fact 
that the ‘mentally ill’ can be helped. But Christians must 
turn to the Scriptures to  discover how G od (not 
Mowrer) says to do it.” His own starting point he states
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plainly: “All concepts, term s and methods used in 
counseling need to  be reexamined biblically. Not one 
thing can be accepted from the past (or the present) 
w ithout biblical w arrant.”

A fter this introduction Dr. Adams gets into the 
body of his work by describing the present confusion 
and disillusionm ent of the psychiatrists, the way in 
which F reudian thinking has destroyed moral stand
ards, and the need for Christians to challenge and 
oppose the dogmas that have too long been accepted in 
this area and to  begin to give Christian counsel instead 
of referring and deferring to counsellors who un
derm ine the Christian faith.

R eal counselling, Adams points out, is the work 
of the Holy Spirit by means of the W ord of God. In 
most cases the “mentally ill,” he feels, need to  be 
recognized and treated as sinners to be helped with the 
gospel. (Homosexuality, for example, is really a sin 
ra ther than a sickness.)

The m ethod of counselling Dr. Adams proposes 
he calls “nou the tic” from the G reek word used in the 
New Testam ent for "admonishing" (Col. 3:16; Rom. 
15:14). Such counselling, recognizing that something is 
wrong, aims "to effect personality and behavioral 
change,” and so to  help the one being counselled. This 
Christian approach to counselling pits one squarely 
against the com m on ideas of Rogers that counselling 
must be non-directive, non-judgmental, concerned with 
feelings rather than actions, detached. Effective 
counselling, Christian counselling must be directed by 
the W ord of G od and give such direction. It may not 
“accep t” sin but must oppose it, it must be concerned 
with actions, and it must involve the counsellor if he is 
really to establish a helpful relationship with the one he 
is trying to  help. Sins must be removed by confession, 
not excused; the Christian counsellor must reflect 
hope, not the uncertainty of too many professionals.

The author feels that there is a place for group 
counselling but only with those involved in a problem , 
not with others. He devotes some attention to  ap
plication of this m ethod in marriage problems and in 
the strategic field of Christian teaching.

How is one to evaluate this book? It is likely to 
arouse some sharp criticism because of its radical 
departures from  so much of com m on psychiatric 
theory and practice. Yet the author’s viewpoint is as 
convincing as it is refreshing to one who is concerned 
about trying to view and deal with these difficult 
m atters from  a distinctly Christian starting point. The 
criticism s and conclusions of some psychiatrists 
regarding past practice seem also to support Dr. 
A dam s’ critical observations. I recall one psychiatrist, 
evidently not a Christian, telling a group of us ministers 
that (in contrast with the “non-directive” ideas of one of 
the group) he personally felt that many patients needed 
some direction. He also observed that much of what he 
and his colleagues were doing the ministers “ought to 
be doing.”

Among the excellent features of the book are its 
evidence of careful and extensive study and use of the 
Bible, the wide background of experience in which its 
conclusions are set, and the readable and sometim es 
racy style with which the writer makes his points. How 
often does one m eet with a writer who tosses in such a 
parenthesis as this? “One can endure anything (even 
this book) if he knows that it has an end.”

O r consider the summary of the various 
viewpoints introduced by the illustration of a man 
sitting on a tack, to  be confronted in turn by the doctor 
who prescribes tranquilizers, the surgeon who wants to 
block the nerves, the Freudian who seeks a sexual 
explanation in childhood experiences, and Rogers who 
gives no direction at all! Adam s’ kind of counsellor will 
tell the poor fellow: “G et off that tack. Now that you’re 
up, sit down on a chair over here and we’ll talk about 
how you can avoid sitting on tacks in the future.”

It may be worth our while to com pare this book 
with that of G. Brillenburg W urth, Christian Counseling 
In the Light of Modern Psychology, published in 1962. 
Both are designed to be practical and popular rather 
than academ ic. Brillenburg W urth’s begins with a 
com prehensive historical review of the subject and 
then makes a survey of the field with its m odern 
problems. Only after this extensive introduction does 
his book deal systematically with the principles of 
pastoral care and som e of its practical applications. His 
book is m ore of a systematic introduction to the whole 
field than this new book of Dr. Adams. Usually his 
introduction to  various writers and movements ex
presses both appreciation and criticism. And that 
criticism, he wants to  base not on a supposed neutral 
position but on the unique ground which a Christian 
must take on the W ord of God. On this starting point 
he and Dr. Adams agree — which is the outstanding 
virtue of both  books.

Dr. Adams, writing later, out of the peculiar 
situation of the A m erican pastor and Christian today, 
takes aim m ore sharply and critically at current 
psychiatric theory and practice. His aim is in this 
respect both  narrow er and m ore pointed. In a way, I 
believe that the two books tend to com plem ent each 
other. If you are interested in a forthrightly Christian, 
provocative, sometim es sparkling new book on a 
subject on which we badly need the light of the gospel, 
don’t miss Dr. Adams' Competent to Counsel.

Note: The foregoing review is reprinted here by per
mission from The Christian Reformed Outlook, organ 
of Reform ed Fellowship, Inc., G rand Rapids, 
Michigan.

POLITICS OF GUILT AND PITY, by Rousas J. 
Rushdoony. The Craig Press, P. O. Box 13, Nutley, New 
Jersey 07110. 1970, pp. 371. $6.50.

The author gives us much food for thought in this 
scholarly and com prehensive book. He argues that 
since guilt is inherent in man, man subconsciously
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spends his time trying to atone for his guilt and thus 
justify himself. And since there has been only one 
A tonem ent, and since man is nothing in and of himself, 
his efforts at self-atonem ent and self-justification have 
been worse than useless, landing him in an ever- 
spreading spiritual and moral morass, as evidenced by 
the present state of society and the continuing trends 
tow ards anarchy, deceit, and self-destruction.

The author’s observations on pity and its 
m anifestations are of considerable interest. He 
questions our concept of charity, averring that its non- 
discrim inatory nature is unbiblical. M aking provision 
for the im provident and the anti-Christian leads to 
m oral insolvency, he maintains.

Discussion is not confined to  the two subdivisions 
of the title. There are some thought-provoking chapters 
on the politics of money. The rise of a credit economy, 
the spread of limited liability with its progressive 
separation of ownership from responsibility, the ac
cum ulation of debt as a means of advantage for rapid 
expansion — all these com e under the au thor’s scrutiny 
and condem nation.

Perhaps the most interesting chapters of all are 
those dealing with the sociology of justification. 
Statism is discussed at some length. The statist by his 
dependence on the state declares his independence 
from God. W orks-salvation, salvation by law, is his 
religion. The Christian must declare his independence 
from the state and his dependence on God.

One must adm ire the author for his masterly 
grasp of the many aspects of his subject. Inevitably, 
there are some com plicated passages. But this book is 
w orth spending a little time over. This look at man and 
his society brings powerfully home to us the gulf 
between m en’s actions and the doing of G od’s revealed 
will.

—John M aclver

CELEBRATION!, by Thom as John Carlisle. Wm.
B. Eerdm ans Pub. Co., G rand Rapids, Michigan 49502. 
1970, pp. 64. Paperback, $1.00.

The merit of this collection of poem s in the 
m odern m anner is difficult to  assess. The author, a New 
Y ork Presbyterian minister, has had his poems 
published widely, and has had some acclaim  for his 
work. Yet this reviewer fails to  find the appeal. When 
one is by nature a traditionalist perhaps one cannot 
properly appreciate the form and con ten t of this type of 
verse.

While the work is mostly innocuous there are 
certain ideas and phrases which seem rather startling 
and even questionable. We cannot but disagree with 
the reviewer who wrote that she found it “a sheer 
delight.”

CHRISTOPHER FR Y : A Critical Essay, by 
Stanley M. Wiersma. William B. Eerdm ans Pub. Co., 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 49502. 1970, pp. 47. Paperback, 
$.95.

One must admit that this critical essay on Fry’s 
plays by Professor W iersma is extrem ely interesting. 
Obviously he has made a deep and thorough study of 
his subject, and fascinatingly dem onstrates that Fry’s 
plays — religious, comic, and tragic, have a common 
theme of spiritual quest and pilgrimage. But the 
conservative among us will still have our reservations 
about Fry’s work. “Fry is a Christian," writes the 
author, “but that reader will be fairest who com es with 
fewest preconceptions about Christianity and non- 
Christianity.” A not insignificant observation.

—John M aclver

JOURNEY FROM TH E EAST, by Paul 
Krishna, Inter-Varsity Press, Downers G rove, Illinois 
60515. 1971, pp. 48, $.15.

A refreshing testimony from the heart of an 
intellectual, philosophically-oriented Indian Christian 
from South Africa. Drawing upon his years of study and 
experience as a com m itted Hindu, Dr. Krishna 
provides some valuable insights for m ore effective 
witness to  the Hindu-Buddhist believer, i.e. The 
Christian insistence on hum an depravity is a m ajor 
difficulty for the would-be believer.

Although there is some m ention of the grace of 
God, an Arminian slant appears from  time to time, i.e. 
“The m easure of His response depends upon the sin
cerity and the genuineness of our call for help.” (p. 32). 
He speaks also of fallen m an’s need of “the grace of 
God’s helping hand,” (p. 41) which from  the Reformed 
perspective appears contradictory.

His refreshing approach to the Scriptures and the 
Christian life makes this little booklet well worth 
reading.

— James C. Pennington

DOUBT, by Stephen Board. Inter-Varsity Press, 
Downers Grove, Illinois 60515. 1972, pp. 17, $.15.

This little booklet, born of experience, provides a 
healthy approach to  problem s of doubt with a helpful 
and practical strategy for overcom ing them, and 
“preventing doubts from becom ing a way of life.” The 
categorizing of four different kinds of doubts helps to 
clarify the problem for Christians, i.e. doubts arising 
out of (1) emotions, (2) ignorance, (3) system confusion, 
and (4) will. The excellent summ ary of the three basic 
idea systems in North A m erican universities and how 
confusion of these is a prim ary cause of many doubts 
for students, in itself, is worth the cost of this booklet.

—John M aclver —Jam es C. Pennington
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INSPIRING" POEMS, compiled by C. B. Eavey. 
Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan 
49506. 1970, pp. 96. Paperback, $.95.

In this anthology are poems by a wide variety of 
authors, known and unknown. Among the names listed 
are Luther, Newton, Cheyne, and Bonar. One or two of 
the poem s we have already met within the pages of the 
Blue Banner magazine. All are possessed of that in
definable som ething that uplifts the spirit. We can 
certainly believe the compiler when he says that the 
principle governing the search for them was not that of 
m ere beauty, but that of finding words that point the 
soul to  God. Dr. Eavey is to  be congratulated on his 
work: the effort involved in research and selection 
must have been enormous.

—John M aclver

THE BEAUTITUDES, by Thomas W atson. 
Puritan Publications, Inc., P. O. Box 652, Carlisle, Pa. 
17013, 1971, pp. 307, $4.50.

First published in 1660, this Puritan classic is 
thoroughly Reform ed, spiritually uplifting, and im
minently practical. It would be a good com panion to 
the m ore recent two volumes entitled The Sermon on 
ihe Mount by D. M artyn Lloyd-Jones.

—Donald W eilersbacher

I CORINTHIANS, by Geoffrey B. Wilson. The 
Banner of T ruth  Trust, 78b Chiltern St., London WIM 
IPS. 1971, $1.25, paperback.

As with the preceeding works on Romans and 
Hebrews, M r. Wilson has compiled a digest of 
Reform ed com m ent, quoting from more than 50 
authors of Calvinistic persuasion. Although not 
believing in infant baptism, this is a most com m endable 
endeavor. In a day when many congregations have 
problem s which are typical of those at Corinth, this is a 
book and a com m entary which should be studied and 
applied by every true believer.

— Donald W eilersbacher

P U L P IT  SPE E C H , by Jay  E. A dam s. 
Presbyterian & Reformed Pub. Co., Box 185, Nutley, 
New Jersey 07110, 1971, pp. 169, paperback. $3.50.

Although primarily intended for preministerial 
collegians and seminarians, this book is an excellent 
review for m inisters who need to brush up on their 
hom iletics. His sections on preparing the right message 
for each specific audience, preaching with a purpose, 
and persuasive preaching were most beneficial. Highly 
recom m ended!

—Donald W eilersbacher

TH E DIVINE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE, 
by A rthur W. Pink. Reiner Publications, Swengel, Pa., 
1970, pp. 144, paperback. $1.50.

Pink seeks to persuade the inquirer to honestly 
examine the Scriptures, believing that they are self- 
authenticating. The unm istakeable purity of its con
tents, the honesty of its writers, the fulfillment of its 
prophecies, and the unity, power, and indestructibility 
of the Bible are certainly com patible with its claim to 
divine inspiration. He argues strongly for both plenary 
and verbal inspiration. Well done!

—Donald W eilersbacher

CHRIST THE LIBERATOR, by John R. W. 
Stott et al. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers Grove, 111., 
60515, 1971, pp. 288, paperback, $2.95.

This volume contains each of the addresses 
proclaim ed at the 1970 U rbana Conference. Although 
primarily directed to collegians, it should be thoroughly 
stimulating to any m ature age group. The call to world 
evangelism is forcefully presented. Stott’s exegesis of 
John 13-17 is so highly com m endable as to  be reason 
enough for purchasing this book.

—Donald W eilersbacher

ONE TO ONE, by William E. York, Jr., Inter- 
Varsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois 60515. 1972, pp. 
64, $.95.

A series of six short Bible studies designed to 
acquaint individuals with the basic facts of the gospel. 
The approach is refreshing and very adaptable to 
various situations and needs. Included are helpful case 
studies which show how the Bible studies have been 
used to m eet differing needs and the results in each 
case. The step-by-step instructions for preparation in 
using the studies with confidence and proficiency are 
also helpful. A suggested outline and literature for 
follow-up is also included.

The Arminian approach to  evangelism is 
evidenced by the use of such expressions as: “How can
I receive Jesus Christ” (Study F); “inviting Him into 
your life”; "you can do so right now”; You can pray. . 
com e into my life and be my Saviour and my Lord." 
Nevertheless, the general approach, including basic 
questions and a summary sheet for each lesson, could 
be very useful and effective in line with a Reform ed 
approach, emphasizing the sovereign grace of G od in 
salvation.

—James C. Pennington

SHORTER CATECHISM, THE, by G. I. 
Williamson. Volum e I, on Questions 1-38. Volume II, 
on questions 39-107. 1970. Paperback. Presbyterian and 
Reform ed Publishing Co., Box 185, Nutley, N.J. 07110. 
Price of each volume, $3.00.

This is a Biblically sound treatm ent of Christian 
truth following the questions and answers of the well- 
known Shorter Catechism of the W estm inster 
Assembly. This catechism , though somewhat neglected 
today, has been memorized by probably millions of
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people since it was first published over 300 years ago. It 
was intended by the W estm inster Assembly as a fairly 
elem entary introduction to  the Larger Catechism and 
the Confession of Faith.

Mr. Williamson is eminently qualified to be the 
author of such a book as this on the Shorter Catechism. 
For theological grasp, fidelity to  Scripture, lucidity and 
practical usefulness it ranks with his previous volume 
on the W estm inster Confession of Faith. This work on 
the Shorter Catechism is effectively geared to  present- 
day conditions and problem s. It deals most aptly and 
penetratingly with the kind of humanistic world-view 
that young people today tend to absorb from our 
secularized public schools and our m an-centered "post- 
Christian” mass media. The currently popular forms of 
unbelief, tem ptation and immorality are dealt with in a 
way that is not only true to the W ord of G od, but 
eminently clear and applicable to real life situations.

The cartoon-type drawings by the Rev. Thomas 
Tyson are a definite contribution to the value of the 
volumes. They are not only attention-riveters but really 
bring the truth out in striking ways, by bold contrasts 
and revealing com parisons. Every church library 
should have these books. Every Sabbath School 
teacher and youth worker will find them immensely 
helpful. Total of the two volumes, 322 pages. 
Beautifully printed, and the price is m oderate; the 
value far exceeds the price.

— J. C . Vos

NOAH’S ARK: FACT OR FABLE? by Violet 
M. Cummings. Creation-Science Research Center, 2716 
Madison Avenue, San Diego, Ca. 92116. 1972, pp. 352, 
$5.95.

A truly fascinating book. This is not fanatical day
dreaming but serious research. The author and her

husband have spent a quarter of a century on it, and 
present an impressive mass of data. From time to time 
we have seen items in the public press about a search 
for the remains of Noah’s ark. The general reaction of 
scholars, including archaeologists, has been distinctly 
skeptical. The present reviewer was himself skeptical, 
but now realizes that this m atter requires m ore than a 
hasty brush-off or dismissal w ithout assessing the data.

The book contains num erous maps and 
photographs, including a magnificent color photograph 
of the presumed location of M ount A rarat, nearly 
17,000 feet above sea level. This is far above the snow 
line. The evidence seems to show that an immense 
wooden structure high in the range is covered with ice 
most of the year, but that at the height of sum m er in 
some years, at least, a portion of it has been exposed to 
view and has been seen by a great many people, mostly 
Kurds and Armenians of the general area, but including 
also some Europeans. The hypothesis is set forth that 
this structure is or might be what is left of the Biblical 
ark.

The book starts with a Foreword by Rev. Tim F. 
LaHaye, a well-known Baptist minister of San Diego, 
California. The Preface is by Dr. Henry M. Morris, who 
states that he was formerly very skeptical about such 
claims but that this book has persuaded him to keep an 
open mind on the subject. M orris states that the 
evidence, though massive, is entirely circum stantial: 
only the actual discovery of the rem ains of the ark 
would be dem onstrative proof. U nfortunately the 
Turkish government (under som e pressure from 
Moscow, it seems) has repeatedly refused permission to 
explore the site more closely, and in some cases has 
cancelled permission when scholars were already on 
the ground and prepared to go to work. G et it. It reads 
like a detective story. Viewpoint of the author is 
evangelical.

—J. G. Vos

Con trib u tions R eceived
The following contributions to the cost of 

publication received since our last issue went to press 
are gratefully acknowledged.

July, 1972. No. 2402, $100.00. No. 2403, $10.00.

August, 1972. No. 2404, $10.00. No. 2405, $9.50. 
No. 2406, $10.00. No. 2407, $2.00. No. 2408, $10.00. No. 
2409. $5.00.

September, 1972. No. 2410, $23.00. No. 2411, 
$5.00. No. 2412, $1.00. No. 2413, $100.00. No. 2414, 
$50.00. No. 2415, $315.07.

October, 1972. No. 2416, $7.50. No. 2417, $7.50.

No. 2418, $2.50. No. 2419, .50. No. 2420, $2.50.

November, 1972. No. 2421, $2.50. No. 2422, 
$2.50. No. 2423, $7.50. No. 2424, $2.50. No. 2425, $5.00. 
No. 2426, $7.50. No. 2427, $1.50. No. 2428, $40.00. No. 
2429, $1.50. No. 2430, $10.00. No. 2431, $5.00. No. 2432, 
.50. No. 2433, $2.50. No. 2434, $7.50. No. 2435, $2.50. 
No. 2436, $2.50. No. 2437, $2.50. No. 2438, $2.50. No. 
2439, $1.50. No. 2440, $2.50. No. 2441, $2.50. No. 2442, 
.50. No. 2443, $97.50. No. 2444, $10.00. No. 2445, $2.50. 
No. 2446, $7.50. No. 2447, $25.00. No. 2448, $4.00. No. 
2449, $2.50. No. 2450, $11.00. No. 2451, $5.00. No. 2452, 
$1.00. No. 2453, $7.50. No. 2454, $2.50. (To Decem ber
5, 1972. Contributions received after this date will be 
reported in our next issue).
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In writing for free copies of reprints, readers 
living in U.S.A. should send an 8 cent stamp for 
postage. Canadian and overseas readers need not send 
stamp.

Bible Breaking, Bible Bending and Bible 
Believing. Article from October-Decem ber 1964 issue. 
Single copy free. 10 cents per copy, $1.00 per dozen, 
postpaid.

An Explanation and Appraisal of Dispen- 
sationallsm. Article from April-June 1963 issue. Single 
copy free. 10 cents per copy, $1.00 per dozen, postpaid.

Some Observations on the Theory of Evolution.
A rticle from the April-June 1963 issue. Single copy 
free. 3 cents per copy, 25 cents per dozen, postpaid.

Studies in the Covenant of Grace. 35 Bible
lessons from the 1967 issues of the magazine. Ob
tainable at $1.00 plus postage from Reformed 
Presbyterian Board of Education and Publication, 738 
R ebecca Ave., Pittsburgh, Pa. 15221. Do not send 
orders for this item to Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Studies in Hebrews. 21 Bible lessons from the 
1967 issues of the magazine. Obtainable at 80 cents plus 
postage from Reformed Presbyterian Board of 
E ducation and Publication, 738 Rebecca Ave., Pitts
burgh, Pa. 15221. Do not send orders for this item to 
Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Philippians: Epistle of Humility, Unity and 
Loyalty. 13 Bible lessons from the January-M arch 1965 
issue of the magazine. Obtainable at 60 cents plus 
postage from Reformed Presbyterian Board of 
Education  and Publication, 738 Rebecca Ave., Pitts
burgh. Pa. 15221. Do not send orders for this item to 
Blue Banner Faith and Life.

A Christian Introduction to Religions of the 
World. 78 page paperback book from the 1964 issues of 
the m agazine. Obtainable at $1.50 plus postage from 
Baker Book House, 1019 W ealthy St., S.E., G rand 
Rapids, M ich. 49506. Do not send orders for this item 
to Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Syllabus on Biblical Doctrine used at Geneva 
College. "5 pages. Contains reprints of many articles 
from back issues of Blue Banner Faith and Life. $2.50 
postpaid. O rder from Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Psalm 98, tune Desert. M etrical version of Psalm 
98 with music of tune Desert, on single sheets which by 
folding once can be pasted in Psalter o r other book of 
sim ilar size. 5 copies or less, free. In quantities, 25 for 
$1.00, 50 for $1.50, 100 for $3.00. All postpaid.

The Work of the Holy Spirit. Article from July- 
Septem ber 1964 issue. Single copy free. 50 cents per 
dozen, 25 for $1.00, postpaid.

Receiving the lloly Spirit. Article from October- 
D ecem ber 1967 issue. Single copy free. 50 cents per

dozen, 25 for $1.00, postpaid.

Ashamed of the Tents of Shem? Booklet on 
Psalmody and W orship. Single copy free. In quantities, 
5 cents per copy, postpaid.

The Offense of the Cross. Evangelistic and 
Gospel tract. Single copy free. In quantities, 2 cents per 
copy or $1.00 per 100, postpaid.

God, Man and Religion. Booklet on the un
derlying assumptions of different views of Christianity. 
Single copy free. In quantities, 10 cents per copy or 
$1.00 per dozen, postpaid.

Christian E ducation  for Christian Y outh.
Pam phlet on im portance of truly Christian education. 
Single copy free. In quantities, 2 cents per copy, 
postpaid.

What is Christian Education? Booklet on basic 
principles. Single copy free. In quantities, 10 cents per 
copy or $1.00 per dozen, postpaid.

Surrender to Evolution: Inevitable or Inex
cusable? Article reprinted from April-June 1966 issue. 
Single copy free. In quantities, 10 cents per copy or 
$1.00 per dozen, postpaid.

Scriptural Revelation and the Evolutionary 
World View. Booklet from April-June 1967 issue. 
Single copy free. In quantities, 10 cents per copy or 
$1.00 per dozen, postpaid.

Christian Missions and the Civil Magistrate in the 
Far East. 24 page reprint from The Westminster 
Theological Journal. Free. Postage 8 cents. O rder from 
Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Why Psalms? Article by the Rev. G. I. Williamson 
from January-M arch 1971 issue. $3.00 per 100 postpaid. 
O rder from the author, 8 Blue M ountain Rd., Silver- 
stream , U pper Hutt, New Zealand. Do not send orders 
for this item to Blue Banner Faith and Life.

Back issues of Blue Banner Faith and Life. Issues 
of recent years and some of earlier years are available 
at 50 cents per issue postpaid. Price is the same for new 
or used copies. New copies are sent if available, 
otherw ise the cleanest used copies on hand.

Microfilm and Xerox Reproductions Available. 
Positive 35 mm. microfilm of the entire back file of 
Blue Banner Faith and Life, volumes 1-26, 1946 to end 
of 1971, is available at total price of $80.00. Portions 
available at 16 cents per lineal foot, with a minimum 
charge of $5.00. Xerox copy can be supplied also. 
Prices on application. Postage is additional. For further 
inform ation write to: Mr. Raymond P. Morris. 
Executive Secretary. American Theological Library 
Association, BOARD OF M ICROTEXT, 409 Prospect 
Street, New Haven, Connecticut 06510, U.S.A.
Except as noted above, all orders tor reprints should be 
sent to Blue Banner Faith and Life, 3408 Seventh 
Avenue, Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania 15010, U.S.A.



48

The Tri-U nity o f G od
By I. G. Vos

Christianity stands o r falls with the doctrine of the 
tri-unity, o r Trinity, of God. The Bible reveals the Plan 
of Salvation as a covenant between the three Divine 
Persons, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Each has 
agreed to perform  a function in accom plishing m an’s 
salvation. Salvation is planned by God the Father, 
purchased by G od the Son, and applied by G od the 
Holy Spirit.

This tru th  is a mystery in two senses. It is a 
mystery in the Biblical sense, that is, it is a tru th  we 
could never have known if G od had not revealed it to 
us. Secondly, it is also a mystery in the ordinary sense, 
that is, it is a tru th  which baffles our minds and tran 
scends the power of hum an reason to explain. We 
should not expect, therefore, that it can be com pletely 
rationalized for us.

The background of the doctrine of the Trinity is 
the basic tru th  of monotheism, which means that there 
is only one God. Any view of G od which loses sight of 
his basic unity must be false. There are three great 
monotheistic faiths: Judaism, Christianity and Islam. Of 
these, only Christianity accepts the idea of the Trinity.

In this one divine Being there are three “Per
sons”, the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. When 
we say “Persons” we do not m ean exactly what this 
word means when we are speaking about human 
beings. It is just the nearest we can com e, in human 
speech, to a term  to designate the distinctions which 
exist within the being of God. We might say “three 
centers of self-consciousness” instead of “three Per
sons.” Each of the three is God, yet there are not three 
Gods, but only one God. Each of the three has a 
distinct identity; each can speak of Himself as “I ” or 
“M e” and can call each of the others “T hou” or “H e.”

It is not correct to  speak of, God as m ade up of 
three parts, with each of the Persons being one part. 
God is not divisible into parts; each of the three P er
sons possesses the whole of the divine nature. The Son, 
for example, is not one-third of G od —  He is just God, 
period.

A nother common m istake is to  think of the three 
Persons as simply three ways in which the one God acts 
or manifests Himself. People who think this way say 
that when we think of God as creating the world, we 
call Him "the F ather”; when we think of G od as coming 
to earth to save us, we call Him “the Son”; and when we 
think of G od as dwelling in our hearts, we call Him “the 
Holy Spirit.” The error in this way of thinking is that it 
regards the personal distinctions as being merely ways 
in which God acts with regard to His creatures. The 
truth is that these distinctions (Father, Son, Holy Spirit) 
are inherent in G od’s own nature. Even if there had 
never been a creation or a world and there had never 
been a human race, still G od would be a three-one 
being consisting of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

Skeptics and objectors to  Christianity often scoff 
at the doctrine of the Trinity, calling it a contradition. 
"You Christians say that G od is one”, they say, “and 
then you turn right around and say that G od is three. 
But if God is one He can’t be three, and if He is three, 
He can’t be just one!” This kind of objection  is based 
on a misunderstanding of the Biblical doctrine of the 
Trinity. We adm it that the doctrine is a mystery, but we 
deny that it is a contradiction.

If we were to say that G od is one and He is three 
in the same sense, that would be a contradiction, and 
no one could believe it. But this is not what the Bible 
teaches nor what the C hurch holds. The Biblical 
teaching is that there is a true sense in which God is 
only one, and there is another true sense in which God 
is three. He is one in a certain  sense, and three in a 
different sense. This is indeed a mystery, but certainly it 
involves no contradiction. G od is one in His basic or 
essential being; He is three in His centers of personality 
or self-consciousness.

This doctrine was defined and agreed upon as 
Scriptural by the whole Christian C hurch at the Council 
of Nicaea, A.D. 325. We should witness for it today, as 
the Gospel absolutely depends upon it.

—The Goal Post
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P ractica l C hristian ity
By J. G. Vos

“Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, 
deceiving your own selves” —  James 1:22.

Christianity is a life based on, and produced by, a 
certain  system of truth. It involves certain facts, plus 
the meaning of the facts, plus experience based on 
these.

W e must first of all be hearers of the W ord. In the 
Bible there is no toning down of the im portance of 
truth. O ur text does not say “Not hearers,” but “Not 
hearers only” —  a very different m atter. M odern 
religion discounts the im portance of truth. It holds that 
a good life is the im portant thing, and it does not m atter 
very m uch what we know or believe. Many professing 
Christians today are grossly ignorant of Bible truth, 
which is a great tragedy. To be Christians at all, we 
must first of all be hearers of the W ord.

We must also be doers of the W ord. By its very 
nature Christianity requires practical expression in the 
life; not only impression, but also expression. We are to 
be doers of the W ord by diligent use of the means of 
grace (the Bible, sacram ents, prayer). W e are to be 
doers of the W ord by faithfully obeying the Law of God 
given in the Ten Com m andm ents and in terpreted  in the 
whole Bible. We are also to be doers of the W ord by 
zeal for the extension of G od’s Kingdom, by personal 
and collective efforts directed toward that end. This 
involves, among other things, witnessing, evangelism, 
support of home and foreign missions.

Note that we are not simply to  be doers, but doers 
of the Word. We are not just to have a program , but to 
have and follow God’s program . M ere activity is worth 
nothing. The devil is extrem ely active. It must be ac
tivity along the line that G od has appointed for us in 
His Word.

The mere hearer of the W ord is a self-deceived 
person. There exist, of course, downright hypocrites, 
who pretend to a piety they know they do not have. But 
such people are not self-deceived; on the o ther hand, 
they are out to try to  deceive others. Our text, however, 
speaks of the self-deceived, those who think themselves 
good, faithful Christians, when they really are not. The 
person who is a hearer of the W ord but not a doer is 
self-deceived. The truth of G od goes “in one ear and 
out the other.” He unconsciously divorces his religion 
from his life, and accepts Christian tru th  as if it were 
mere information requiring no m oral and spiritual 
response on his own part. The person who says he 
accepts the doctrines and principles of the Bible, but 
makes no real effort to  practice them , does not really 
accept them; he only thinks he does; he is self
deceived. T hat kind of religion has no real im pact on a 
person’s life. For that very reason it is com fortable and 
convenient, and never em barrasses a person. Practical 
Christianity, on the other hand, m akes a real difference 
in a person's life. It involves a new life received from 
God and a new life lived in the world of m en — a 
constant striving after holiness, a real separation  from 
the world system which is contrary  to  G od.

The world in its selfishness, unbelief and sin is 
plunging toward the judgm ent w hich will fulfill the 
wrath of God. “The wicked shall be cast into hell, and 
all the nations that forget G od.” Nominal Christians are 
being dragged along toward hell by this God-forgetting 
world. Does your religion make you feel uncom fortable 
in this sinful world? Does it m ake you buck the trend of 
the times? Does it make you struggle upstream  against 
the current? Does it ever involve any real sacrifice in 
your life? W hat sacrifice have you m ade for the sake of 
Jesus Christ? How has your relation to  Jesus Christ 
made you live differently from people who do  not know 
Christ? “Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, 
deceiving your own selves.”

THE SUM IS: rem em ber always the presence of WHEN WE GO TO GOD by prayer, the devil
God; rejoice always in the will of God; and direct all to  knows we go to fetch strength against him , and
the glory of God. therefore he opposes us all he can.

— A rchbishop Leighton — Richard Sibbes
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Chapter XXI X. .  Of the Lord’s Supper

I. O ur Lord Jesus, on the night in which He was 
betrayed, instituted the sacram ent of His body and 
blood, called the Lord’s supper, to be observed in His 
church until the end of the world, for the perpetual 
rem em brance of the sacrifice of Himself in His death, 
for the sealing of all the benefits of His death to  true 
believers, for their spiritual nourishment and growth in 
Him, for their further engagem ent in and to all duties 
which they owe to  Him, and to be a binding force and a 
pledge of their communion with Him, and with one 
another, as members of His mystical body.

II. In this sacram ent Christ is not offered up to 
His F ather, nor is any actual sacrifice made at all for 
the rem ission of sins of the living or dead; but rather 
there is only a com m em oration of the one offering up 
of Himself, by Himself, upon the cross, once for all, and 
a spiritual oblation of all possible praise to God 
because of Christ’s once-for-all offering up of Himself; 
therefore, the Rom an Catholic sacrifice of the mass, as 
it is called, is most abominably injurious to  Christ’s 
once-for-all sacrifice, the only atoning sacrifice for all 
the sins of the elect.

III. The Lord Jesus has, in this ordinance, ap
pointed  His m inisters to proclaim to the people His 
declaration  instituting the sacrament, to  pray, and to 
bless the elem ents of bread and wine, and by this means 
to set them  apart from a com mon to a holy use; and to 
take and break the bread, to take the cup and (they 
them selves partaking of the elements also) to give both 
the bread and the wine to the communicants, but to 
none who are not then present in the congregation.

IV. Private masses, o r receiving this sacram ent 
by a so-called priest o r by any o ther person in private — 
as well as withholding the cup from the people, wor
shipping the elem ents, lifting them up or carrying them 
about for adoration  and the reserving of them for any 
pretended  religious use —  are contrary to  the nature of 
this sacram ent and to Christ’s declaration instituting it.

V. T he outward elements in this sacrament, duly

set apart to the uses appointed by Christ, have such a 
relation to  Him crucified that they are truly, yet 
sacram entally only, sometim es called by the name of 
the things they represent, namely, the body and blood 
of Christ; however, in substance and nature they still 
rem ain truly and only bread and wine, as they were 
before.

VI. The teaching which maintains that the 
substance of bread and wine is changed into the 
substance of Christ’s body and blood (commonly called 
transubstantiation) by consecration by a so-called 
priest, o r in any o ther way, is repugnant not only to 
Scripture but also to com m on sense and re a s^ ^ R lis  
teaching subverts the nature of the sacram ent and has 
been and is the cause of many and varied superstitions, 
indeed, of great idolatries.

VII. W orthy receivers, outwardly partaking of 
the visible elem ents in this sacram ent, also at the same 
time inwardly by faith (really and truly, yet not bodily 
and physically but spiritually) receive and feed upon 
Christ crucified and all benefits from His death — the 
body and blood of Christ being not at that time 
physically or bodily in, with or under the bread and 
wine, yet as truly, but spiritually, present to the faith of 
believers in this ordinance as the elem ents themselves 
are to their outward senses.

V III. Although uninform ed and wicked men 
receive the outward elem ents in this sacram ent, yet 
they do  not receive the thing signified by the elements; 
but by their coming unworthily to the Lord’s supper 
they are guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, to 
their own condem nation. Therefore, all uninform ed 
and ungodly persons, since they are unfit to  enjoy 
com m union with Him, are consequently unworthy to 
com e to the Lord’s table and cannot without great sin 
against Christ, while they rem ain unworthy, partake of 
these holy mysteries o r be adm itted to partake of them.

(To be continued)



Some N otew orthy Quotations
THEY TH A T SIDE with the saints shall thrive 

with the saints.
—John Trapp

THE SECRET OF HOLY LIVING lies in the 
doctrine of the union of the believer with Christ.

—Charles Hodge

IT  IS AN INEXPRESSIBLE GRIEF to me to  see 
the church spending its energies in a vain attem pt to 
lower its testim ony to suit the ever-changing sentiment 
of the world about it.

— Benjamin B. W arfield

TAKING THE LINE of least resistance makes 
rivers and m en crooked.

— Anonymous

LOVE will stam m er rather than be dumb.
— Robert Leighton

FOR OURSELVES, we do not affect the 
designation of m oderate Calvinists. We believe the 
whole Calvinism of the Canons of the Synod of Dort, 
and of the Confession of the W estm inster Assembly, 
and we are willing to  attem pt to  expound and defend, 
when called upon, the whole doctrine of these symbols, 
to  show that it is all taught o r indicated in Scripture. 
We have been only confirm ed in our Calvinism by all 
the study we have given to this subject.

— William Cunningham

THE GRACE OF GOD does not find men fit for 
salvation, but makes them so.

— Augustine of Hippo

IF FAITH HAS NOT for its basis a testimony of 
G od to  which we must submit, as to  an authority ex
terior to  our personal judgm ent, and independent of it, 
then faith is no faith.

—Adolphe M onod

IT  MAY SOMETIMES seem difficult to  take our 
stand frankly by the side of Christ and His apostles. It 
will always be found safe.

— Benjamin B. W arfield

TH E M ORE I STUDY THE SCRIPTURES, the 
exam ple of Christ, and the history of my own heart, the 
m ore I am convinced, that a testimony of God, placed 
w ithout us and above us, exem pt from  all interm ixture 
of sin and error which belong to  a fallen race, and 
received with submission on the sole authority of God, 
is the true basis of faith.

— Adolphe M onod

IF GOD’S TODAY be too soon for thy repent
ance, thy tomorrow may be too late for His ac
ceptance.

— William Seeker

WHEN GOD IS not believed, we must needs give 
credit to  the devil.

— Stephen Cham ock

THEY LOSE NOTHING who gain Christ.
— Samuel R utherford

C H R IS T ’S P E R FO R M A N C E S  o u ts tr ip  H is 
promises.

— Nehem iah Rogers

UNITY IN ERROR is unity in ruin.
— Charles H. Spurgeon

FOR GOD WE TAKE to record  in our con
sciences that, from our hearts, we abhor all sects of 
heresy and all teachers of erroneous doctrine; and that 
with all humility we em brace the purity of Christ’s 
Evangel, which is the only food for our souls; and 
therefore so precious unto us that we are determ ined to 
suffer the extremity of worldly danger, ra the r than that 
we will suffer ourselves to  be defrauded of the same. 
For hereof we are certainly persuaded that whoever 
denies Christ Jesus, or is asham ed of Him, in presence 
of men, shall be denied before the F ather and before 
His holy angels. And therefore, by the assistance of the 
mighty Spirit of the same Lord Jesus, we firmly purpose 
to abide to the end in the confession of this our faith.

—The Scottish Parliam ent, 1560

THERE IS AN IM PASSABLE G U LF fixed 
between those who hang the efficacy of Christ’s work 
upon the "free” action of m an’s will, and those who 
ascribe it all to  G od’s free grace. They are of different 
religions.

— Benjam in B. W arfield

GIVE ME THE EVIDENCE tha t I am saved from 
the punishm ent of sin by saving me from  its power.

— Thom as Chalmers

THE GREATEST ARGUM ENT of the Saviour’s 
power is His patience.

— Stephen Cham ock

LIP-HOMAGE paid to  all religions is the virtual 
denial of each.

— R. A. Vaughn



The Social and Econom ic R espon sib ility  
of the Visible Church

Johannes G. Vos

I. THE CHURCH HAS A SOCIAL AND 
ECONOMIC RESPONSIBILITY

T hat the visible Church has a responsibility in the 
social and econom ic spheres is and always has been 
quite generally accepted by Calvinists. Doubtless there 
has been, and still is, disagreement, and also vagueness, 
concerning the question of precisely w hat that 
responsibility is, but that it exists has been generally 
accepted  by adherents of the Reformed Faith. The 
purpose of the present article is to attempt to define 
and clarify the basic principles involved in the m atter of 
the social and econom ic duty of the visible Church. It is 
not proposed to  consider in any detail m atters which 
ought to  be included in the content of the C hurch’s 
testim ony concerning social and econom ic matters, but 
rather to  discuss the relation of social and econom ic 
m atters as such to the visible Church. Thus, for 
exam ple, this article will not undertake to discuss either 
capitalism  o r socialism from the Christian point of 
view, but will ra ther seek to show what is involved in 
the C hurch’s responsibility concerning whatever 
econom ic principles it believes to be sanctioned by the 
W ord of G od. The present article does not purport to 
be a discussion of either sociology or economics from 
the Christian point of view, but only a study of the 
relation of the visible Church, as an institution, to  these 
realms.

The m ethod employed will be to present, first of 
all, a brief grounding of the Reformed position that the 
visible C hurch has a responsibility in the social and 
econom ic spheres; then to state and criticize certain 
widely prevalent views concerning the social and 
econom ic duty of the Church; and finally to discuss in a 
positive way the witness of the visible Church in the 
social and econom ic spheres; its derivation from the 
Scriptures, its formulation in creedal doctrine, its 
proclam ation in the pulpit, its relation to the acts of 
ecclesiastical judicatories, and its necessary limits.

T hat the visible Church has a responsibility in the 
social and econom ic spheres is denied, in general, by 
mysticism, pietism , certain types of eschatologism, and 
to  som e extent by Barthianism or the theology of crisis. 
Over against all these tendencies, that responsibility is 
em phatically affirmed by the Reformed Faith. 
W herever Calvinism has been professed in a really pure 
and consistent form, it has always manifested a genuine 
concern  that the truth of special revelation be brought 
to bear on all realms and aspects of human life. For 
Calvinism is the antithesis of the anabaptistic position 
which would virtually limit the relationships of 
Christianity to  the realm of special grace and would

isolate that realm from all significant connection with 
“the world.” Not world-flight but world-conquest has 
ever been the watchword of real Calvinism.

We shall consider, then, the grounds of the 
Calvinistic view on this question. It cannot be denied 
that the Scripture deals with social and economic 
m atters. By this it is m eant that the Scripture deals with 
social and econom ic m atters not merely incidentally, or 
for purposes of illustration or m etaphor (as in some of 
our Lord’s parables, such as those of the Pounds, 
Talents, Laborers in the V ineyard and the Lost Son), 
but that the Scripture deals with social and economic 
m atters directly — not, of course, as though the Bible 
were a textbook of econom ics or sociology, presenting 
a general or formal scientific treatm ent of these sub
jects, but, rather, as presenting expressly or by 
necessary implication, data which must be in
corporated in any truly Christian formulation of these 
sciences.

The Scriptures which bear upon social and 
econom ic m atters are so num erous that nothing 
beyond a very general and incom plete survey of such 
can be attem pted in this article. First of all, we find, at 
the very beginning of the Old Testam ent, tru th  con
cerning marriage and the constitution of the family 
(Gen. 1:18-24). In the decalogue, the entire second 
table of the law bears on social and econom ic life. The 
fifth com m andm ent sets forth the sanctity of authority, 
the sixth the sanctity of life, the seventh the sanctity of 
sex and marriage, the eighth the sanctity of private 
property, the ninth the sanctity of tru th  betw een man 
and man, and the tenth the sanctity of G od’s 
providential dispensations in the social and econom ic 
spheres.

As affirmed by the W estm inster Confession of 
Faith (XIX.4.), that portion of the Mosaic Law which 
constituted the civil laws of the nation of Israel “ex
pired together with the state of that people, not 
obliging any other now, farther than the general equity 
thereof may require.” This statem ent of the Confession 
of course em braces a considerable portion of the 
Mosaic legislation, and precisely that portion which 
deals most directly with social and econom ic m atters. 
The Confession’s statem ent, however, should not be 
taken as implying that these “judicial laws” of Israel 
have no relation w hatever to the subject of Christian 
social ethics, but only as implying that they have no 
direct and formal application, per se, as positive laws, 
to Christian social ethics, although the principles of 
“general equity” which can rightly be discerned as 
underlying them are of a m oral nature and therefore 
perpetually valid.
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In the Psalter the many references to “the poor” 
and “the needy” (e.g., Psalm 9:18) have no doubt 
frequently been regarded as referring to the 
economically underprivileged, but this in terpretation is 
quite unwarranted. In practically every case the 
context indicates that these expressions do not refer 
primarily or directly to the econom ic status of the 
persons described, but are to be understood in a 
religious sense, being in fact almost technical term s 
used to describe the true people of God who must 
suffer persecution and reproach for His nam e. This is 
shown by the fact that “the poor” and “the needy” are 
regularly contrasted, not with “the rich” but with “the 
proud” and “the wicked” (e.g., Psalm 10:2; 12:3-5; cf. 
147:6 where “the m eek” are contrasted with "the 
wicked”).

Those Psalms which picture the glories of the 
messianic Kingdom and the final eschatological state, 
as Psalms 46 and 72, in doing so of course present a 
picture of an ideal state of social justice. This may be 
regarded as having an indirect bearing on the subject of 
social ethics, for the ideal which will be actualized in 
the eschatological Kingdom is precisely the state of 
affairs which, if it were not for sin and the curse, 
would exist here and now, and therefore, from  the 
standpoint of the m oral law, it is the state of affairs 
which ought to exist here and now, even though it 
cannot exist here and now except in a partial and 
preliminary manner.

The Book of Proverbs contains a great deal of 
teaching which bears on the ethical aspects of social 
and econom ic matters, so much, indeed, that it would 
be superfluous to cite particular passages of the book.

It is in the Old Testam ent prophets especially that 
the advocates of the liberal “social gospel” profess to 
find teaching on “social justice.” It is of course correct 
to say that the prophets proclaim ed the necessity of 
justice in the social sphere. Yet the emphasis of the Old 
Testam ent prophets is not that of the "social gospel", 
for the latter usually has a humanistic o r m an-centered 
tendency, whereas the messages of the prophets are 
theistic and G od-centered to the core. It is never social 
justice for its own sake, nor social justice for m an’s 
benefit and welfare, that the prophets insist upon, but 
social justice for G od’s sake —  social justice as an 
implication of a covenant relationship to  Jehovah, the 
God of grace and salvation, to serve and glorify whom 
must be the total aim of His people. Thus understood, 
the Old Testam ent prophets provide many instances of 
ethical teaching which bears on social and econom ic 
questions. Such passages as Isaiah 10:1,2; 29:20,21; 
58:6,7; Amos 2:6-8; 5:11,12; 8:5,6 may be cited as 
examples.

Turning to the New Testam ent, we may note that 
the preaching of John the Baptist contained a strong 
note of social ethical obligation and of insistence upon 
repentance for sins of social and econom ic injustice 
(Luke 2:1-14).

Contrary to claims frequently m ade, the Sermon 
on the M ount contains com paratively little teaching 
that has a direct bearing on social and econom ic 
questions. Its message is primarily religious, and its 
ethical teaching moves primarily in the personal rather 
than the social sphere. M ention may be made, 
however, of its teachings concerning marriage and 
divorce (Matt. 5:31,32), concerning non-resistance to 
evil (Matt. 5:38-42) and concerning love of enemies 
(Matt. 5:43-48).

Turning from the Sermon on the M ount to  other 
parts of our Lord’s teaching, we find Him dealing with 
support of needy parents (M att. 15:3-6), obligations to 
the State (Matt. 22:15-21), m arriage and divorce (Matt. 
19:3-9), the wickedness of those who "devour widows’ 
houses” (Matt. 23:14), the duty of conserving food 
(John 6:12), the obligation of rendering help to our 
neighbor in his time of need (Luke 10:25-37), and the 
duty of faithfulness in handling “the unrighteous 
mammon” (Luke 16:9-12).

In the New Testam ent Epistles we find, among 
other m atters, teaching concerning civil governm ent in 
Romans 13; concerning m arriage in I Corinthians 7; 
concerning various reciprocal duties of husbands and 
wives, parents and children, m asters and servants, in 
Eph. 5:22-6:9 and Col. 3:18-4:1. W arnings against social 
parasitism and the love of money are found in II Thess. 
3:10-12 and I Tim. 6:9,10; the right use of wealth is 
inculcated in I Tim. 6:17-19; the Epistle to  Philemon 
has a bearing on slavery. James 5:1-6 warns against the 
misuse of wealth and oppression of the poor. James 
2: i 5,16 and I John 3:17,18 speak of the duty of 
providing relief for needy Christians. All these passages 
contain social or economic teaching in the broad sense.

Finally, mention may be m ade of social and 
economic teaching in the Apocalypse. Though ob
viously the primary purpose of the book is not to  teach 
social ethics, yet it contains elem ents which have a real 
bearing on social and econom ic m atters. In chapter 6 
we see the unfolding of divine judgm ents upon a world 
which rejects the gospel of Christ. Among these 
judgments are the slaughter of war and the curse of 
famine, accom panied by soaring prices for the com 
monest of staple foods. H ere it may properly be in
ferred that war and its sequel of famine are not to be 
regarded as mere m echanical problem s in human 
relations and in the production and distribution of 
foodstuffs, but that we are to  realize that their ultim ate 
origin is spiritual, namely the sin and unbelief of 
mankind.

Again in chapter 13 we have the description of 
the tyrannical reign of the wild beast from the sea. 
Among the features of his reign are universal dominion, 
world-wide peace, bitter persecution of Christianity, 
a ll-bu t-un iversa l m an-w orsh ip , an d  ru th le ss  e n 
forcement of submission to  this d ictatorial regime by 
means of an absolute econom ic boycott (verses 16,17). 
Surely this chapter bears on a Christian view of society
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and of econom ic life. Among other things it teaches a 
lesson —  m uch needed today — that world peace on 
the wrong basis would be a curse rather than a blessing, 
and that the pooling of all national sovereignties in a 
single world-state, so far from being a step toward 
“building the Kingdom of G od”, might turn out to be 
the kingdom  of the beast, with its u tter suppression of 
all hum an liberty and its ruthless trampling upon all 
that is holy.

It has been shown that the Scripture deals with 
social and econom ic matters. As Calvinists we hold that 
the sovereignty of God is absolute and that the scope of 
the authority  of the Scripture which reveals the will of 
G od is unlim ited. W here the Bible speaks, what it says 
is authoritative in every sphere of life to which it is 
properly applicable. Therefore the relevant teachings 
of the Scripture must have their proper application to 
the social and econom ic spheres. The authority of the 
Scripture is not to  be confined to "faith and life” in the 
narrow  or strictly religious sense; all the concerns and 
relationships of human life are included in its scope.

From  the foregoing it follows that the visible 
C hurch has a responsibility to bear testimony to the 
teachings of the Scriptures as they bear on social and 
econom ic m atters. For the Church as the pillar and 
ground of the tru th  must bear witness to the whole 
counsel of God.

II. COMMON VIEWS CONCERNING 
THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

DUTY OF THE CHURCH

1. That the Visible Church is the Agent of World 
Redemption

A fairly com m on view among those who reject 
the supernatural soteriology of Christianity regards the 
visible C hurch as the agent of world redemption. This 
conception regards the visible Church itself, as such, as 
the hope of humanity; it sees in thfe Church a nucleus of 
m en of good will which is to rem ake human society and 
m old and fashion it as it ought to be. The slogans of this 
point of view are such expressions as “building a better 
world” and “building the Kingdom.”

Certainly there is an element of truth in this idea. 
For the visible Church is the sphere in which the gospel 
of Christ, which is the power of God unto salvation, is 
chiefly operative. As such, it is normally the nucleus of 
regenerate  life in the world, and must therefore 
p roduce an im pact upon society in general. Christians 
are affirm ed in the Scripture to  be both “the light of the 
w orld” and also “the salt of the earth .” W here there are 
no regenerate  Christians, there exists no real “salt”, and 
therefore no genuine im pact of regenerate life upon 
society in general. W here there are regenerate 
Christians, such an impact, in greater or less degree, 
will exist. Thus in G od’s appointed scheme of things the 
growth, in num bers and in grace, of the visible Church, 
will be accom panied by an increasing beneficial effect 
upon society in general (or in case of the negative

reaction of extrem e "hardening” on the part of the 
world, by increasing divine judgments).

The view under consideration, though it contains 
an elem ent of truth, is none the less essentially false. It 
tends to  regard the visible Church, in its corporate 
capacity as an institution, not so much as a witness as 
an expert engineer who is to take human socie:y apart 
and put it together again as it ought to be. This view 
thus regards the social im pact of the Church not as an 
organic developm ent of the regenerate life of the 
Church, but as a deliberately planned and executed 
program — not the growth and functioning of an 
organism, but the prom otion of a campaign. That is to 
say, its naturalistic view of salvation inevitably causes it 
to  regard world redem ption as a m atter of human 
planning and reconstruction. If the human race must 
climb the heights of destiny according to  its own 
wisdom and under its own power, then the visible 
C hurch as the one organization that regards that task 
with real seriousness, must take the responsibility for 
determ ining the pattern to be sought and the means to 
be em ployed in seeking it.

To regard the visible Church as the agent of world 
redem ption is not only wrong in principle, but must 
always lead to manifold evils in practice. For one thing, 
it must tend toward a totalitarian notion of the Church 
which regards the Church as a sort of over-all steering 
com m ittee for the human race, an organization to the 
functions of which there can hardly be assigned any 
definite limits. Such a Church will always tend to 
becom e totalitarian; it will always tend to eclipse the 
individual, the family, and the State. Such tendencies 
are seen when the Church in its corporate capacity as 
an institution steps outside its proper sphere and 
engages actively in politics, in business, in general 
education, and so forth. That Christian people —  the 
C hurch’s members —  should exert ah im pact on the 
political life around them, that they should do their best 
to bring Christian ethical principles to bear upon the 
business world, that there should be adequate general 
education conducted upon a Christian basis, no 
consistent Calvinist will deny. But for the Church as an 
institution to enter the political arena favoring and 
supporting this o r that candidate or party, to sponsor a 
co-operative grocery store, to own and operate an 
agricultural college, is quite another m atter. If the 
Reform ed in terpretation of the Scripture teaching 
about the visible Church is correct, these activities lie 
outside the limits of the proper functions of the Church 
as an institution. The C hurch does indeed have a 
supremely im portant task to perform , but that task is 
not the reconstruction of human society in general.

2. That the Social and Economic Message Is the 
Church's Primary Message

There exists in some quarters today a tendency to 
falsify the gospel by “interpreting” or re-thinking it in 
term s of sociological or econom ic theories. Thus the 
fruit is confused with the tree, and the cart placed 
before the horse. In some cases, indeed, a false and
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poisonous fruit is confused with the good tree, and a 
broken and dangerous cart is placed before the reliable 
horse. For the social and econom ic theories in term s of 
which Christianity is “in terpreted” are themselves 
sometimes of a highly doubtful and even harmful 
nature.

This tendency to re-think Christianity in terms of 
this or that social or econom ic conception is of course a 
thoroughly humanistic tendency, a product of the 
perverse m an-centered view of life that is characteristic 
of our time. Religion is regarded as a means to an end, 
and cultivated because of its “values” for the human 
race. For this tendency consists in regarding this or that 
(real o r imaginary) product of Christianity as the main 
thing in Christianity. It may assume various forms, from 
a reactionary insistence upon the status quo which 
virtually identifies Christianity with extrem e capitalism, 
lalssez fatre and the supremacy of the white race, to  a 
downright advocacy of communism as the real sub
stance of the Kingdom of G od on earth. Perhaps its 
most com mon form consists of an identification of 
Christianity with either socialism or dem ocracy, 
regarding one or the other of these as equivalent to  “the 
essence of Christianity.” In each case Christianity is 
regarded primarily or wholly from the standpoint of 
human benefit, in each case its real essence is missed, 
and in each case a social by-product (which may be 
legitimate or spurious) is wrongly regarded as the 
essence.

The true conception is rather that of the ap
plication of Christian ethics to the social and economic 
spheres. This application, being a product of the 
gospel, is therefore not the gospel itself. The term  
“social gospel” is, consequently, a misnomer, for duty is 
not good news; the application of Christianity to  the 
social and econom ic spheres is a m atter of ethics, not of 
evangelism. Instead of speaking of a “social gospel” we 
should speak of a social application of the ethical 
implications of the gospel. For in Biblical Christianity 
the primary message must always be the soteriological 
message; the ethical implications must always be 
regarded as secondary. This does not, of course, m ean 
that the ethical implications are unim portant, nor that 
they may be neglected. Neither in social nor in in
dividual m atters can true Christianity tolerate an- 
tinomianism.

The question now arises, In what sense can we 
speak of “social redem ption”? This phrase is frequently 
used by orthodox Christians, quite apart from the 
ideology of the "social gospel”, to  describe the far- 
reaching effects of Christianity upon human social 
institutions. Undoubtedly there is a sense in which we 
may rightly speak of social redem ption. Christ is the 
Redeem er of the human race as an organism, and this 
must include human society and its institutions. The 
phrase, however, is often used in a vague and loose 
m anner, and needs to be carefully guarded.

Obviously we cannot speak of social redem ption 
in a sense exactly analogous to that in which we can

speak of the redem ption of an individual, o r more 
precisely the salvation of an individual. If society or a 
social institution, such as, for example, a nation, can 
experience “salvation”, this is not to be thought of as 
parallel to the subjective salvation of an individual 
human being. We cannot rightly apply the whole ordo 
salutis —  regeneration, justification, adoption, sanc
tification, glorification — to society. It is true that it is 
common enough to  speak of the “regeneration” or “re
birth” of a nation, but this is a figure of speech; it does 
not mean that a nation as such can experience that 
instantaneous, supernatural operation of the Holy 
Spirit by which, as a nation, it would cease to  be dead in 
trepasses and sins and becom e a new creature in Christ 
Jesus. M oreover if society, o r a nation, can experience 
"salvation”, it can also at a later time lose it again, but 
an individual who really experiences it possesses it for 
ever.

To speak of the “redem ption” or “salvation” of 
society or of any social institution is, therefore, really to 
employ a figurative mode of expression. Strictly 
speaking, what is meant is that enough of the in
dividuals making up that society have experienced 
personal subjective salvation, and have engaged in the 
practical application of its ethical implications, to alter 
the dominant character or trend or official position or 
status of that society or institution from  non-Christian 
to Christian, from unbelief and rebellion against God 
and His W ord to  faith and submission to  God and His 
Word. W hen such a change takes place that society is 
“redeem ed" or “saved” in the only way that a collective 
organism can possibly be saved —  by the salvation of 
the dominant portion of its com ponent parts, not only 
in their inner character but in their social relationships. 
In this sense "social redem ption” or "social salvation” 
may properly be affirmed, but it must always be borne 
in mind that this comes through and is contingent upon 
the personal salvation of the individuals who im part to 
the social organism in question its specifically Christian 
character. We may not posit a realistic ordo salutb for 
social organisms as such.

Does this imply the non-reality of collective 
persons? Brunner in his book Justice and the Social 
Order (P. 120; p. 244, note 47) entirely rejects the 
concept of collective personality, even asserting that to 
speak seriously of such paves the way for 
totalitarianism. There is good reason for holding that 
the Scripture teaches the reality of collective persons, 
however. The elders of Israel m ade a league with the 
Gibeonites without inquiring of the Lord (Joshua 9:3- 
27). Even though this treaty was obtained by fraud on 
the part of the Gibeonites, it was binding and could not 
be broken (verses 19,20). Long afterw ards in the time of 
King David there occurred a famine of three years’ 
duration, which David learned, upon inquiring of the 
Lord, had been inflicted upon the nation because King 
Saul had slain the Gibeonites (II Sam. 21:1). Joshua, the 
elders of Israel and the G ibeonites who negotiated the 
original treaty had all been dead for a long period of 
time; Saul who violated the treaty had been dead for 
years, and his family was entirely out of authority in
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Israel; yet after all that, the nation of Israel as such is 
held responsible by God for maintaining the sanctity of 
the treaty en tered  into in the days of Joshua. How can 
these clear facts be explained except by affirming that 
the treaty  was the deed of the nation as such, and that 
the nation  as such was responsible for maintaining it, 
and guilty of violating it? The same conception of 
collective personality and collective responsibility also 
perm eates m odern life. A treaty is binding even though 
all the individuals who negotiated and ratified it may be 
dead o r out of office. A war bond or currency note is an 
obligation of the nation as such, even though the ad
m inistration that issued it may be out of office and the 
signatures on it may be those of dead men. We may rest 
assured, then, that corporate or collective personality 
and responsibility has a real, and not merely a fictitious, 
existence, and that Christian social ethics must 
therefore take account of this in the application of 
Christian ethical principles to the realm of society.

Against the application of Christian religious and 
ethical principles to collective persons such as families 
and nations it has sometimes been urged that these 
collective persons exist in the sphere of common grace 
and therefore it is wrong to  apply to them principles 
derived from the realm of special grace. But the fact 
that such collective persons exist in the realm of 
com m on grace does not imply that they may not have 
certain  responsibilities or relationships in the realm of 
special grace. It is an over-simplification to assert that 
the family and the State exist in the sphere of com mon 
grace and therefore they need not, or must not, be 
C hristianized. The individual also exists in the sphere of 
com m on grace, yet it is his duty to  become a Christian. 
The family and the State are corporate persons having 
m oral responsibility collectively, and not merely in 
their individual members. Though neither the family 
nor the S tate is peculiar to Christianity, and therefore 
bo th  must be regarded as pertaining essentially to the 
realm  of com m on grace, yet in certain  cases they may 
have specific relationships to  the realm of special 
grace. Thus there is such a thing as a Christian family; 
not m erely a family whose members are Christians, but 
a Christian family. And there is (or at least ought to be) 
such a thing as a Christian State; not merely a State 
m ost of whose citizens are Christians, but a Christian 
State.

A dm ittedly the problem s of the interrelations of 
the realm s of com mon and special grace in connection 
with the family, and especially w ith!the State, are 
com plex, and have never yet been thoroughly and 
satisfactorily worked out. A great deal more study of 
this problem , in the light of the Reformed doctrines of 
com m on and special grace, needs to  be done. But at all 
events we should avoid that facile over-simplification 
by which an organism existing primarily in the realm of 
com m on grace is assumed. Ipso facto, to  have no 
obligations or relationships in the realm of special 
grace. W hether the State, for example, in its corporate 
capacity , ought to have a specifically Christian 
profession and character, is of course a question on 
which Reform ed theologians have differed. A. A.

Hodge answered this question in the affirmative;

“It is our duty, as far as lies in our power, 
im m ediately to organize human society and all 
its institutions and organs upon a distinctively 
C h ris tia n  b a s is .” (Popular Lectures on 
Theological Themes, p. 327.)

So far as the character of the State is concerned, 
A braham  K uyper’s position is similar to this:

. . the magistrates are and remain — ‘G od’s 
servants.’ They have to  recognize God as 
Suprem e Ruler, from W hom they derive their 
power. They have to  serve God, by ruling the 
people according to  His ordinances. They have 
to restrain blasphem y, where it directly 
assumes the character of an affront to the 
Divine M ajesty. And G od’s supremacy is to be 
recognized by confessing His name in the 
C onstitution as the Source of all political 
power, by maintaining the Sabbath, by 
proclaim ing days of prayer and thanksgiving, 
and by invoking His Divine blessing.

“Therefore in o rder that they may 
govern, according to  His holy ordinances, 
every m agistrate is in duty bound to  investigate 
the rights of God, both in the natural life and in 
His W ord. Not to subject himself to the 
decision of any Church, but in order that he 
himself may catch the light which he needs for 
the knowledge of the Divine w ill. . . .

“The sphere of State stands itself under 
the majesty of the Lord. In that sphere 
therefore an independent responsibility to God 
is to  be m aintained. The sphere of the State is 
not p ro fa n e .. . .  The first thing of course is, and 
remains, that all nations shall be governed in a 
Christian way; that is to  say, in accordance with 
the principle which, for all statecraft, flows 
from the Christ. But this can never be realized 
except through the subjective convictions of 
those in authority, according to their personal 
views of the dem ands of that Christian principle 
as regards the public service.” (Calvinism (1943 
ed.), pp. 103-4 —  Page num bers different in 
older editions.)

It might indeed be alleged that Dr. Kuyper here teaches 
the obligation of a theistic rather than a Christian State, 
but such a distinction would be alien to his entire 
viewpoint. As a Trinitarian Dr. K uyper of course 
believed that the Triune G od is the only God that really 
exists. The God who, according to  his teaching, is to be 
recognized in the constitution of the State, is not an 
abstraction having no real existence —  not an 
imaginary G od of theism apart from Christianity — but 
the G od and Father of our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ. That such was indeed Dr. K uyper’s view is 
evident from his very positive statem ent concerning the 
obligation “that all nations shall be governed in a
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Christian way” and his reference to  “the principle 
which, for all statecraft, flows from the Christ.” Clearly 
Dr. Kuyper believed in a relationship between the State 
and the Christian religion; that is to  say, he believed 
that the State, though existing in the realm of com mon 
grace, must have a certain relationship to the realm of 
special grace.

The contrary view of this question is set forth by 
Dr. W. Stanford Reid in an article entitled “Should We 
Try to  Christianize the Realm of Common G race?” Dr. 
Reid writes as follows;

“We hear people today talking about a 
Christian state, Christian education, Christian 
art, etc., as though there were such things. Can 
we say for instance that there is such a thing as 
a Christian form of governm ent? The reply may 
be made that a theocracy is such a government; 
but are we to try to  bring one into existence in 
this day? Again is there a Christian form of 
economy? Is capitalism  —  or socialism —  or 
anarchy a Christian form of econom ic 
organization? W e could keep on asking 
questions such as these concerning every 
sphere of hum an life. U ltim ately we must ask 
does God, in His W ord, tell us directly or by 
implication what a Christian state, Christian 
art, Christian education should be? Or does he 
simply lay down certain  principles for society, 
art, science, etc., which should be followed to 
attain the highest ends for those particular 
spheres of human activity?

“Let us look at some of these questions 
m ore closely. If we take, for instance, the 
question of social relationships, we may find a 
partial answer. Concerning this m atter, the 
Scriptures have considerable to say. They state 
that every power is ordained of God, and that 
the civil ruler bears the sword in order to 
punish wrong-doers. In the econom ic field also 
we are told that the laborer is worthy of his 
hire, that he should not be kept waiting for his 
wages nor defrauded of them. We are also told 
that men should give to the poor and help those 
less fortunate than themselves. On the other 
hand, the Scriptures do not say that there is one 
certain  form  of governm ent or political 
econom y which is divinely ordained and for 
which the C hurch must continually strive. The 
form of governm ent and the form of econom ic 
organization com es in the providence of God.
It may partially fulfill the requirem ents laid 
down in the Scriptures, o r it may not. But until 
Christ's kingship is finally acknowledged by all 
men at the end of days it does not seem that we 
should expect to see any such things as a 
Christian state, o r any other specifically 
Christian form of social organization, except 
the C hurch.”

+ + +

“We must realize then that we cannot 
confuse these two spheres in any way. We 
cannot talk about a Christian political or 
econom ic program, Christian art or music. 
Christians may be involved in these m atters, 
and they should be, but they must realize that 
right at this point they are Christians working in 
the sphere of Common G race. Thus while they 
remain Christians with their own distinctive 
point of view and sense of responsibility, they 
should not try to m ake the realm  of Common 
G race part of that of Special G race. The 
Kingdom of God is righteousness and tru th  and 
peace, not political parties, tariff reforms, 
views on perspective or dissonances of chords.” 
(The Calvin Forum, XI, 6 (January 1946), pp. 
112-114.)

Here it is obvious, at any rate , that Dr. Reid’s 
view is contrary to those of K uyper and A. A. Hodge. 
Dr. Reid holds that "it does not seem that we should 
expect to see any such thing as a Christian state, or any 
other specifically Christian form of social organization, 
except the Church”, until the dawn of the 
eschatological Kingdom “at the end of days.” The 
present writer is in agreem ent with the statem ents of 
Kuyper and Hodge, and would raise the question 
whether Dr. Reid has not confused two essentially 
different questions, namely, (a) the question of w hether 
there ought to be such a thing as a Christian State, and 
(b) the question of w hether there can be such a thing as 
a Christian State, that is, w hether "we should expect to 
see” such a thing as a Christian State this side of the 
eschatological Kingdom. W ith this la tter question, the 
ethical obligation in the social sphere has no concern. 
Ethics deals with what ought to be, not with what can 
be or will be. We will never see a morally perfect in
dividual in the present life, either, but it is every in
dividual’s duty to be absolutely perfect immediately.

Further, in criticism of Dr. R eid’s position, it may 
be inquired w hether the Kingdom of G od is 
righteousness and truth and peace only in the abstract, 
or only in principle. Do political parties and tariff 
reforms have nothing to do  with righteousness and 
truth and peace? Might it not be that righteousness 
would require the rejection of a particular political 
party, the favoring of a tariff reform ? Doubtless Dr. 
Reid would admit this much, yet he rejects the idea of a 
Christian State, a Christian political or econom ic 
program, as confusing the realm s of com m on and 
special grace. But is not this an over-simplification of 
the question? Surely the realm of special grace is not 
secularized when the Church owns real estate, builds 
buildings, receives bequests —  all m atters within the 
realm of common grace. Why then should the concept 
of a Christian State be rejected  as “Christianizing the 
realm of com mon grace”? The problem  is m uch more 
complex than appears on the surface. The same issue of 
The Calvin Forum in which Dr. R eid’s article was 
published also contained an article advocating 
Christian labor unions. (“Labor and the Christian”, by 
Richard Postma, in The Calvin Forum, XI, 6 (January
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1946), pp. 116-118.) Similarly there are those who 
advocate Christian veterans’ organizations. The 
Christian school is also a case in point: the school, 
teaching general knowledge, such as reading, writing 
and arithm etic, clearly exists primarily in the realm of 
com m on grace. Yet Christian parents provide Christian 
schools for their children, and it is clear that a Christian 
school is not simply a school with Christian pupils and 
C hristian teachers, but a school which is established 
and which is to  function according to  the teachings of 
Christianity. This constitutes an instance of the 
com plexity of the interrelations of the realms of 
com m on and special grace: the school which exists and 
functions prim arily in the realm of common grace, yet 
recognizes certain  obligations and relationships in the 
realm  of special grace, and if it were not for the realm 
of special grace there would not even by any reason for 
the existence of such a school.

Even though we may yield a cordial assent to Dr. 
H odge’s statem ent that “it is our duty, as far as lies in 
our pow er, im m ediately to organize human society and 
all its institutions and organs upon a distinctively 
Christian basis”, we must always rem em ber that this 
obligation of Christian social ethics is not and never can 
be the C hurch’s primary message. The primary message 
must always be the gospel, which is addressed to in
dividuals; the ethical implications, individual and 
social, though both real and im portant, must remain 
secondary.

3. That the Church’s Social Message is Coordinate with 
its Message to the Individual

A third common view of the social and economic 
responsibility of the Church would regard the social 
m essage as coordinate with, or parallel to, the message 
to the individual. This view is held not only by ad
vocates of the liberal “social gospel” but by many 
conservative Christians who are concerned about the 
im portance of an application of Christian principles to 
the problem s of society, but who have not arrived at an 
organically integrated conception of the relationship 
betw een the individual message and the social message. 
The tendency in such cases is to  assert that the Church 
must of course preach the gospel to  individuals, but the 
C hurch must also proclaim redem ption and 
righteousness to  society; and these two functions of the 
C hurch are juxtaposed in a more or less mechanical 
fashion as if they constituted two distinct but parallel or 
coord inate assignments. Such a view must be regarded 
as erroneous because over-simplified and mechanical 
in its conception of the relation of the social obligation 
to  the Church.

T he great peril of regarding the social message as 
coord inate with the message to the individual is that this 
view inevitably leads to  the anomaly of a belief in the 
possibility of “Christianizing” the social structure apart 
from  the regeneration of its individual members (or the 
controlling portion of them). If the message to society 
and the message to the individual are parallel and not 
organically related the one to the other, then each of

them may attain results independently of the other. In 
that case, there might conceivably exist a “Christian” 
State with a very small proportion of Christian citizens, 
o r even with none at all; or there might exist a 
“Christian" econom ic order operated by unbelievers, 
that is, by persons converted to  the Church’s social and 
econom ic message but not to its individual message. 
From any truly Christian point of view such a thing is of 
course an absurdity, yet it is logically possible if the 
social message and the message to the individual are 
regarded as coordinate.

The view under consideration includes all at
tem pts to  arrive a t a Christian society or the Kingdom 
of G od en masse, by the shortcut of attem pted direct 
cultivation of the social fruits of Christianity apart from 
the cultivation and growth of the tree. This entire 
conception stands condem ned by the affirmation of the 
Scripture that a corrupt tree cannot bring forth good 
fruit (M att. 7:17). A corrupt tree — a society made up 
of individuals who are personally unregenerate —  may 
indeed bring forth fruit which superficially seems to  be 
good, and may even, by the operation of G od’s com 
mon grace, bring forth fruit which is “good” in a 
relative and limited sense —  that is, which is “good” if 
judged from a humanistic rather than from a theistic 
point of view —  but cannot yield fruit which is truly 
good in the Christian sense of the word.

The tru th  is that the C hurch’s social message is 
organically related , subordinately, to the message to 
the individual. Christ is the Saviour of society, of 
nations, of social institutions, only by first of all being 
the Saviour of individual hum an beings, not otherwise. 
The ethical principles of Christianity are applied in the 
social sphere by Christian people, not by the children of 
the world. The notion that those who are not personally 
believers in Christ can apply the ethical teachings of 
Christianity in their social and business life is simply a 
delusion, albeit a very com m on delusion. There is no 
shortcut to  the Kingdom of God; it cannot be attained 
by a mass m ovem ent of the unregenerate. Those who 
think that non-Christians can practice the ethical 
teachings of Christianity have a sadly superficial, 
m echanical and erroneous idea of what the ethical 
teachings of Christianity are and what is involved in 
practicing them . This stricture is relevant against those 
who glibly talk of "applying the Golden Rule” to in
dustry and business, as if any non-Christian could easily 
apply the G olden Rule simply by deciding that it would 
be a good thing to do. Of course no person can even 
begin to  apply the G olden Rule to  any sphere of life 
until he is born again, for the Golden Rule is not really 
applied unless it is done with a motive of love for God 
and as a m atter of obedience to the will of God.

T he Christianization of society may indeed lag far 
behind the regeneration of individuals; in fact, it must 
inevitably do so, owing to  the human lethargy of the 
regenerate (who are in this life only imperfectly sanc
tified) and their sinful neglect of their duty of applying 
their Christian principles consistently in the social 
sphere. But while the Christianization of society will
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always lag behind the regeneration of individuals, the 
proposition may not be reversed. The regeneration of 
individuals can never lag behind the Christianization of 
society; the fruit may develop m uch more slowly than 
the tree, but the tree will never lag behind the 
developm ent of the fruit. For the fruit is dependent on 
the tree, not vice versa.

The liberal “social gospel” or “Kingdom of G od” 
propaganda wrongly assumes that the mass of the 
people in so-called Christian countries are individually 
already Christians in the proper sense of the term . Or 
rather, liberalism does not believe in individual 
Christianity in the proper sense of the term ; it posits a 
naturalistic religious experience in place of the 
su p e rn a tu ra l su b je c tiv e  sa lv a tio n  of o rth o d o x  
Christianity. Doing this, it easily regards the C hurch’s 
message to the individual as already pretty well a t
tended to, and thinks that the Church can go on from 
this point with the great unfinished task of the social 
message. But the whole idea is false. The masses in so- 
called Christian countries may be baptized, they may 
be nominal Church m em bers (though reliable statistics 
would seem to indicate that, in the United States at 
least, it is doubtful whether the majority of the 
population has even a nominal Church membership 
status), but there is no reason to believe that vital 
Christianity, or personal regeneration, is now or ever 
has been the portion of the m ajority of individuals of 
Christendom or any country in it. Therefore, we must 
conclude, the social application of Christianity now 
can, in the nature of the case, only be undertaken by a 
minority of the population.

4. Confusion of Ethics with Eschatology

Confusion of ethics with eschatology is far from 
uncom mon, and is responsible for two mutually an
tagonistic extrem e views with respect to  the social and 
econom ic duty of the Church. On the one hand, there 
exists the rejection of ethics in the interests of 
eschatology. This extrem e is characteristic of certain 
types of dispensationalism which verge on, if they do 
not actually involve, antinom ian attitudes in the social 
sphere. On the other hand, there exists the rejection of 
eschatology in the interests of ethics, an extrem e which 
is characteristic of those who are zealous for the liberal 
“social gospel” o r “Kingdom of G od” concept, and who 
accordingly tend to  think of the Kingdom of G od as 
“com ing” or even “being built” by a humanly planned 
and executed program  of social reform s, and who tend 
to think of the “Christianization” of society as 
something to  be attained by political action along 
certain specific lines.

Both of these extrem e views involve the same 
basic confusion of thought. There is no real conflict 
between Christian ethics and Christian eschatology 
rightly conceived. Eschatology is based on prophecy, 
that is, on the revealed portion of the counsel or 
decrees of G od concerning future events. Ethics, on 
the o ther hand, is based on the m oral law revealed in 
the Scripture. The form er deals with the will of G od in

the sense of decree or purpose; the la tter deals with the 
will of God in the sense of precept o r com m and. The 
one is the basis of hope; the o ther is the basis of duty. 
Yet there are those who say that we should not attem pt 
to apply Christian ethical principles to  social in
stitutions because, they assert, such “is not the will of 
God for this dispensation”; or because they hold that 
the Scripture prophecies of iniquity to  continue in the 
world until the consum m ation of the age rem ove all 
obligation to work for righteousness in the social 
sphere. Some have gone so far as to  call efforts toward 
the application of Christian ethical principles to  social 
institutions “the devil’s righteousness.” It would be as 
logical to say that since it is appointed unto men once 
to die, there remains no reason why we should establish 
and support hospitals.

The rejection of eschatology in the interests of 
ethics is equally erroneous. G ran ted  that the Kingdom 
of G od is present as well as future, only an utterly 
naturalistic Pelagianism can hold that the Kingdom in 
its absolute and final form can com e within history, that 
is, before the resurrection of the dead. "Flesh and 
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of G od; neither doth 
corruption inherit incorruption” (I Cor. 15:50). Why 
should an earnest concern about the application of 
Christianity to society be regarded as incom patible with 
an eager anticipation of the return  of the Lord? Yet it is 
undeniably characteristic of many devotees of the 
“social gospel” that they have, to  all intents and pur
poses, no real eschatology. This attitude is typical of 
w hat m ay p e rh a p s  be c a lle d  “ pseudo- 
postmillennialism” — the belief that the Kingdom of 
God will be achieved gradually by the naturalistically 
conceived process of “Christianizing” social institutions 
through a series of social reform s deliberately planned 
and prom oted. This idea of the Kingdom of God 
becomes, to those who hold it, virtually a substitute for 
eschatology. While they may perhaps believe 
theoretically in a general eschatology, this is to  them a 
thing detached and not related in any organic way to 
their thinking concerning the world in which they live 
today. The thing that really m atters to  them  is the 
“coming” of the Kingdom within history, here and now. 
Their zeal for the Kingdom within history is so great 
that they quite fail to grasp the im port of the Scripture 
affirmation that flesh and blood cannot inherit the 
Kingdom of God; they absolutize the K ingdom  within 
history and make it, not merely the sphere of their 
social ethical duty, but the object of their hopes. Thus 
time supplants eternity, the earthly supplants the 
heavenly, and ethics supplants eschatology. The result, 
from the standpoint of the Christian who loves the 
Lord’s appearing, is a particularly drab  and dreary 
substitute for “that blessed hope.” The Christian’s 
yearning aspiration “Come, Lord Jesus” has been 
lowered and transformed to the resolution “Let us be 
Kingdom builders.” Those who very properly call 
attention to the Scripture teaching that the Kingdom 
within history must always be partial and im perfect, 
and that only the eschatological Kingdom can rightly 
be the object of Christian hope in the absolute sense, 
are likely to be waved out of court with a bland
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assertion that they are reducing the work of the Holy 
Spirit in this age to “a charge of the light brigade.” 
D oubtless the spirit of American pragmatism has done 
its work here, with the usual result of the worship of 
“success": we are virtually told that a  proper devotion 
to Christian duty in the social sphere is meaningless 
unless the absolute object of our ultimate hopes is 
a ttainable by it. Why can those who have this attitude 
not see that the obligation of duty is not contingent 
upon the existence of a probable prospect of immediate 
success, nor even, indeed, upon a prospect of the at
tainm ent of complete success at any time during the 
present age —  that duty and hope are two different 
things? Has the leaven of pragmatism so perm eated 
A m erican liberal Protestantism that it must be held 
treason to  believe in any mountain higher than men can 
climb, any Kingdom more perfect than the Church can 
“build”? This virtual negation of eschatology is utterly 
contrary  to  the whole emphasis of the Scriptures, and 
must always be abhorrent to  the Christian heart. If 
recognition of the Church’s responsibility in the social 
sphere must rob  us of the com fort of “that blessed 
hope” of our Lord’s return and the eschatological 
K ingdom  of G od, it were indeed better to hold fast our 
eschatological hope and surrender our social ethical 
responsibility. But the antithesis is a false one; we are 
not reduced to any such hard alternative. It is not a 
case of “e i th e r . . .  or” but of “both . .  . and.” Every real 
Calvinist must necessarily affirm both the social ethical 
duty and the ultim ate eschatological hope. Only those 
afflicted with the myopia of pragmatism will think that 
the one cancels the other, that we must choose between 
the two.

III. THE WITNESS OF THE 
VISIBLE CHURCH IN THE SOCIAL 

AND ECONOMIC SPHERES

1. Study of the Scriptures in Relation to Social and 
Economic Problems

If the Church is under obligation to bear a 
testim ony concerning social and economic m atters, as 
Calvinism necessarily implies, it must be recognized as 
of the utm ost im portance that this testimony shall be 
Scriptural. The Church is to bear witness to  the truth of 
G od, not to  the theories or prejudices of men. It is 
precisely at this point that a great deal of current and 
recen t pu rported  social and econom ic application of 
Christianity breaks down. W hat claims to be the "social 
gospel” o r a social application of the ethical im
plications of the gospel, often turns out to  be an alien 
fruit that has been produced by a strange vine and is 
wrongly labelled “Christian” and urged upon the 
C hurch as if it were a genuinely Christian product. The 
w ord “Christian” has becom e so debased that it is often 
applied to  whatever the user believes to be good, 
reasonable or beneficial, quite regardless of whether or 
not it is really Christian in the sense of historic 
Christianity.

A real social and economic witness for the 
C hurch, then, must proceed from the Scriptures, not

from human theories about sociology and economics. 
The im portant thing is to  ascertain with accuracy what 
the Scripture teaches, first, about the realms of society 
and econom ics, and the relation of the Christian to 
them ; and secondly, what the Scripture teaches about 
the relation of the visible Church as an institution to 
these spheres.

Every Christian is of course under obligation to 
search the Scriptures and to seek to understand and 
apply their teachings to all of life. Ministers and 
theologians must undertake such study in a special way, 
and those who are properly qualified should endeavor 
to search the Scriptures exhaustively and formulate 
their teachings systematically, for the benefit of the 
Church as whole, since obviously such specialized and 
intensive study of the Scriptures cannot be undertaken 
by every Christian, o r even every minister, for himself.

In our day it often falls to ecclesiastical com 
m ittees to undertake studies and bring in reports on 
m atters assigned to  them. In such cases the tem ptation 
often exists to  abide by the obvious, the generally 
accepted and traditional views on social and economic 
questions. These traditional positions may of course be 
Scripturally correct, but Church com mittees should not 
simply take this for granted but should avail themselves 
of the best possible assistance and should seek to 
present really thorough and convincing exegesis of the 
Scriptures in support of their conclusions. Surely there 
is room for great advance and improvement in this 
respect. In our age, however, even the Church is often 
im patient of thorough study and investigation, and 
insistent on a “practical” emphasis. We should always 
realize that nothing can be really practical unless it is 
founded on truth, and that nothing in the Church’s 
witness can be accepted as tru th  unless it can be shown 
to be really Scriptural. Patient study, careful exegesis of 
the W ord of God, is the absolutely necessary ground
work and presupposition of any really sound and 
adequate testim ony in the social and economic spheres 
as in any other sphere.

2. Formulation of Creedal Doctrine

The Scriptural tru th  ascertained in process of 
time by investigation on the part of Christian people, 
and especially ministers, theologians and ecclesiastical 
com m ittees, should eventually result in a measure of 
agreem ent with respect to  the subjects involved, in the 
visible Church or a particular branch of it, and should 
then crystallize in the form of definite creedal doctrine 
which will be docum ented in confessions of faith, 
catechism s, testim onies o r other formal creedal 
standards. This does not imply, of course, that the 
form ulation of creedal doctrine represents the at
tainment of the C hurch’s legitimate social and 
econom ic objective, but only that it is a proper, and 
highly desirable, elem ent in such attainm ent. For 
creedal doctrine is the corporate witness of a particular 
branch of the visible Church. It is the landmark of 
progress made in agreem ent on the teachings of the 
W ord of God. As such it constitutes the Church’s
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manifesto to  the public and also the norm of truth, 
subordinate to the Scriptures, for the C hurch’s own 
internal life.

Clearly this work of formulating creedal doctrine 
relating to social and econom ic m atters has in the past 
been accom plished only in a very im perfect and partial 
manner. There rem ains very m uch land yet to be 
possessed. But it would be a mistake to assert, as some 
do, that until the tw entieth century no  Church in its 
creed paid any attention to “social justice” or “the 
social teachings of Jesus.” Such statem ents are gross 
exaggerations. Only part of the task has been ac
complished, it is true, but part has been accom plished, 
and that part no inconsiderable part.

Contrary to the sweeping assertions that are 
sometimes made, “social justice” is not a recent 
discovery; only certain special theories of it are recent. 
W hen a person claims that “social justice” as a concern 
of the Church is something new, it will usually be found 
upon investigation that what is m eant is not really 
social justice as such but Marxian socialism in one form 
or another. W hat is recent is the m an-centered, 
humanistic conception of “social justice”, that is, social 
justice regarded not as a duty owed to G od, but 
regarded from the standpoint of its “value” to 
humanity. Indeed, the whole idea of “values” in religion 
and ethics may be said to be not only relatively modern, 
but perverse. When religion is professed because of its 
“value" (that is, of course, its value to  man), then man 
and not God is regarded as the center of the universe; 
when ethical virtues are practiced, not because they are 
right, but because they have "value” to humanity, then 
the idolatry of man-worship has already triumphed.

As a m atter of fact, the great Reformed creeds 
are far from blind to social justice, even though we may 
freely recognize that there remains a vast unfinished 
task. M ention may be made of the teachings of the 
W estm inster Confession on the civil magistrate (or the 
State), on marriage and divorce, on war, and on oaths
— all of them m atters in the social sphere. Particularly 
worthy of mention is the long section in the W est
minster Larger Catechism dealing with the Ten 
Com mandm ents (0- 98-148), especially the portion 
dealing with the second table of the Law (Q. 122-148), 
which presents a carefully worked out and detailed 
discussion of social and econom ic obligations, solidly 
and squarely grounded on the Scriptures at every 
point. This section of the Larger Catechism is worthy of 
much more attention than it has com monly been given. 
Although written m ore than three hundred years ago, it 
has stood the test of time and will be found to present a 
very thorough summ ary of the teachings of the Bible on 
social and econom ic m atters. Certainly it is vastly 
superior to the collections of nebulous ideas and 
subjective opinions that sometim es pass for advanced 
studies in “social justice” today.

3. Preaching and Teaching by Ministers

M inisters are ordained to preach the whole

counsel of God; therefore an application of the W ord 
of G od to society and econom ics must be included in 
their message. To avoid such them es would m ean to 
proclaim a narrowly individualistic message. The 
Calvinist can recognize no dom ain of human life as 
exempt from an application of the relevant teachings of 
the Scriptures. The minister who holds the Reform ed 
Faith will accordingly not hesitate to  preach, and 
preach confidently and em phatically, upon social and 
economic matters.

In the nature of the case ministers must go 
beyond the creeds of their C hurch in their preaching. 
They may not of course violate or contradict that which 
their Church has already corporately affirm ed as its 
creedal doctrine. But creedal doctrine is itself the 
crystallized precipitate of the investigation and 
preaching of ministers. H istorically it must always 
follow after such investigation and preaching, not 
precede it; the Church had preaching first, creeds 
afterward. To hold the contrary, I. e., that all matters 
must first be formulated as creedal doctrine and only 
after that made a m atter of preaching, would be to put 
a stop to all progress in developing a Scriptural cor
porate witness. In the nature of the case m inisters must 
blaze a trail into what has hitherto  been terra incognita 
in order that the Church may in due time com e to 
general agreem ent as to what the Scripture teaches on 
these subjects.

Such trail blazing must however be done with a 
proper degree of caution. Of course the erroneous 
tendencies discussed in Part II of the present article 
ought to be understood and avoided. Beyond this, the 
minister should avoid preaching on doubtful questions, 
and should make sure of being on Scriptural ground, 
before venturing to preach on social and econom ic 
m atters. It is much better to say nothing at all than to 
say something the truth of which is open to  reasonable 
doubt. And of course the minister should never give his 
hearers the impression that he is proclaim ing the ac
cepted corporate witness of his C hurch unless he is in 
fact doing so.

4. Acts of “Synods and Councils”

If anything is characteristic of A m erican ec
clesiastical judicatories, it is the tendency to indulge in 
sweeping pronouncem ents on m atters concerning 
which it may properly be doubted whether they are 
subject to ecclesiastical jurisdiction or are legitimate 
fields for such pronouncem ents. A m erican Church 
assemblies apparently tend to assume that all m undane 
matters whatever are properly subject to  pontifical 
ecclesiastical pronouncem ents "favoring” this or 
“opposing” that. It is no uncom m on thing to  read of 
Church assemblies issuing pronouncem ents favoring or 
opposing a particular tariff law, a particular policy 
concerning immigration, universal military training, 
membership in the “United N ations”, the forty-hour 
week, the Fair Employment Practices Act, and so forth. 
The idea appears to be that through such pronounce
ments the Church as a body “takes a stand” or “is put
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on reco rd” with respect to  the issues involved. Since 
agreem ent with such pronouncem ents cannot be made 
a condition of membership in the Church, it is difficult 
to see such "taking a stand” can put a denom ination as 
a body on record with respect to  the particular matters 
involved. At most, it would seem, such pronounce
m ents can have only the weight of an expression of 
opinion on the part of the judicatory making them. As 
such, of course, they will possess a certain am ount of 
weight and exert a corresponding degree of influence.

The W estm inster Confession takes a very positive 
stand against the practice above referred to:

"Synods and councils are to handle, or 
conclude, nothing but that which is ec
clesiastical: and are not to intermeddle with 
civil affairs which concern the commonwealth; 
unless by way of humble petition, in cases 
extraordinary; or by way of advice, for 
satisfaction of conscience, if they be thereunto 
required by the civil magistrate.” (XXXI. 5.)

W hile the Confession’s language is very positive, 
it im m ediately raises a problem: just what constitutes 
ecclesiastical business? It will be observed that the 
Confession does not say religious but ecclesiastical 
business, and draws a distinction between “that which 
is ecclesiastical” and “affairs which concern the 
com m onw ealth”, affirming that the former category 
alone constitutes a proper sphere for ecclesiastical 
action, and that the latter category is to  be strictly left 
alone by synods and councils, with two exceptions 
which are very carefully specified and defined.

We may readily admit the validity of the 
distinction drawn here by the Confession. But we at 
once face the problem  of just where lies the boundary 
betw een “that which is ecclesiastical” and “affairs 
which concern  the com m onwealth.” Is not the Con
fession’s confident statem ent something of an over
s im p lif ic a tio n ?  A re “ e c c le s ia s tic a l’1 m a tte rs  and 
“com m onw ealth” m atters after all so mutually ex
clusive, so easy to  separate, as the Confession seems 
here to  imply? Is there not an area which may, in one 
aspect o r another, concern both the Church and the 
com m onw ealth?

Any attem pt to apply in practice the principle 
laid down in this section of the Confession is bound 
im m ediately to  encounter many questions and dif
ferences of opinion as to what constitutes proper 
m atter for ecclesiastical action and pronouncem ent. 
W ithout attem pting any com plete solution of this 
problem , the following may perhaps be suggested as the 
lines along which a solution should be sought:

(a) Principles may be confidently affirmed, 
where their Scriptural warrant is clear. Thus a Church 
judicatory  should have no hesitation, for example, in 
affirming that the Word of God sanctions private 
ow nership of property, and requires capital punishm ent 
for the crim e of murder.

(b) The details of the application of principles 
should be specified only with great caution. Clear-cut 
cases will of course be quite easy to decide and will not 
raise any special problems. Thus for the Church to 
oppose a decree abolishing all private property, or a 
law abolishing all capital punishm ent for murder, 
would involve no difficulties. Again, whether a city 
should have a m ayor or a city manager, and whether a 
state legislature should have one cham ber or two, are 
clearly m atters pertaining solely to the commonwealth 
and not proper for Church assemblies to deal with. But 
border-line cases will be very difficult to decide. 
W hether the abandonm ent of the gold standard for 
currency involves a breach of trust and is therefore 
im m oral, is perhaps a doubtful question so far as the 
propriety of a Church judicatory pronouncing upon it is 
concerned. Concerning such a matter, ecclesiastical 
synods and councils should deal, if at all, only with the 
most extrem e caution and reserve. It should be 
realized, too, that there will always be an area of ap
parent conflict or confusion along the boundary line of 
jurisdiction that lies between the Church and the State. 
This should serve as an added consideration in favor of 
caution and reserve.

(c) It is extrem ely im portant that the Church 
adhere strictly to what can be clearly and convincingly 
shown to be the teaching of the Scriptures. All too 
often this is disregarded in practice, and the Scriptural 
character of sweeping pronouncem ents, in themselves 
of a highly debatable nature, is lightly taken for 
granted. Thus it often happens that an ecclestiastical 
assembly will adopt a resolution dealing with some 
social or econom ic m atter by a very small majority, and 
the resolution, to which almost half of the members of 
the assembly were opposed, will then be published to 
the world as the “stand” of that Church on that 
question. Common sense would seem to require that 
synods and councils should refrain from attem pting to 
issue what purport to be authoritative pronouncem ents 
on social and econom ic questions until there is some 
evidence of real unanimity within the judicatory itself 
as to the Scriptural character of the pronouncem ent in 
question.

The com m on contem porary practice of ec
clesiastical assemblies making broad pronouncem ents 
on all sorts of subjects is to be deplored, not only 
because as practiced it often constitutes a violation of 
sound principles, but also because it tends greatly to 
degrade and cheapen the authority of the Church in the 
eyes of the world. The Church as an institution, as well 
as the individual Christian, should pay heed to the 
warning of the Scripture against being an 
allot riepiskopos —  a self-appointed m eddler in m atters 
which pertain  to others (I Pet. 4:15).

5. The Limits of the Church's Social and Economic 
Witness

For the C hurch’s social and econom ic witness to 
serve its real purpose effectively, it must of course be 
confined within its proper limits. We may now consider 
some of these limits.
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The most obvious limit of the Church's social and 
economic witness is of course the silence of the 
Scripture on a question. By the silence of the Scripture 
is meant not merely the absence from the Scripture of 
express statem ents dealing with the m atter in question, 
but the further absence from the Scripture of data 
which may properly be regarded as relevant to the 
question by way of valid logical inference. W here the 
Scripture neither expressly nor by necessary im
plication speaks on a m atter, the Church has no choice 
but to remain silent. The C hurch’s task is to  bear 
witness to the whole counsel of God, not to improve or 
supplement the counsel of G od by having recourse to 
human opinions or theories. Thus, for example, the 
Scripture is silent on the precise form of governm ent 
for the State, and the Scripture is silent concerning the 
question of whether railways should be owned and 
operated by private corporations or by the government. 
The silence of the Scripture concerning these and a 
host of similar m atters marks them  as true instances of 
adlaphora, and, as such, the Church as an institution 
should refrain from attem pting to  deal with them.

A part from m atters on which the Scripture is 
wholly silent, there are m atters on which the Scripture 
speaks, expressly or by im plication, but concerning 
which the sense of the Scripture is obscure, doubtful or 
apparently self-contradictory. In such cases, the 
tem ptation to  indulge in confident over-simplification 
must always be resisted. The Church has no right to 
bear a testimony except where it is really sure of its 
Scriptural ground. W here this is in doubt, it is better — 
indeed, it is a duty — to wait for further light, ra ther 
than to jum p to conclusions which in the nature of the 
case can have only doubtful Scriptural warrant.

In the third place, the proper G od-ordained 
jurisdiction of the individual, the family and the State 
must always be respected and not trespassed upon. 
That something is recognized as being good or just does 
not at all necessarily imply that it is the C hurch’s 
business to deal with it directly, o r actively to  prom ote 
it; nor does the fact that a m atter is held to be bad or 
unjust necessarily imply that it is a proper object of 
ecclesiastical disapprobation and correction. That city 
children should have com m odious playgrounds to keep 
them off crowded streets is doubtless good in its 
sphere; so likewise that highways be properly patrolled, 
that banks and the postal service be honestly and ef
ficiently managed. Yet none of these worthy ends are 
proper objectives for the Church as an institution. We 
should oppose a totalitarian Church just as truly as a 
totalitarian State; that is, we should oppose the tend
ency of the Church to  becom e paternalistic and pre
decide questions for the individual, the family and the 
State. For example, the Church may properly warn 
against selfish greed on the part of both capital and 
labor, but the Church has no right to pronounce upon 
the merits of a particular dispute between the two; to 
do so would be to  trespass upon the proper jurisdiction 
of the State; it would be as im proper as for the State to 
decide whether a man possesses the qualifications for

admission to the Lord's Supper, or for ordination to the 
gospel ministry.

In defining the principles regulating the C hurch’s 
witness as over against the S tate, the ground was 
broken as long ago as 1578 by the Second Book of 
Discipline adopted by the G eneral Assembly of the 
Church of Scotland;

“The civil power should com m and the 
spiritual to exercise and to do their office 
according to the word of God; the spiritual 
rulers should require the Christian magistrate 
to  minister justice and punish vice, and to 
maintain the liberty of the Church, and 
quietness within their bounds.”

“The magistrate ought neither preach, 
minister the sacram ents, nor execute the 
censures of the Church, but com m and the 
minister to observe the rule prescribed in the 
word, and punish transgressors by civil means; 
the minister again exercises not the civil 
jurisdiction, but teaches the m agistrate how it 
should be exercised according to  the word.” 
(Op. clt., I, 16, 20, in John Spottiswoode, 
History of the Church of Scotland, 203-162S,
Vol. II, pp. 234-5.)

It will be noted here that the m agistrate may not teach 
the Church anything, but m erely com m and the Church 
to follow whatever the Church itself finds to  be taught 
in the W ord of God; God did not constitute the State a 
teaching body, or pillar and ground of His truth. On the 
other hand, the Church, while it may not interfere with 
the jurisdiction of the m agistrate, yet is to teach the 
magistrate how to exercise his own civil jurisdiction 
“according to the W ord”; that is to  say, the Church, 
unlike the State, is essentially a teaching or a witnessing 
body, which operates in the realm  of truth, and 
therefore it also has a responsibility to  teach the civil 
magistrate, o r to bear witness to  the State, concerning 
those doctrines and principles of the Scripture which 
are relevant to the sphere of civil governm ent. But 
when we pass from the sphere of truth into the sphere 
of actions, the Church may not deal with the sphere of 
the State any more than the State may deal with that of 
the Church.

Note: The foregoing article was originally published 
in The Westminster Theological Journal, May, 1948. It 
was intended as an attem pt to  p resent a Biblical view of 
its subject, following the Sphere Sovereignty concept 
of Abraham Kuyper. It is reproduced in this issue of 
Blue Banner Faith and Life because the editor is 
meeting students at Geneva College who think that any 
serious application of Christianity to  society must 
necessarily accept the philosophy of Dooyeweerd as 
advocated by the Toronto  Institute for Christian 
Studies. The reader should note that this article was 
published years before the T oronto  Institute was 
founded.

— Editor



The C ovenan t P eople  o f G od -  

From the Tower o f B a b e l to the Life o f Isaac
LESSON 1 

THE TOWER OF BABEL

W e now com e to the incident of the Tower of 
Babel. “A nd the whole earth  was of one language, and 
of one speech” (Gen. 11:1). W hat this original language 
of the hum an race was, is of course unknown. The 
suggestion that it was Hebrew is entirely without 
foundation. The fact that the first book of the Bible is 
w ritten in H ebrew  does not prove that the first people 
of the world spoke Hebrew.

“And it cam e to pass, as they journeyed from the 
east, that they found a plain in the land of Shinar; and 
they dwelt there” (11:2). The center from which the 
hum an race began to spread over the world after the 
flood was the region of Ararat, that is, probably, the 
m ountains of Arm enia. There is some question as to 
w hether the Hebrew word used in 11:2 should be 
translated  "from the east” or "eastward.” The identical 
H ebrew  w ord is translated “eastward" in Gen. 2:8; cf. 
also 3:24; 12:8 and 13:11, in all of which the same 
H ebrew  term  is used. It seems evident, therefore, that it 
should be translated “eastward” in 11:2. The 
Babylonian plain (Shinar) is located southeast of the 
A rarat range, so it could properly be reached by 
journeying eastward. In those ancient days the 
Babylonian plain was extremely fertile and it is not 
surprising that the people who first reached it decided 
to settle there permanently.

“And they said one to another, Go to, let us make 
brick, and burn them thoroughly. And they had brick 
for stone, and slime had they for mortar" (11:3). In 
ancient Babylonia and Assyria, there were two kinds of 
bricks, both  of which have been uncovered in 
trem endous quantities by modern excavation. One kind 
of brick was dried in the hot sun. The other kind was 
fired in a kiln or furnace, producing a much more 
durable and perm anent type of brick. It was this 
perm anen t type of brick that is mentioned in verse 3. 
Evidently the structure being built was to endure 
perm anently . The “slime” m entioned was bitumen, 
which was to  be used for mortar. The second sentence 
of verse 3 is obviously something inserted by Moses in 
o rder to  m ake the meaning clear to people of his own 
day and afterw ards. In Palestine, as well as in Egypt, 
large structures would be made of stone, which occurs 
abundantly  in those lands. But in the Babylonian plain 
stone is scarce and hard to get. This note in verse 3 
explaining about the unusual building materials used at 
Babel is perfectly in harmony with the idea that Moses 
w rote G enesis while living among a people who had 
only recently  com e out of Egypt.

“And they said, G o to, let us build us a city, and a 
tower, whose top may reach unto heaven; and let us 
m ake us a nam e, lest we be scattered abroad upon the 
face of the whole earth” (11:4). The purpose of this 
tow er and city was to form a center of unity for the 
hum an race, that would serve to keep the race 
together. This in itself was in defiance of the com mand 
of G od to  mankind to fill the world with people (9:1). It 
was G od's will that the human race be spread abroad 
over the face of the earth, not that people remain 
concentra ted  and huddled together in one locality.

But behind the purpose of maintaining a center of 
unity, there was an even more sinister purpose. “Unity 
was to  afford the possibility for founding a gigantic 
em pire, glorifying man in his independence of God" 
(G. Vos, Biblical Theology, p. 71). They wanted to 
make themselves a name, that is, a reputation for fame 
and greatness. “G od interferes with the execution of 
this plan, not so much, or at least not only, from op
position to  its impious spirit, but chiefly from fidelity to 
His prom ise, that the sinful developm ent of humanity 
will not again issue into a repeated catastrophe on the 
scale of the deluge. If this were not to happen, the 
progress of sin had to be checked. If the whole of 
hum anity had rem ained concentrated, the power of sin 
would likewise have rem ained united, and doubtless 
soon again have reached stupendous proportions. 
H ence it was necessary to break up the unity of the 
race” (G. Vos, Biblical Theology, pp. 71,72). The power 
of sin is greatly increased when it is unified and con
cen trated ; it is greatly diluted and weakened when it is 
divided up between many rival kingdoms and rival 
religions.

The unity of the human race, is of course the true 
ideal. If it had not been on account of sin, the original 
unity of the race would have never been broken. W hen 
sin shall have finally been abolished, in the absolute 
and perfect kingdom of God, the redeem ed humanity 
will again be a unity, w ithout divisions, for the divisions 
will no longer be needed to  checkm ate and frustrate 
the power of sin.

But during the continuance of human sinfulness, 
it is absolutely necessary that sin be checked and 
limited by being divided up into many political units 
and many false religions. It is contrary to the will of 
G od that the human race, while still sinful, be united in 
one single political sovereignty. The Old Testam ent 
prophets condem n all attem pts at world-empire as
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contrary to the will of God; the very idea is pagan and 
immoral. G od therefore maintains the divided con
dition of humanity, of which the division of human 
language is an im portant factor, as a way of preventing 
the concentrated developm ent of sin under a single 
power.

Those who think that world governm ent is the 
answer to the present day’s pressing problem s of war 
and peace, should stop and ponder seriously the lesson 
of the Tower of Babel. We can think of no more 
terrible opening for tyranny and oppression than a 
world-government set up on a secular or non-Christian 
basis. Those who seriously suppose that a single world 
government would be a blessing are far too optimistic 
about the moral condition of human nature; they fail to 
realize the deep sinfulness of the hum an heart. A 
secular or non-Christian world governm ent might 
indeed bring world-wide peace, but it would be the 
peace of a world-wide prison or a world-wide cemetery. 
We have a prophetic picture of something of the kind 
in Revelation 13. Note that the blasphem ous power 
there described is bitterly opposed to  the Kingdom of 
God (verses 5-7), that it holds absolutely world-wide 
dominion over the hum an race (verse 7), that it 
maintains universal, world-wide, absolute peace (verse
4), and that it persecutes true Christians unto the death 
(verse 10). May God grant that we may never in our 
time have to face such a hum anistic tyranny! Terrible 
as it indeed is, the threat of atom ic warfare is not the 
worst threat that hangs over the hum an race. There is 
one thing even worse. May God grant that the free 
nations may not as blind men stumble into that worst of 
all evils!

Questions:
1. W hat is known about the original language of 

the human race?

2. From what center did the human race spread

after the flood?

3. How should the expression "from the east” in 
11:2 be translated?

4. W hat two kinds of bricks existed in ancient 
Babylonia?

5. W hat kind was used for m aking the Tower of 
Babel?

6. How were the bricks joined together?

7. Why would the second sentence of verse 3 be 
included in the record?

8. W hat was the prim ary purpose of building the 
city and tower?

9. How did this purpose contradict the will of
God?

10. W hat deeper purpose can be discerned 
behind the plan to build the Tow er of Babel?

11. Why did God find it necessary to  frustrate the 
purpose of building the city and tow er of Babel?

12. When will the original true unity of the 
human race be restored?

13. Why would world-wide unity of the human 
race while man is still sinful be an evil rather than a
good?

14. How do human divisions check the power of
sin?

15. W hat should Christians think of present-day 
proposals for a world governm ent?

LESSON 2

THE TOWER OF BABEL, CONTINUED

"And the Lord came down to see the city and the 
tower, which the children of men builded” (11:5). The 
language here is, of course, anthropom orphic. God did 
not need to  leave heaven to  see what was going on at 
the scene of the Tower of Babel. The record  speaks of 
God in human terms, to teach us truth about God. God 
of course, is everywhere, and sees and knows all things 
always. The meaning of the statem ent in verse 5 is that 
God was deeply concerned about what was going on. 
He was fully aware of it and prepared to  take whatever 
action was required to frustrate m an’s plans and to fulfil 
His own plans and purposes.

“And the Lord said, Behold, the people is one, 
and they have all one language; and this they begin to 
do: and now nothing will be restrained from them, 
which they have imagined to do” (11:6). Human sin

always leads man to  try to becom e independent of God. 
This was the case even back in the time of Adam and 
Eve; they aspired to be “as G od.” Verse 6 shows the 
true spirit which was behind the architectural con
struction work going on at Babel in the plain of Shinar. 
The Tower of Babel was only the beginning. Once let 
this succeed, and one thing would follow another 
without any limits. W hat was really involved was man’s 
atheistic desire to be independent, to  be a law unto 
himself, to do that which was right in his own eyes, to 
stand on his own feet, to give answer to no higher 
Person or Power. Therefore we may properly describe 
this spirit as arrogant humanism. G od fully discerned 
that this city and tower were only the entering wedge. If 
allowed to succeed, man would soon be started again 
on a career of atheistic w ickedness such as had existed 
in the period before the flood.
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Therefore God stepped in to frustrate m an’s 
purposes. The real issue at Babel is God versus man — 
the sovereign, gracious, wise, almighty God versus 
proud, haughty, godless and united humanity. God 
checked m an’s efforts by causing such differences of 
language that mutual com munication became im
possible. No m ore effective way could be thought of. Of 
course, G od could have killed the people who were 
defying His will but that would have frustrated the 
purpose of divine redemption, which required that the 
hum an race live on throughout the ages of history. So 
G od confounded their languages, which caused no 
bodily harm  to anyone, yet made the continued unity of 
the hum an race impossible. From now on they would 
have to go their separate and several ways, thus 
fulfilling the divine purpose to fill the earth  with 
people. "So the Lord scattered them abroad from 
thence upon the face of all the earth; and they left off 
to  build the city” (11:8).

A good deal of ridicule has been heaped upon this 
story in Genesis 11. It has been represented as in
credible, as a myth invented to explain differences of 
language, etc. All this scorn is heaped on the narrative 
simply because it involves a miracle, a direct action of 
G od in hum an history, apart from the operation of the 
forces of nature. To those who believe in a God who 
can and does work miracles, the story of Babel presents 
not the slightest difficulty.

The present world-wide differences of language 
are well-known. The science of philology has attem pted 
to trace existing languages back to their parent 
languages, and so to trace all languages back to their 
original source. This study has been carried on with 
rem arkable results. Human languages have, in general, 
been shown to belong to several great families of 
languages. Then there are a num ber of separate 
languages which are unclassifiable. For example, the 
Basque language of the Pyrenees mountains between 
France and Spain is unclassifiable; it cannot be proved 
to belong to  any of the great families of languages. One 
of the great families of languages is the Indo-European 
family, extending from India on the east to Ireland and 
Iceland on the west. All the languages of this family 
have com e from a common parent language, called 
Prim itive Indo-European. If we could trace them back 
far enough, we would come to a point where English, 
Russian and Sanskrit were identical. A nother great 
family is the Semitic family of languages, extending in a 
b road belt across northern Africa and southwestern 
A sia , in c lu d in g  H ebrew , A ra b ic , A ra m a ean , 
Phoenician, Assyrian-Babylonian and several others. 
These are all closely related, more or less, and must all 
have com e from a common parent language. A nother 
g reat family of languages is found in eastern Asia, 
including Chinese, Burmese and several others. 
Scholars have done rem arkable work in showing these 
affinities between various languages. But it has always 
proved impossible to trace all languages back to one 
single source or parent language. The most that can be 
done is to establish definite groupings or families of 
languages. The search for a single parent language has

proved fruitless and baffling.

We submit that no better explanation has been 
offered than that given by the Bible in Genesis chapter
11. God intervened by divine power to diversify m an’s 
languages, thereby frustrating the building of the tower, 
and also checking the more sinister purpose which lay 
back of the building of the tower.

“Therefore is the name of it called Babel; because 
the Lord did there confound the language of all the 
earth: and from thence did the Lord scatter them 
abroad upon the face of all the earth” (11:9). The name 
Babel is commonly and properly taken to  mean “Gate 
of G od.” That is, that is the meaning put on the name 
by the Babylonians themselves. (Babylon is simply 
“Babel” with a G reek ending added). But the original 
meaning of the name, as given in Gen. 11:9, is “con
fusion.” The Hebrew verb “balal” means to confuse. 
From this verb the form “balbel” is derived, and this 
again is contracted into “Babel.” From this incident the 
noun “Babel” has becom e a synonym for confusion and 
unharmonious, conflicting noise at the present day. A 
confused and noisy meeting is spoken of as “a Babel of 
confusion” or “as disorderly as Babel.”

Questions:
1. W hat is m eant by the statem ent that the Lord 

came down to see the city and tower which men were 
building?

2. W hat wrong desire does sin always lead people 
to have?

3. How may the spirit back of the building of the 
Tower of Babel be described?

4. W hat would be the result if the builders were 
allowed to succeed?

5. W hat was the real issue at Babel?

6. How did G od frustrate m an’s plans and 
purposes?

7. Why have some scholars ridiculed the story of 
the Tower of Babel?

8. W hat effort have scholars made to trace the 
history of languages?

9. To what extent have these efforts in the study 
of language succeeded?

10. W hat attem pt in the study of languages has 
always failed?

11. W hat is the Babylonian meaning of “Babel”?

12. W hat was the original meaning of “Babel”, as 
shown by Genesis chapter 11?

13. W hat is the origin of the name “Babylon”?
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LESSON 3 

UR OF THE CHALDEES

“Now these are the generations of Terah: Terah 
begat Abram, Nahor and Haran; and H aran begat Lot” 
(11:27). Though the heading indicates that the history 
of Terah begins at this point, com paratively little is said 
about Terah, and the narrative presently becom es the 
history of Abraham . We note in Joshua 24:2 that Terah 
“served other gods.” It is possible, as Leupold suggests, 
that at the time of leaving Ur, Terah broke with 
idolatry, and that this break with idolatry becam e 
com plete in the case of Abraham , so that A braham  
could be said to  com plete what Terah began, thus 
explaining how the story of Abraham  could be called 
"the generations of T erah.”

The three sons of T erah were m entioned in 11:26, 
and now in the very next verse, 11:27, they are m en
tioned over again, the obvious reason being that a new 
division of the narrative has begun, shown by the 
formula “These are the generations of . . Haran died 
after the birth of his son Lot, in U r of the Chaldees. It is 
stated that “H aran died before his father T erah.” The 
Hebrew says literally "H aran died in the face of his 
father T erah,” the obvious meaning being that he died 
during his father’s lifetime. The place, U r of the 
Chaldees, is also specifically mentioned. Form erly very 
little was known about this city, but between 1922 and 
1934 the site was extensively excavated by a joint 
expedition of the British Museum and the University of 
Pennsylvania, under the leadership of Sir Leonard 
Woolley. Most rem arkable and astonishing discoveries 
were made, showing that U r was the seat of an ancient 
and highly developed culture and civilization going 
back to  about 3,000 B. C. Ur might be described as the 
London or Paris of A braham ’s day. Already ancient in 
A braham ’s time, it was a great center of hum an life. 
The jewelry and other objects — many of pure, solid 
gold —  which were found deep in the soil at Ur, show a 
very high degree of artistic skill, and some would 
require the most expert craftsmanship to reproduce 
today, even with m odern equipm ent. Among other 
things, Ur was famous as the principal location of the 
worship of the moon-goddess Nin-gal. This idolatrous 
character of the great city may have been one reason 
why the Lord com m anded A braham  to go out from it to 
another country.

Those who are interested in reading for them 
selves the amazing story of the discoveries at Ur of the 
Chaldees are referred to Sir Leonard W oolley’s book 
entitled “U r of the Chaldees.” This 160 page book, 
illustrated with photographs and drawings, can be 
obtained in a paper-bound edition for 50 cents plus 5 
cents postage from Peguin Books, Inc., 3300 Clipper 
Mill Road, Baltimore 11, M aryland. The catalog 
num ber of the book in the Penguin series is A-27. A 
reading of this book will give an excellent idea of the 
place from which Abraham  set out on his journeys.

name of A bram ’s wife was Sarai; and the name of 
Nahor’s wife Milcah, the daughter of H aran, the father 
of Milcah, and the father of Iscah” (11:29). The nam e of 
Abraham ’s wife was Sarai, which means “princess.” She 
was presumably a woman of social standing and im
portance. We know from G en. 20:12 that Sarai was 
Abraham’s half-sister; in o ther words, she was a 
daughter of Terah by a different wife from  A braham ’s 
mother. Nahor m arried M ilcah, who was his niece, 
sister of Lot and daughter of H aran. M ilcah reappears 
in the history in 22:23. W ho the Iscah m entioned in 
11:29 was, we do not know, beyond the fact that she 
was a sister or half-sister of Milcah.

These marriages between close relatives would be 
regarded as both illegal and im m oral today. W e should, 
however, avoid the error of judging these early people 
by the standards that are valid at the present day. It was 
God’s plan that the human race be descended from a 
single human pair —  Adam and Eve. Obviously this 
plan made it necessary for close relatives to m arry for a 
time. The laws against incestuous m arriages are 
founded upon sound biological reasons, but evidently 
those reasons did not exist a t the beginning of human 
history nor for a considerable tim e afterw ard. It is well 
known that marriage of close relatives greatly increases 
the tendency to  inherit any bad characteristics of the 
parents. But at the beginning of hum an life on earth, 
there was no accum ulation of bad heredity that would 
be intensified by close marriages. As a m atter of fact, 
there is no reason to  believe that the marriages of 
Abraham and Nahor were regarded as im proper in any 
way — on either social or religious grounds. There is no 
suggestion in the record that it was wrong for them to 
marry these women.

Questions:
1. W hat new history begins at this point in the 

book of Genesis?

2. W hat do we learn about T erah  from Joshua
24:2?

3. W hat is the meaning of the statem ent that 
Haran died before his father Terah?

4. W here was Haran bom , and where did he die?

5. When and by whom was Ur of the Chaldees 
excavated?

6. W hat kind of culture existed in Ur?

7. W hat form of religion was prom inent in Ur?

8. W hat book tells the story of the discoveries at
Ur?

“And Abram and Nahor took them  wives: the 9. W hat is the meaning of the nam e “Sarai”?
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10. Besides being A braham ’s wife, what was the 
relationship between Sarai and Abraham?

11. W hom did Nahor marry, and what was her 
relationship to  him?

12. W hat would be the status of such marriages 
today?

13. Why were such marriages of close relatives 
not forbidden in the early times of the human race?

LESSON 4 

THE PROMISES OF GOD TO ABRAHAM

A fter leaving Ur of the Chaldees at the command 
of G od, A braham  and his group moved up the 
E uphrates valley to Haran, located on a small tributary 
to the Euphrates. From archeological investigation it is 
known that, like Ur, this was a center of moon-worship. 
H ere the party  rem ained for some years. Finally Terah, 
A braham ’s father died, and at the age of 75 years 
A braham , with his wife Sarah and his nephew Lot, 
m oved in to  the land of Canaan.

W e shall now consider the great promises of God 
to  A braham . These are first made in Genesis chapter
12, and la ter (chapter 15) confirmed by a special 
covenant. In chapter 12 where the promises are first 
revealed they are as follows: 1. Abraham will be blessed 
and will becom e a great nation. 2. God will bless 
those that bless Abraham , and will curse those that 
curse him . 3. In Abraham shall all the families of the 
earth  be blessed. All of these promises, of course, were 
to be fulfilled in the future. The third promise, that in 
A braham  shall all families of the earth  be blessed, is 
definitely Messianic. It is through Jesus Christ, the true 
Seed of A braham , that all the families of the earth  shall 
receive blessing. “All families of the earth” does not 
necessarily m ean every particular household or family 
circle. The m eaning is that the redemption which shall 
com e through the Seed of Abraham  shall not be limited 
to  those literally descended from him, but shall be 
world-wide, transcending all barriers of race and 
geography. That "families” here means races, tribes or 
nations is shown by the usage of the word in 10:5,20,31. 
T he “families” of the world were divided by sin; they 
shall now be blessed by redemption. God's calling of 
A braham  to be the founder of a special, separated 
people had for its background the universal purpose —  
the plan of G od to provide a world-wide redem ption. 
“F or G od so loved the world that he gave his only 
begotten  Son.”

Next we may inquire as to  the meaning of the 
prom ise, “I will bless them that bless thee, and curse 
him that curseth  thee." This promise was not made 
because of A braham  personally, but because of his 
unique place in the divine plan of redemption. Because, 
in tha t plan, A braham  is what he is, to  bless A braham  is 
to  bless the G od of Abraham , and to curse A braham  is 
to  curse the G od of Abraham . To be really in favor of 
A braham  is to  be in favor of the plan of redem ption in 
w hich he had such an im portant part. To be opposed to 
A braham  is to  be opposed to  that plan of redem ption, 
and to the G od whose plan it is.

In the Hebrew two different words are used for 
“curse” and "curseth.” One word describes G od’s 
righteous act of cursing; the other is used for m an’s 
sinful cursing. Those who object to  the Old Testam ent 
idea of G od, alleging that the Old Testam ent portrays a 
G od of w rath whereas the New Testam ent speaks of a 
G od of love, forget that the wrath of God is not the 
same thing as hum an anger, and God's cursing is not 
the sam e as m an’s cursing. Everywhere the Bible takes 
care to guard the righteousness of God. It is true that 
G od is a G od of love, but nowhere does G od’s love 
cancel His righteousness.

“So Abram departed, as the Lord had spoken 
unto him; and Lot went with him; and Abram was 
seventy and five years old when he departed out of 
H aran” (12:43). H ere A braham ’s obedience to the will 
of G od is emphasized. He departed, as the Lord had 
spoken unto  him. W hether it was difficult for him to do 
this, w hether or not it involved an inward struggle, we 
are not told. The important- fact is that when Abraham 
knew what the will of G od was, he acted accordingly. 
How A braham  felt about it is not specially im portant. 
In our own day and age, religion has becom e far too 
subjective. People say that they “feel" they should do 
this o r that, or they “do not feel” that they should do 
this o r that. O r they “feel” that they should accept a 
certain  doctrine or principle, or they “do not feel” that 
they should do so. Nowhere does the Bible encourage 
us to go by our feelings. Back of this idea of believing or 
doing as we "feel” we should is the error that all 
religious tru th  and all moral standards are derived from 
within the hum an personality. This is an idolatrous, 
man-worshipping, m an-centered age that we are living 
in. People object bitterly to  the idea of a standard of 
faith and life imposed on them by the authority of God, 
external to  their own personality and binding whether 
they like it or not. Even ministers in preaching sermons 
sometim es say “I feel that such-and-such is the case,” 
where they should say “The W ord of God says that 
such-and-such is the case.” M any who have this m anner 
of speaking are no doubt true believers, but they have 
been unconsciously influenced and swept along by the 
m an-centered, subjective spirit of our times. At bottom  
this attitude is rebellion against the authority of God.

Questionsi

1. W hat promises did G od m ake to A braham  in 
chap ter 12?
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2. W hich of these promises is definitely 
Messianic?

3. W hat is the m eaning of the word “families" in
12:3?

4. W hat is the m eaning of the promise that all the 
families of the earth  shall be blessed in Abraham ?

5. Why will G od bless those who bless Abraham , 
and curse those who curse him?

6. W hat is the difference between G od’s cursing 
and m an’s?

7. W hat truth about A braham  is em phasized in
12:4?

8. Why is it wrong to believe and act according to 
our feelings?

9. W hat false idea lies back of the common 
notion that we should believe and act as we feel like 
believing or acting?

LESSON 5 

GOD’S COVENANT WITH ABRAHAM

We now come to  chapter 15 which records G od’s 
covenant with Abraham . The word "covenant” has 
appeared earlier in Genesis, at 6:18 and several times in 
chapter 9, in connection with the history of Noah. The 
provision m ade by G od for Adam and Eve to  come into 
full religious com m union with Himself was truly a 
covenant, having all the elements of such a provision, 
yet the word “covenant” is not used of it in the Genesis 
record. In the history of A braham  the term "covenant”
— Hebrew berith — is now introduced. This is one of 
the great concepts of the Bible, and without a grasp of 
its meaning, it is impossible truly to  understand the 
message of the Scriptures. The student is referred to 
the series of articles on The Covenant-idea in Scripture 
in this magazine, starting in the April-June 1953 issue. 
Mr. Frazer shows that the covenant-idea is rooted in 
the sovereignty of G od, and that the rather com mon 
notion that the covenant is simply an agreem ent is 
wrong.

“A fter these things the word of the Lord cam e 
unto A bram  in a vision, saying, Fear not, Abram: I am 
thy shield, and thy exceeding great rew ard” (15:1). The 
vision here m entioned is the fifth recorded revelation 
of G od granted to Abraham . The question may be 
raised why this revelation of G od came at this par
ticular time. One possibility is that A braham  was 
somewhat fearful that Chedorlaom er and his allied 
kings whould com e back later to take vengeance on 
him. The fact that G od’s statem ent opens with the 
words “Fear not” and goes on to add “I am thy shield” 
seems to fit in well with this idea. A nother possibility is 
that now that A braham  was rem arkably successful, he 
might expect to  be envied by local kings and chiefs. 
Calvin suggests the foregoing possibilities. Leupold 
adm its that there is some probability in them , but adds 
that the rest of the chapter indicates that the fear which 
A braham  was to avoid was not a fear of military 
enemies, but a fear of remaining childless.

Abraham is not to fear, precisely because G od is 
his shield and his exceeding great reward. The word 
"shield” conveys the idea of protection. Those who are 
shielded by G od are always perfectly safe. “In calling 
Himself his ‘rew ard’ He teaches A bram  to be satisfied

with Himself alone. And as this was, with respect to 
Abram, a general instruction, given for the purpose of 
showing him that victory was not the chief and ultimate 
good which God had designed him to pursue; so let us 
know that the same blessing is prom ised to  us all, in the 
person of this one man” (Calvin). Calvin adds that 
“since God ascribes to Himself the office and property 
of a shield, for the purpose of rendering Himself the 
protector of our salvation; we ought to  regard this 
promise as a brazen wall, so that we should not be 
excessively fearful in any dangers.”

God declares that He Himself is A braham ’s 
exceeding great reward. It is not merely that those who 
belong to God shall have a rew ard; it is that God 
Himself is their reward —  He is their everlasting 
portion and possession. Here we see the G od-centered 
character of the Biblical religion. Religion is wanted 
today for the benefits that can be expected from it —  it 
can check crime, curb juvenile delinquency, prevent a 
third world war, prom ote social justice. Y et if we want 
religion only for such reasons as these, actually we are 
not religious at all. To serve G od for w hat can be gotten 
from God (by the individual o r by society) is not really 
to serve God at all. Really to  serve God, we must serve 
Him for His own sake. The greatest benefit that God 
can give His own is the possession of Himself in the 
covenant bond. “M an’s chief end is to  glorify G od and 
to enjoy Him for ever.” M uch that is called religion 
today is really only selfishness or at best humanistic 
concern for the welfare of society. Only when God is 
known and loved for His own sake does religion really 
exist.

This revelation of God cam e to A braham  in the 
form of a vision. The word used is not the ordinary 
word for vision, but a rare word which occurs only 
three times in the Bible (Gen. 15:1; Num. 24:4,16; 
Ezek. 13:7). Visions were som ething like dream s yet 
different from the latter. A vision was a supernaturally 
induced state in which G od caused the person to see 
certain things. The person would know definitely and 
without any doubt that the source of the vision was 
God. Sometimes in visions actions took place, both on 
the part of God and also on the part of the recipient of
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the vision. This is the technical meaning of the term 
“vision.” Later in the Old Testam ent the term “vision” 
cam e to  be used also in a more general sense, as 
equivalent to  “special revelation,” regardless of the 
exact m ode of revelation. The modern, purely 
m etaphorical use of the term “vision” is not found in 
the Bible. This purely modern usage regards “vision” as 
equivalent to  “intelligent and imaginative foresight,” as 
when som eone says: "By voyaging westward across the 
A tlantic, Columbus showed himself to be a man of 
vision.” Endless confusion and harm results from the all 
too  com m on importing of this modern usage into the 
Bible, and interpreting the word “vision” in the Bible as 
having this wholly m odern meaning. Countless sermons 
have been preached on the text “W here there is no 
vision the people perish,” which completely miss the 
real m eaning of this text and read into it a modern 
m eaning which is really foreign to the Bible. The text 
really m eans that without the gracious, special 
revelation of G od the people perish. It has nothing to 
do with the idea that the local merchants and 
professional people ought to be community-minded.

Questions:

1. W here does the word “covenant” first appear 
in the Bible?

2. Why is the provision which God made for 
Adam  and Eve to  enjoy religious fellowship with 
Himself rightly called a covenant?

3. In what fact is the Biblical covenant-idea 
rooted?

4. W hat may have been the reason why God 
revealed Himself to Abraham  at this particular time?

5. Taking chapter 15 as a whole, what is the fear 
which G od warned A braham  against?

6. W hat is the idea conveyed by the word 
"shield”?

7. W hat is the im portance of G od’s promise in 
15:1 to  us today?

8. W hat rew ard was promised to  Abraham?

9. How is religion often wrongly regarded today?

10. W hat is man's chief end, or real purpose in 
existence?

11. W hat is m eant by the term "vision”?

12. How is the word “vision” used later in the Old 
T estam ent in a broader sense than that of Gen. 15:1?

13. How is the word “vision” often used today?

14. How does this m odern usage of the word 
“vision” differ from  the Biblical usage of the term?

LESSON 6 

COVENANT WITH ABRAHAM, CONTINUED

"A nd Abram said, Lord God, what wilt thou give 
me, seeing I go childless, and the steward of my house 
is this Eliezer of Damascus? And Abram said, Behold, 
to  me thou hast given no seed: and lo, one born in my 
house is mine heir” (15:2,3). God first gave Abraham an 
opportunity  to  express the thoughts that were troubling 
him, before revealing to him the promises which would 
afford new com fort and hope. Abraham wonders what 
G od could give him; he is going on through life 
childless; as a runner approaching the goal in a race, he 
thinks of himself as having only a little distance yet to
go-

The patriarch  adds that his only heir is “this 
E liezer of Damascus." In the Hebrew it is “my heir is 
Dam ascus Eliezer.” This seems to imply that Eliezer 
originally cam e from Damascus. From this statem ent of 
A braham  grew the entirely unhistorical tradition that 
he once lived in Damascus and even was king of that 
city. “One born in my house” may be translated “one 
belonging to  my household”; in the Hebrew it is “a son 
of my house.” That is, Eliezer was not A braham ’s son 
but his servant or slave. Leupold remarks that though 
this was tragic for Abraham , it shows the comparatively

good treatm ent accorded to  servants at that time, and 
in A braham ’s establishm ent, for in the absence of 
children of the m aster, the children of the chief servant 
were regarded as heirs.

As to  the problem  of how Eliezer could be both a 
Dam ascene and also one born in A braham ’s house, (1) 
he may be said to be “of Damascus” merely because his 
father o r ancestors cam e from there; or (2) he may be 
called “son” of A braham ’s house merely because he 
was attached  to that household, not because he was 
really born in it.

“And, behold, the word of the Lord cam e unto 
him saying, This shall not be thine heir; but he that shall 
com e forth out of thine own bowels shall be thine heir” 
(15:4). This statem ent of G od indicates that He ap
proved of A braham ’s wish to have a child of his own. 
The word “behold” in this verse, and the similar usage 
of it elsewhere, calls attention to the fact that 
som ething very rem arkable and im portant is about to 
be related. A special, direct revelation of God is always 
a fact of outstanding im portance, so attention is called 
to it by the word “behold” (sometimes translated “lo”).
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The language used proves to  A braham  that G od's 
promise that he would have a son is to be taken 
literally: “he that shall com e forth out of thine own 
bowels shall be thine heir.”

“And he brought him forth abroad, and said, 
Look now tow ard heaven, and tell the stars, if thou be 
able to num ber them: and he said unto him, So shall thy 
seed be” (15:5). This, of course, is still in the vision. 
Abraham is directed to look at the starry heavens and 
see if he can count the stars. The point of the com 
parison is the impossibility of counting either the stars 
or the descendants of Abraham . All allegorical 
meanings, such as the notion that this verse proves that 
the descendants of A braham  shall be a heavenly 
people, are unw arranted. The only point of com parison 
is innumerability.

We must now consider the question as to the 
meaning of “thy seed” in this prom ise of G od to 
Abraham. Calvin states that the posterity of Ishmael 
and of Esau cannot be counted, because the legitimate 
seed of Abraham  was limited to  those descended from 
Isaac through Jacob; yet even many of the descendants 
of Jacob becam e covenant breakers and cut themselves 
off from the divine redem ptive prom ise and becam e 
aliens from the faith of their fathers. Calvin concludes 
that the term "seed” in this verse means “the whole 
people whom G od has adopted to Himself. But since 
many were alienated by their unbelief, we must come 
for information to  Christ, who alone distinguishes true 
and genuine sons from  such as are illegitimate. By 
pursuing this m ethod, we find the posterity of Abram 
reduced to a small num ber, that afterwards it may be 
the more increased. For in Christ the Gentiles also are 
gathered together, and are by faith ingrafted into the 
body of Abram , so as to  have a place among his 
legitimate sons.”

“And he believed in the Lord; and he counted it 
to him for righteousness” (15:6). H ere we have the first 
occurrence of the word “believe” in the Bible. “None of 
us would be able to conceive the rich and hidden 
doctrine which this passage contains unless Paul had 
borne his torch before us (Rom. 4:3)” (Calvin). H ere at 
this early point of the Bible we find taught the doctrine 
of free justification by faith. All forms of human works

and character as grounds of a right standing before 
God are excluded. Man gets a right standing before 
God in one way alone, by faith which grasps G od’s 
redemptive promise.

The Bible never regards faith from the 
psychological sense which is so com m on at the present 
day. Today we are told by many people that it is the 
attitude of faith that is im portant, regardless of who or 
what is believed. People speak of faith as if it meant 
something like “m orale” or "self-confidence” or 
“courage”, and they say that a m an’s theology is not 
important, so long as he has an attitude of faith. 
Nothing of this sort is to be found anywhere in the 
Bible. In the Bible it is not the act or attitude of faith 
that is im portant, but the object of faith — the doctrine 
that is believed, or the Person in whom one believes. 
Let us not be deceived by the many references to 
“faith” in the liberal religious propaganda of our day.

“And he counted it to  him for righteousness." In 
New Testam ent terminology this might be paraphrased: 
"And he justified him through it.” “Righteousness” 
means conformity to the m oral requirem ents of God. 
By reason of his faith A braham  is regarded as a 
righteous person by God. The idea is not that God 
accepts faith as a substitute for real righteousness, but 
that when a person has true faith, G od “im putes” or 
credits the perfect righteousness of Christ to that 
person.

The Pharisees were quite blind to  this truth that 
Abraham was justified by faith, and the Jews have been 
blind to it ever since. And even in nominally Christian 
circles, nothing is more com m on than to  find the 
Biblical truth of justification by faith denied or 
distorted. Calvin rem arks that “in all ages, Satan has 
labored at nothing more assiduously than to  extinguish, 
or to smother, the gratuitous justification of faith, 
which is here expressly asserted . . . Just as we un
derstand that they to whom iniquity is im puted are 
guilty before God; so those to  whom He imputes 
righteousness are approved by Him as just persons; 
wherefore Abram was received into the num ber and 
rank of just persons, by the im putation of 
righteousness.”

LESSON 7

GOD’S COVENANT WITH 
ABRAHAM, CONTINUED

“And he said unto  him, I am the Lord that 
brought thee out of U r of the Chaldees, to  give thee this 
land to inherit it. And he said, Lord God, whereby shall
I know that I shall inherit it?” (15:7,8). This is still part 
of the vision. G od has yet more to  reveal to  Abraham . 
By reminding him that G od is the one who brought him 
out of Ur of the Chaldees, G od causes A braham  to 
realize that his whole life is part of a divine plan. This 
plan is only partly com pleted; but G od will carry it all

to com pletion. So He promises A braham  that He will 
give him the land of Canaan to  inherit it. The patriarch 
naturally asks for some token whereby he shall be fully 
assured of this inheritance. This request on A braham 's 
part is not to  be regarded as indicating doubt, o r lack of 
faith in G od’s promise, but rather the desire for an even 
fuller conviction than he already had. T here are various 
analogies in the Bible, such as G ideon’s request for a 
sign (Judges 6:17ff.) and the question asked by Mary



73

(Luke 1:34). Such requests proceed not from unbelief 
but from faith. Calvin states that the protracted delay in 
fulfilling the promise was a difficulty to A braham ’s 
faith, so that his request for a token was not an im
p roper one. “The more certainly Abram was persuaded 
that G od was true, and the more he was attached to  His 
W ord, so m uch the more familiarly did he disburden his 
cares into G od’s bosom ” (Calvin). Calvin adds that the 
instances in the Old Testam ent of some of G od’s saints 
requesting signs or miracles (as Hezekiah and Gideon) 
does not constitute any warrant for us in this New 
T estam ent dispensation to do the same; rather, he says, 
“let it suffice us to seek for such confirmation only as 
the Lord Himself, according to His own pleasure, shall 
judge most eligible.”

“And he said unto him, Take me a heifer of three 
years old, and a she goat of three years old, and a ram 
of th ree years old, and a turtledove, and a young 
pigeon. And he took unto him all these, and divided 
them  in the midst, and laid each piece one against 
another: but the birds divided he not. And when the 
fowls cam e down upon the carcasses, Abram drove 
them  aw ay” (15:9-11). W hat is stated here is the 
procedure for establishing a covenant. At this point we 
shall quote from the series of articles on The Covenant- 
idea in Scripture by the Rev. Frank D. Frazer as found 
in the April-June 1954 issue of this magazine, page 65 
(Vol. 9 No. 2):

“ ‘On that day Jehovah made a covenant with 
A bram .’ This is the first occurrence in Scripture of the 
expression ‘karath b’rith,’ translated in our English 
version, ‘made a covenant.' The verb, karath, in its 
sim ple active form always means ‘cut o ff; as, for 
exam ple, a piece of anything, a limb of a tree, a tree 
from  its roots; hence, ‘cut down’ a forest, etc. In effect, 
it m eans ‘cut in two’; therefore as applied to a living 
body, it implies a violent death and a shedding of blood. 
In its passive and causative forms usually applied to 
persons, it means ‘cut o ff  from the presence of God, 
from  the covenant people, from the land of the living, 
by the act of G od. It is often used for the execution of 
divine judgm ent; the death penalty; the curse of the 
covenant for disobedience. Y et this heavy and awful 
significance of the word has been obscured by an 
inadequate and confusing translation, ‘make a 
covenant.’ In our English usage, ‘make a covenant’ 
refers to  the composing, and agreeing to certain terms, 
and the sealing of these by the parties. Here the 
reference is to  a symbolic transaction by which Abram 
was to  know how G od Himself mediated, and so 
validated and put into effect, His own unilateral 
Covenant of G race. . .

"There it is, pictured in symbols. See the heifer, 
the she-goat, the ram, the dove and the pigeon; dead, 
cut in two, their blood poured out. For Jehovah had 
said to  A bram  T a k e  for Me . . . .  and he took for Him 
all these and divided them in the midst.’ T ake for M e,’ 
since G od Himself would provide the mediating victim. 
H ere are not five victims, but all the kinds of animals 
afterw ards used in sacrifice, each an appointed symbol

of the one m ediating victim, who would vicariously 
suffer the death dem anded by the first covenant.

“Then, as the sun was setting, a m anifestation of 
the divine presence appeared to Abram in his sleep. 
G od told him his seed should be sojourners in a land 
not theirs, subjected to the oppression of evil; but that 
G od would in due time, by judgm ent of their op
pressors, separate them and bring them forth to possess 
their own inheritance. W hen it was dark, ‘Behold a 
furnace of smoke, even a torch of fire, that passed 
between those pieces.’ (Here w ere not two symbols, but 
one: the verb ‘passed’ is singular, whence we are to 
understand that the furnace and torch are one; the 
furnace appeared to  be both smoking and blazing with 
fire.) ‘For our G od is a consuming fire’ (Deut. 4:24, 
Heb. 12:28). He is also ‘the Light of the W orld,’ ‘the 
Light of Life’ (John 8:12). Com pare ‘the flame of the 
sw ord’ (G en. 3:24).

“Thus, in symbol, the curse of the broken 
covenant was executed; not upon the guilty sinner, but, 
by the determ inate counsel of God, upon a clean, 
sinless substitute which G od Himself provided; and 
then, by His visible presence and action sanctioned the 
whole procedure as a true p icture of how His covenant 
prom ises are made good, according to  the greatness of 
His love and the exactness of His justice. ‘On that day’ 
Jehovah showed A bram  how he was to know of a surety 
that the covenant was m ediated, validated and put into 
effect for him and for his seed forever. This true 
symbolism of the sacrifice was kept by the faithful seed 
of A braham  until the fulness of the time had come, 
when in reality “the Lamb of God slain from the 
foundation of the world,’ ‘was manifested in the flesh, 
and offered Himself w ithout spot to God, to bear the
sins of many —  one sacrifice forever.”

/

Questions:

1. W hat may be the reason why G od reminded 
A braham  that He had brought him out of Ur of the 
Chaldees?

2. Why would A braham  naturally want a token 
or explanation from G od as to his inheritance of the 
land of Canaan?

3. W hat Bible analogies exist to A braham ’s 
request?

4. W hat would be the effect on A braham ’s faith 
of the long delay in the fulfilment of G od’s promise?

5. In response to  A braham ’s request, what in
structions did G od give?

6. W hat is the literal meaning of the Hebrew 
word translated “m ade” in the expression “m ade a 
covenant”?

7. W hat is the significance of the fact that the 
animals and birds were killed?
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8. Why were these five kinds of living creatures 
specified by God?

9. W hat revelation as to  the future of A braham ’s 
descendants was given by G od at this time?

10. How was the divine presence m anifested to 
Abraham in his sleep?

11. How can it be shown that the "furnace of 
smoke” and the “torch of fire” were one and the same 
symbol of G od’s presence?

12. Since the certainty of A braham ’s inheriting 
the land of Canaan depended on a blood atonem ent 
provided by God, what does this teach concerning all 
blessings which we receive from God?

LESSON 8 

GOD’S COVENANT WITH 
ABRAHAM, CONTINUED

The record  states that when the birds of prey 
came down upon the bodies of the killed animals, 
Abraham drove them away. The question may be 
raised, was this still a part of the vision, o r was 
Abraham now awake and did he drive away real birds? 
We may further ask, was the bringing, killing and 
arranging of the animals and birds actually done with 
real animals and birds, o r was all of this part of the 
vision only? These questions are easy to ask, but very 
difficult to answer. W e shall quote from G. Vos, 
Biblical Theology, pp. 84-5:

“In Gen. 15 . . . the night-time is repeatedly 
spoken of (vs. 5,12,17); and undoubtedly vss. 12-17 
describe a real visionary experience. In vs. 1 the word 
‘vision’ occurs: ‘The word of Jehovah cam e unto Abram 
in a vision, saying. . .’ Now the question arises: how 
much of the following occurrences does this cover? 
Does it relate to vss. 1-12 or is it used by way of an
ticipation of vss. 12-17? The latter is difficult, because 
the participle ‘saying’ links what im m ediately follows it 
closely to the expression ‘cam e in a vision’ (vs. 1). And a 
chronological difficulty also arises if vss. 2-12 are to  be 
understood as plain unvisionary discourse. The 
marking of the points in time at which the several items 
happened is such as to  be hard to conceive in ordinary 
waking experience. In vs. 5 it is night, for stars are 
shining. In vs. 12 the sun is ‘just going down.’ In vs. 17 
‘the sun went down.’ In a vision the ordinary laws of the 
sequence of time do not hold good. Consequently to 
place the whole disclosure in a vision removes the 
chronological difficulty, and enables us to consider the 
whole as a continuous narrative, the discrepancies of 
time notwithstanding. On this view the vision does not 
begin with vs. 12; the seeing of the starry heavens in vs. 
5 already belongs to it. And yet the ‘deep sleep’ and the 
‘horror of a great darkness’ (vs. 12) so unmistakeably 
describe the phenom ena of a vision coming on, that we 
shall have to speak of a vision within a vision, 
something like the play within the play in ‘H am let.’ Still 
the difficulty is not decisive. The sleep and the horror 
of a great darkness may perhaps stand for a heightened 
abnorm al psychical state within the already abnormal 
visionary state as such. If the above, however, should 
appear too com plicated, a simple, though drastic, 
remedy is afforded by understanding the word ‘vision’ 
in vs. 1 as m eaning generic revelation. To be sure, this 
does not remove the chronological difficulty between

vs. 5 and vs. 12; for this it will be further necessary to 
place an interval of at least one day between the two 
points m entioned.”

The above quotation will be sufficient to  show the 
great difficulty of deciding just how m uch of Gen. 15 
was included in the vision experience, and how m uch, if 
any, was experienced by Abraham  while awake. There 
is, however, no question about verses 12-17 being a 
vision experience.

In this deep and m ysterious supernatural vision it 
is revealed to Abraham that his descendants shall suffer 
for a long time in a foreign land. W e should rem em ber 
that the starting point of all this was A braham ’s 
complaint about being childless. Before A braham  has 
any descendants at all, it is revealed to him by G od that 
his posterity shall suffer much and long. “It is, however, 
to be observed, that before one son is given to  Abram, 
he hears that his seed shall be, for a long time, in 
captivity and slavery. For thus does the Lord deal with 
His own people; He always m akes a beginning from 
death, so that by quickening the dead, He the more 
abundantly manifests His pow er” (Calvin).

God adds that He will la ter judge the nation that 
oppresses A braham ’s descendants, and the people shall 
be brought out with great substance. M oreover, 
Abraham himself shall die in peace in a good old age, 
before these events take place. The expression “thou 
shalt go to thy fathers” is properly understood as 
meaning more than merely the fact that Abraham 
would die and be buried. For his ancestors were not 
buried in the land of Canaan at all. “So we find here a 
clear testimony to  belief in an eternal life in the 
patriarchal age" (Leupold).

"But in the fourth generation they shall com e 
hither again: for the iniquity of the Am orites is not yet 
full” (15:15). The Amorites were the most im portant 
tribe of the Canaanites. Because of this fact, the term 
“Amorites” is frequently used in the Bible as a general 
term for the inhabitants of the land of Canaan before its 
conquest by Israel. These Amorites were very wicked, 
but their guilt had not yet reached its extreme 
development. The language used, however, indicates 
that they were already, in A braham ’s time, approaching 
the point at which divine judgm ent must fall upon
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them . G od in His goodness allows them a few more 
generations in which to repent of their wickedness. In 
his divine foreknowledge He realizes that they will not 
repent, and must therefore be destroyed. But this is not 
to be done until they have had the additonal op
portun ity  to  repent.

W e may wonder how a period of about 400 years 
can be regarded as four generations, as we are ac
custom ed to regard a generation as about 30 years. We 
should realize that Abraham lived to the age of 175 
years old, Isaac to  the age of 180 years, Jacob to the age 
of 147 years, and Joseph to the age of 110 years. In view 
of these facts, it is not at all unnatural that the time of 
Israel’s return  from Egypt should be spoken of as “the 
fourth generation."

W hen we m eet people who say they cannot 
believe that a good God would command the ex
term ination of the Canaanites, we should rem em ber 
that this exterm ination was an act of divine judgm ent 
executed  only after long opportunity for repentance 
had been abused, and the people had only become 
worse.

Questions:

1. W hat difficulty exists as to the interpretation 
of the statem ent of 15.1 that “the word of the Lord 
cam e unto Abram in a vision"?

2. If we regard the vision as beginning at verse
12, what chronological difficulty is involved in the 
reference to the stars (verse 5) and the sun (verse 12a)?

3. If we regard the vision as beginning at verse 1, 
then what must we believe about the experience related 
in verses 12-17?

4. W hat great fact about Abraham ’s descendants 
was revealed to him in the vision?

5. W hat truth about life after death is implied by 
the statem ent that A braham  should go to his fathers in 
peace?

6. W ho were the Amorites? Besides the actual 
Am orite tribe, how is the term “Amorites” used in the 
Old Testam ent?

7. W hat was the moral condition of the Amorites 
in the time of Abraham ?

8. How could a period of about 400 years be 
regarded as four generations?

9. Why did G od decree the extermination of the 
Amorites?

10. Why was the exterm ination of the Amorites 
not contrary to the goodness of God?

LESSON 9 

GOD’S COVENANT WITH 
ABRAHAM, CONTINUED

The “smoking furnace” and the “burning lamp” 
which passed between the pieces of the sacrificial 
anim als, represented the presence of God passing 
betw een them , for establishing the covenant. Leupold 
rightly rem inds us that covenants made by God with 
m en are not mutual agreements as between man and 
m an. They proceed wholly from God, who takes the 
initiative and the responsibility for putting the covenant 
in to  operation  and carrying it out completely.

“In that same day the Lord made a covenant with 
A bram , saying. Unto thy seed have I given this land, 
from  the river of Egypt unto the great river, the river 
E uphrates: the Kenites, and the Kenizzites, and the 
K adm onites, and the Hittites, and the Perizzites, and 
the Rephaim , and the Amorites, and the Canaanites, 
and the Girgashites, and the Jebusites” (15:18-21). Ten 
tribes or nations are enum erated here. We shall say 
som ething about them presently.

The term  “the river of Egypt” in the Old 
T estam ent usually means, not the Nile, but a small 
stream  which marked the boundary between Canaan 
and Egypt, running into the M editerranean Sea about 
50 miles south of Gaza. This small stream or wady is 
usually dry, but contains water after a period of rains.

But in G en. 15:18 the expression “the river of Egypt” 
can hardly mean this small brook, for it is contrasted 
with the Euphrates, which is one of the great rivers of 
the world. Therefore in Gen. 15:18 it must be the Nile 
which is m eant. The promise that A braham ’s 
descendants would inherit territory from the river of 
Egypt to the Euphrates need not be understood as 
m eaning that Israel’s inheritance would extend to the 
actual w ater’s edge of the Nile River. It is simply a way 
of saying that Egypt would constitute the southwestern 
border of the promised land. “These two m ajor rivers 
were the easiest way of designating within what limits 
Israel's boundaries should lie” (Leupold). In much the 
same way we often say that Philadelphia and 
W ashington are cities on America's east coast and Los 
Angeles is a city on A m erica’s west coast, while ac
tually each of these cities is located miles from the 
ocean.

We sometim es meet with the statem ent that the 
prom ise made to A braham  in Gen. 15:18 has never yet 
been fulfilled, therefore the fulfilment must be still 
future. This, however, is not in accordance with the 
historical facts. As a m atter of fact Israel twice in its 
history possessed all the territory promised to 
Abraham : first during the reign of Solomon (I Kings
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8.65), and again during the reign of Jeroboam  the 
Second of the N orthern Kingdom of Israel (II Kings 
14:25). The failure of Israel to  hold this territory 
permanently, of course, was due to religious apostasy 
from God.

The listing of precisely ten tribes or nations here 
may be symbolic, indicating that a com plete land was 
to be given to  the posterity of Abraham . Actually there 
were other tribes, such as the Hivites, which are not 
mentioned in this verse. M oreover, some of those 
which are m entioned seem to overlap (Am orites and 
Canaanites).

The Kenites were originally inhabitants of the 
southern region, but la ter they lived also in the north
ern part of the land. Judges 1:16 inform s us that 
Moses’ father-in-law was of this people. About the 
Kenizzites little is known; possibly they too lived 
toward the south of Canaan. The nam e of the Kad- 
monites is derived from  the word meaning "east,” 
therefore it is thought that they lived toward the east of 
Canaan. The H ittites are well known. Their main 
territory was in Asia M inor, or what is today Turkey. 
But there were also H ittites in Palestine. It was from 
Hittites or “sons of H eth” that A braham  purchased the 
field and cave of M achpelah for a cem etery. The 
Perizzites have already been m entioned in G en. 13:7, 
along with the Canaanites. The nam e Perizzites may 
perhaps m ean som ething like “village dwellers,” thus 
distinguishing them from those Canaanites who lived in 
fortified cities. Next the Rephaim  are m entioned (the 
ending -im indicates the plural of a masculine noun in 
Hebrew). The Rephaim  were evidently of the earlier 
inhabitants of Palestine, holding the land before the 
Canaanites came. The Am orites were mountain- 
dwellers, and a principal tribe of the Canaanites. 
Practically nothing is known about the Girgashites,

except that they were a tribe of the land of Canaan. The 
Jebusites were a people living in and near Jerusalem, 
which they held until the tim e of King David, nearly a 
thousand years after the tim e of Abraham .

Questions:

1. W hat was the significance of the “smoking 
furnace” and “burning lam p” which passed between the 
pieces of the sacrificial animals?

2. W hat is the main difference between 
covenants made by God with men, and covenants made 
between man and man?

3. In God's promise to A braham , what bound
aries of the land to be possessed by his descendants 
were specified?

4. W hat is the ordinary m eaning of the term “the 
river of Egypt” in the Old Testam ent?

5. Why can “the river of Egypt” not have this 
common meaning in Gen. 15:18?

6. At what periods in the history of Israel was the 
promise of Gen. 15:18 literally fulfilled?

7. How can we explain the fact that Israel did not 
permanently hold all the territory  prom ised in Gen.
15:18?

8. W hat may be the significance of the fact that 
exactly ten tribes or nations are listed in verses 18-21?

9. W hat is known about the Hittites?

10. W here did the Jebusites live?

LESSON 10 

THE LIFE OF ISAAC

We shall pass over the Abraham -Hagar-Ishmael 
affair except to  make one or two com m ents. In the first 
place, A braham ’s union with Hagar, which was 
originally suggested by Sarah, was an understandable 
but inexcusable attem pt to  do som ething by human 
expedience when faith in G od's promise had wavered. 
In the second place, recen t archaeological discoveries 
have proved that the practice of a childless wife 
providing a concubine for her husband in the hope of 
offspring was a recognized and legally sanctioned 
practice in the world of A braham ’s day. This does not 
make it right from the standpoint of G od’s ordinance of 
marriage, but it does show that what A braham  did was 
not regarded as imm oral o r im proper by the generally 
accepted social standards of respectable people of that 
time. The law codes that have been discovered also 
help to explain A braham 's extrem e reluctance to turn 
Hagar and Ishmaei out when Sarah insisted on this. 
W hat Sarah was asking A braham  to do was not only

harsh but actually forbidden by sta tu te  laws of that day. 
Only at the express com m and of God did Abraham  
acquiesce in Sarah's dem and.

G od’s plan was not that Ishm aei im plem ent the 
fulfilment of the covenant promises, but that a son 
should be born to Abraham  and his true wife Sarah. 
This son, Isaac, was born when A braham  was 100 years 
old.

We now come to C hapter 22, which gives the 
history of Abraham  offering Isaac as a sacrifice. This 
constituted the supreme test of A braham ’s devotion 
and obedience to  God. This chapter, which contains 
im portant lessons of truth, has caused needless dif
ficulty to many people. The present w riter recalls 
reading a children’s vacation Bible school lesson on this 
incident, issued several years ago by a large publisher 
of religious education materials. The au thor of the
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lesson stated that of course we could not possibly 
believe that G od really com manded Abraham to offer 
his son Isaac as a sacrifice. W hat really happened, she 
said, was that A braham  imagined that he had heard the 
voice of G od com manding him to offer his son as a 
sacrifice. Believing that God had actually commanded 
him to do this, A braham  in a com mendable spirit of 
devotion to  the Lord proceeds to  execute the com 
m and, and is only prevented at the last moment by the 
intervention of God.

Such a reconstruction of the story not only 
falsifies the data given in the Scripture record, but is 
also quite unnecessary. There is no reason to doubt that 
G od actually com m anded Abraham  to offer Isaac as a 
burn t offering. It was not, however, the purpose of God 
tha t this com m and should be actually carried out to  the 
extent of killing Isaac. God intended from the 
beginning to  prevent the death of Isaac, though this was 
not revealed to  A braham  until the last moment. In 
o rder to grasp the real meaning of the incident we have 
to look at the whole picture, not just at one part.

Some Bible critics, who do not believe that 
G enesis is a genuine book of Moses, have held that this 
story in G en. 22 reflects the attitude of the great 
prophets, centuries later, in opposing human sacrifices 
such as those offered to Moloch. There is no reason for 
such a supposition whatever. Scholars who reject the 
doctrine of the substitutionary atonement, calling it 
“b lood theology” and regarding it as primitive and 
barbarous, are ready to reject or explain away the 
statem ents of Genesis 22, claiming that God could not 
really have com m anded any such thing.

Over against these denials of the real tru th  of the 
record , we believe that God actually com m anded 
A braham  to offer Isaac in sacrifice. The objections 
raised against God commanding Abraham to do this, 
would be equally valid as objections against the sub
stitutionary sufferings and death of Jesus Christ — that 
is, these objections would not be valid at all.

The Bible teaches that sin can only be canceled 
by the sacrifice of life. God could require the life of the 
person who has sinned, but in His sovereignty He is 
willing to  accep t the sacrifice of the life of a substitute, 
therefo re it is possible for Jesus Christ to die for sinners. 
This tru th  of a substitutionary sacrifice is clearly im
plied in the narrative of Gen. 22, as we shall see.

T he com m and to  offer Isaac as a sacrifice was a 
difficult one for Abraham to obey, not only because of 
his love for his son, but even more because it seemed to 
con trad ic t the promises which G od had made. God has 
given A braham  these promises, including the promise 
that through A braham ’s seed all the families of the 
ea rth  shall be blessed. He has been told that it is 
through Isaac that these promises shall be realized 
(17:19). Now he is com manded to kill Isaac. If he obeys 
this com m and, how can the divine promises be 
fulfilled? So far as human reason can discern, it would 
be im possible for the promises to  come true if Isaac 
does not continue to live.

We gain some light on this m atter from the New 
Testam ent. Hebrews 11:17-19 says: "By faith Abraham, 
when he was tried, offered up Isaac; and he that had 
received the promises offered up his only begotten son, 
of whom it was said. T hat in Isaac shall thy seed be 
called: accounting that God was able to raise him up, 
even from the dead . . . ” Here we are told that Abraham 
believed that G od was able to raise Isaac from the 
dead. This however indicates an amazing faith on 
A braham ’s part. W e must rem em ber that no instances 
of the dead being raised were recorded in Scripture 
prior to this point. It was not as if Abraham could call 
to mind the Shunam m ite woman’s son (II Kings 4) or 
the daughter of Jairus o r Lazarus of Bethany, and then 
been able to believe that the same kind of miracle 
would take place in the case of Isaac. The test of 
A braham ’s faith was m uch m ore severe than this. W hat 
he believed, he believed by sheer inference from two 
facts about G od which he knew to be true, namely, (1) 
G od’s power, and (2) G od’s reliability. He knew that 
God is Almighty, and he knew that God is faithful to 
His own word. Putting this knowledge alongside of the 
com m and to kill Isaac, he believed that G od could and 
would raise Isaac from the dead in order that the 
prom ises should be fulfilled through him.

A braham  is com m anded to offer his son Isaac 
upon one of the m ountains in the land of M oriah. The 
m eaning of the name M oriah is unknown. Davis’ Bible 
D ictionary states that the land of Moriah was probably 
the region surrounding the hill on which Solomon’s 
tem ple was la ter built. It has been suggested by some 
Bible scholars that the place where Abraham was 
com m anded to offer his son links this event with the 
later offering of sacrifices in the Jerusalem temple (G. 
Vos, Biblical Theology, p. 108). It is highly probable 
that this connection is intended by the sacred record. 
Otherwise why should A braham  have been directed to 
go to  a distant region, and to offer his son upon a 
particular m ountain? The only plausible answer is that 
this particular mountain was to  be of outstanding 
im portance in the later history of redem ption.

It is worthy of note that when this difficult 
com m and was given to A braham  he set about obeying 
it w ithout delay. A braham  did not say, “This is a serious 
m atter, which calls for m uch prayer. I will call my 
household together for a ten-day season of prayer, that 
we may know what the will of God is.” Some modern- 
day believers use prayer as an escape from obedience. 
W hen confronted with a clear alternative between right 
and wrong, they will try to  postpone making a decision 
by praying for “guidance.” The present writer has 
known of Christians who prayed for guidance as to 
w hether they should leave a corrupt, apostate 
denom ination and join one that is true to the Bible; he 
has known others who prayed for guidance as to 
w hether they should render the things of G od to Caesar 
by applying for a perm it for the church to exist under a 
wicked, totalitarian law which constituted a pagan 
em peror the head of the church. W hen the will of God 
is known to a person, what is called for is not prayer but 
action. Prayer is a duty, and one that is too often 
neglected or slighted; but there are times when prayer
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is a sin. Prayer is a sin when we m ake it an escape route 
to avoid making a painful, unpleasant or em barrassing 
decision. Prayer is a sin \yhen it becomes a substitute 
for obedience.

Abraham did not delay his decision under the 
plea of praying for guidance. He obeyed promptly, 
without delay or evasion. “And Abraham  rose up early 
in the morning, and saddled his ass, and took two of his 
young men with him, and Isaac his son, and clave the 
wood for the burnt offering, and rose up, and went unto 
the place of which God had told him ” (22:3).

Questions:

1. W hat objection has been raised by unbelieving 
scholars against the story contined in chapter 22?

2. How can this objection to  the story be an
swered?

3. W hat do scholars who reject the sub
stitutionary atonem ent hold to  be the real meaning of 
the story in Gen. 22?

4. W hat does the Bible teach about how sin can 
be canceled?

5. Why was the com m and to sacrifice Isaac 
difficult for Abraham to obey?

6. W hat New Testam ent passage sheds light on 
this narrative?

7. According to the New Testam ent, what did 
Abraham believe to be the solution of the apparent 
contradiction between G od’s promises and G od’s 
command?

8. W hat two facts about G od did A braham  know 
to be true, which had a bearing on what would be the 
outcome of Isaac’s death?

9. Where was the land of M oriah located?

10. Why was the region and the particular 
mountain important?

11. When is prayer sinful?

LESSON 11 

THE LIFE OF ISAAC, CONTINUED

The place where Isaac was to be offered was 
evidently some distance from the place where 
Abraham had been living. On the third day Abraham 
lifted up his eyes and saw the place afar off (22:4). The 
two servants are com m anded to  wait, while Abraham 
proceeds further with Isaac. He tells the servants “I and 
the lad will go yonder and worship, and come again to 
you” (22:5). This statem ent of A braham  is definitely in 
harmony with the explanation given in Hebrews 11, 
namely, that Abraham  believed Isaac would be 
miraculously raised from the dead.

As they proceed toward the m ountain, Isaac asks 
a very embarrassing question: "W here is the lamb for a 
burnt offering?” (22:7). Abraham replies, “My son, God 
will provide himself a lamb for a burnt offering.” This 
answer certainly proceeded from A braham ’s faith in 
G od’s power and reliability. Abraham  leaves 
everything in the hands of God. In the light of what 
followed, A braham ’s statem ent seems prophetic. We 
may conclude that by divine guidance, the patriarch 
spoke a deeper and greater truth than he himself un
derstood at this point.

Isaac has not yet been inform ed of what is to be 
done. But when they have arrived at the appointed 
place, this can no longer be withheld from Isaac. 
Although Isaac is described as a “lad” he was not a 
mere child. The Jewish historian Josephus suggests that 
Isaac was about 25 years old at this time. It is obvious 
that Isaac could have escaped from A braham  if he had 
desired to do so. The fact that he m ade no attem pt to 
escape indicates that he willingly offered himself to be

bound and laid upon the altar by Abraham . This 
reminds us of the truth that our Lord Jesus Christ 
willingly offered Himself to bear the sins of the world. 
Unbelievers and modernists have objected  to the 
orthodox doctrine of the substitutionary atonem ent, 
saying that it would be unjust for G od the Father to 
compel His Son to suffer and die for the sins of the 
world. This is of course a m ere travesty of the orthodox 
doctrine of the atonem ent. It is not a case of G od the 
Father compelling His unwilling Son to bear the sins of 
the world. Rather Christ willingly laid down His life for 
the sins of men. This is proved by John 10:17,18 where 
Jesus says: “Therefore doth my F ather love me, 
because I lay down my life, that I might take it again. 
No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. I 
have power to lay it down and I have power to take it 
again. This com mandm ent have I received from my 
Father.” In these words we see two truths: (1) Jesus was 
not compelled against His will to suffer and die; (2) 
there was absolute harmony and unity of purpose 
between God the Father and G od the Son. Similarly, 
Isaac was not compelled against his will to  submit to 
being offered as a sacrifice; and it is also clear that 
there was com plete harmony and unity of purpose 
between Abraham and Isaac. It would have been 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, for A braham  to 
bind Isaac against the latter’s will.

The fact that Isaac willingly subm itted to  being 
bound for sacrifice is often overlooked when this 
chapter is read, while the whole emphasis is placed 
upon A braham ’s heroic faith. The incident shows a 
magnificent faith and devotion on Isaac's part also.
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W hen Abraham is actually on the point of killing 
his son with the knife he had brought along for the 
purpose, he is checked by the voice of the angel of the 
Lord calling to him from heaven. “God knew that the 
hand that had the courage to pick up the knife would 
not have hesitated to perform the sacrifice” (Leupold). 
The test of A braham ’s faith need go no further. It has 
been dem onstrated that God comes first in A braham ’s 
life. W hile God did not want the actual sacrifice of 
Isaac to  take place, still He did want Abraham to make 
the sacrifice in his heart. We should realize that God 
dem ands suprem e devotion of every one of His 
children, not only of Abraham. Even though He does 
not put every one to such a supreme test, still He 
dem ands the same absolute spiritual devotion of every 
believer. G od claims absolute priority in man’s life. To 
the extent that we fail to give God that place in our 
lives, we are idolaters.

A braham  had proved that he feared G od. Many 
people say that they fear God, or believe in God, or 
serve G od, yet all the while they are living for self or 
the world. In our own day people will flagrantly violate 
the com m andm ents of God, yet self-righteously claim 
that they have done no wrong. We recently read an 
argum ent which claimed that it is right for a certain 
com m ercial motion picture theatre to operate on the 
Lord’s Day, inasmuch as the proprietor, projector 
opera to rs and many of the patrons are Christian 
people! It is to be feared that this is a common attitude, 
not an isolated case. Today a mere nominal profession 
of devotion to God is often regarded as if it were the 
real thing. A braham  not only claimed that he feared 
G od; he proved that he feared God.

In the New Testam ent (James 2:21,22) we read: 
“W as not A braham  our father justified by works, when 
he had offered Isaac his son upon the altar? Seest thou 
how faith wrought with his works, and by works was 
faith m ade perfect?” Here we have an inspired 
sta tem en t that A braham ’s offering of Isaac was a proof 
of the reality of his faith.

“And A braham  lifted up his eyes, and looked, and 
behold behind him a ram caught in a thicket by his 
horns: and Abraham went and took the ram and of
fered him up for a burnt offering in the stead of his son” 
(22:13). “A braham  is asked by God to  offer life, that 
which in point of life is dearest to him, his only son. At 
the sam e time it is declared by the interposition of the 
Angel and the pointing out of the ram in the thicket, 
that the substitution of one life for another life would 
be acceptab le to G od” (G. Vos, Biblical Theology, p. 
107)

The principle of substitutionary sacrifice is taught 
by the offering up of the ram caught in the thicket. This 
ram  is offered in the stead of Isaac. This principle of 
substitution is the very core of the Biblical doctrine of 
redem ption. A person who does not believe in this is 
rejecting , not some little point of doctrine out on the 
circum ference of the circle, but the very center of the 
circle itself. Such a person is rejecting the main thing

that makes Christianity what it is. The writer once knew 
a man who said he accepted all the teachings of 
evangelical Christianity except for one minor detail. 
Upon being asked what that one point was he replied 
that it was the substitutionary atonem ent. He thought it 
degrading for man to depend on the death of Christ for 
salvation; it would be more in keeping with human self- 
respect for a man to stand on his own feet before God. 
This, of course, was just another way of saying that he 
did not consider himself a sinner, felt no need of a 
Saviour and therefore was not s Christian. The fact that 
he was a m em ber of a well-known “evangelical” church 
denom ination did not alter the fact that he was 
essentially an unbeliever.

It is worth noting that the apostle Paul in Romans 
8:32 in speaking of the sacrifice of Christ for our sins 
uses language which is strongly reminiscent of God's 
message to  A braham  in Gen. 22:12: "He that spared 
not His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all . . 
“thou has not withheld thy son, thine only son from 
m e.”

Both A braham  and Isaac must have been deeply 
moved by the outcom e of their trip to the land of 
M oriah. The Genesis record deals with the event 
objectively, saying nothing about the em otional 
reactions of Abraham and Isaac. That Abraham was 
very deeply impressed is indicated by his naming the 
place Jehovah-jireh, meaning “Jehovah will provide.” 
Moses in writing Genesis adds that even in his day the 
proverbial statem ent, “In the mount of the Lord it shall 
be seen (provided)”, was in use, indicating the deep 
impression made on people’s minds and memories.

Questions:

1. W hat light does the Epistle to the Hebrews 
throw on the history of Abraham offering Isaac?

2. How did Abraham answer his son’s question 
about a lamb?

3. How old may Isaac have been at this time?

4. W hat is shown by the fact that Isaac made no 
attem pt to  escape?

5. W hat truth concerning Christ is suggested by 
Isaac’s conduct upon this occasion?

6. W hat does John 10:17,18 teach about Christ, 
and in what ways is this parallel to the situation in 
G enesis 22?

7. W hat place does God claim in every human
life?

8. W hat had Abraham proved concerning his 
own life?

9. W hat is the difference between m ere nominal 
profession and real fear of God?
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10. W hat does the Epistle of James say about 
A braham ’s offering of Isaac on the altar?

11. W hat principle of redem ption was involved in 
the sacrifice of the ram  found in the thicket?

12. Why can a person who rejects a sub
stitutionary atonem ent not be a Christian?

13. What name did A braham  give to the place 
where he had bound his son and laid him on the altar?

14. W hat is the m eaning of this name?

15. W hat proverb cam e into use through this 
event?

LESSON 12 

THE LIFE OF ISAAC, CONTINUED

Immediately after A braham  had met the supreme 
test of being willing to  offer his son as a sacrifice to 
God, a further revelation was granted to him. The angel 
of the Lord calls to  him out of heaven the second time 
(22:15). The great promises are repeated, this time with 
an oath on the part of God. “By myself have I sworn, 
saith the Lord . . (22:16). The New Testam ent 
comments (Hebrews 6:13,14): “For when God made 
promise to Abraham , because he could swear by no 
greater, he sware by himself, saying, Surely blessing I 
will bless thee, and multiplying I will multiply thee,” 
adding the explanation: “For men verily swear by the 
greater: and an oath for confirm ation is to  them an end 
of all strife” (Heb. 6:16). An oath is stronger than a 
m ere statem ent; it is used in m atters of the greatest 
im portance, and has a character of finality, o r of 
settling a m atter perm anently. W anting to  give 
Abraham the strongest possible kind of assurance at 
this point in his life, G od not only repeats the promises 
but actually confirms them by an oath. Essentially an 
oath is an appeal to G od to witness the tru th  of what 
one is saying, or one’s sincere purpose to  carry out what 
he is promising. Men swear by G od because He is the 
greatest of all beings; there is no greater by whom they 
could swear. For the same reason, when G od swears, 
He can only swear by Himself; there is none greater 
than Himself to whom He can appeal.

The promises given in chapter 22 are essentially 
identical with those previously given (chaps. 12, 15, 17), 
yet there are some differences of detail in the wording. 
“Blessing I will bless thee” is a Hebrew idiom, which 
may be translated “I will very greatly bless thee;” and 
so also in the case of the promise, "multiplying I will 
multiply thee.” Com pare the words of G en. 2:17, “thou 
shalt surely die,” which in the Hebrew  is literally “dying 
thou shalt die.”

“And thy seed shall possess the gate of his 
enem ies” (22:17). The word “gate” or "gates" is used in 
Scripture to mean the power of something; thus in 
M atthew 16:18 the expression “the gates of hell” means 
the greatest possible power of evil. A braham  is assured 
that his seed shall possess the gate of his enemies. As 
Leupold points out, this does not at all m ean that Israel 
is to gain possession of the world by military conquest, 
but only states what the outcom e will be when Israel is 
attacked by other nations; m oreover this promise to 
A braham ’s seed is conditioned by Israel's obedience to

God. We know that as long as Israel rem ained faithful 
to God the nation was delivered from attacks by enemy 
nations; but when they becam e unfaithful to God, God 
punished them by delivering them up into the hands of 
powerful enemies, as happened several times in the 
period of the Judges; and as when the northern  
kingdom was destroyed by Assyria in 721 B.C., and 
Jerusalem was destroyed by the Babylonians in 586 B.C.

Of the promises granted to  A braham  the greatest 
and most im portant is “And in thy seed shall all the 
nations of the earth be blessed” (22:18). Literally the 
Hebrew says “In thy seed shall all the nations of the 
earth bless themselves.” This prom ise is of course a 
prophecy of the coming of Jesus Christ and of the 
success of His redemptive work. W e should note the 
universal elem ent that is prom inent here. It is not 
merely the physical descendants of the patriarch 
Abraham that are to be blessed through His Seed, but 
all the nations of the earth. G od called A braham  and 
made a covenant with him so that from  his seed Christ 
could be born, and the real purpose of this was not 
merely to  bring blessing to Israel, but to  bring blessing 
to the world. If the operations of G od’s saving grace 
were confined to the narrow channel of Israel for some 
two thousand years, this was not because G od’s 
ultimate purpose was to bless Israel, but rather His 
ultimate purpose was that the river should overflow the 
channel and bring blessing to  “all the nations of the 
earth.” The Jews of our Lord’s day and of the apostle 
Paul’s day had forgotten this truth; they insisted upon 
regarding the narrow channel of the Mosaic system as 
permanently valid, as if it existed for its own sake and 
not for a purpose greater than itself. So they stoned 
Stephen and hated Paul.

We may pause at this point to note that the 
promise of a Redeem er is becom ing m ore definite and 
explicit as history moves on. First it was a prom ise that 
the seed of the woman would finally crush the serpent’s 
head (Gen. 3:15); then it is implied tha t the R edeem er 
shall be descended from Shem (Gen. 9:26); now it is 
revealed that the R edeem er shall be descended from 
Abraham and shall bring blessing to  the world.

Following the reception of this divine revelation, 
Abraham and Isaac return to the point where the two 
young men and the ass had been left (22:19, com pare 
verse 5). The reunited party returns to  Beersheba (“the
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well of the o a th ”) in the south of Palestine.

Questions:

1. W hat experience did Abraham have im
m ediately after offering the ram in place of his son 
Isaac?

2. W hat is rem arkable about the way G od’s 
prom ises to  A braham  are repeated in chapter 22?

3. W hat does the Epistle to the Hebrews say 
about the purpose and effectiveness of an oath?

4. W hy do  men swear by the name of God?

5. W hy did G od swear by Himself?

6. W hat is the meaning of “Blessing I will bless 
thee”?

7. W hat is m eant by the promise that A braham ’s 
seed shall possess the gate of his enemies?

8. W hat condition was implied in this promise 
about possessing the gate of the enemies?

9. W hat was the most im portant of the promises 
given to  Abraham?

10. Why did G od call Abraham and make a 
covenant w ith him?

11. W hat was the error of the Jews of Paul’s day 
as to  the purpose of the nation of Israel?

LESSON 13 

THE LIFE OF ISAAC, CONTINUED

W e shall pass over the beautiful story of how 
R ebekah becam e the bride of Isaac, pausing only to 
note two lessons specially taught by this part of the 
history —  the deep concern of the godly Abraham that 
his son Isaac should not marry a woman of the ungodly 
Canaanites, and the marvellous providence of God in 
working out everything for the filfilment of the divine 
plan. W e shall now pass on to  Genesis chapter 25 and 
take up the birth of Esau and Jacob, the twin sons of 
Isaac and Rebekah.

Again we m eet the expression “These are the 
generations of . . ( 2 5 : 1 9 )  indicating the beginning of a 
new subject o r section of the book. This time it is the 
generations of Isaac. In 37:2 we meet the statem ent 
“These are the generations of Jacob.” This may seem 
ra th e r strange for there is much more about Jacob than 
about Isaac in the section called “The generations of 
Isaac .” The explanation is evidently that the early parts 
of Jacob’s life were dom inated by the influence of 
Isaac, therefore they are included as part of the history 
of Isaac.

The first new fact stated in the history of Isaac is 
his prayer to  the Lord on behalf of his wife Rebekah, 
who had borne no children. The Lord answered this 
p rayer of Isaac (25:21) and so Rebekah is soon to 
becom e a m other. She is to be the m other of twins, and 
before they are born there comes a revelation from 
G od to  R ebekah  (25:22,23). It is said to Rebekah that 
twin sons will be born and that two nations shall be 
descended from  them. It is further revealed that “the 
one people shall be stronger than the other people: and 
the elder shall serve the younger” (25:23). T hat the one 
nation  should be stronger than the other would oc
casion no surprise; but the prediction that the elder 
should serve the younger would cause wonder, because 
it runs contrary  to  nature and custom. H ere in this 
history of R ebekah we see a profound truth disclosed. 
In G o d ’s dealings with mankind, grace is more im

portan t than nature, and takes priority over it. God's 
purpose of redem ption is a sovereign purpose and 
cannot be limited to natural, reasonable and customary 
channels. G od in His sovereignty chooses and decides 
as He pleases and no being in the universe has a right to 
challenge His decisions. Contrary to nature and human 
custom  G od has chosen the younger in preference to 
the elder.

This revelation to Rebekah is developed later in 
the Bible. In M alachi 1:2,3 we read: “Was not Esau 
Jacob’s brother? saith the Lord: yet I loved Jacob, and I 
hated Esau . . Then in the New Testam ent the apostle 
Paul com m ents on it in Rom ans 9:10-13, "And not only 
this; but when R ebecca also had conceived by one, 
even by our father Isaac: (for the children being not yet 
born, neither having done any good or evil, that the 
purpose of God according to election might stand, not 
of works but of him that calleth;) it was said unto her, 
The elder shall serve the younger. As it is written, Jacob 
have I loved, but Esau have I hated."

The apostle Paul points out that this 
discrim ination on the part of G od was sovereign, not 
based on any m erit of Jacob over against Esau, as 
proved by the fact that the discrimination was made 
before the children were born, or had done anything 
good or evil. We may pause a mom ent here to  observe 
that Paul's argum ent holds good against the m odern 
sophistry that G od’s election is based on foreseen faith 
and repentance. Clearly the apostle’s concern is to 
show that G od’s choice was a sovereign one, not based 
on anything in the life of Jacob and Esau themselves. If 
Paul had believed, as some people do today, that God 
chose Jacob because He foresaw that Jacob would later 
of his own free will repent and believe in the Lord, then 
the choice would have been based on works after all — 
foreseen works, but still works. But Paul definitely says 
that it was “not of works, but of him that calleth ,” as 
proved by the fact that the decision was made before
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the sons were born. The m odern sophistry of election 
being based on foreseen repentance and faith had not 
yet been invented in Paul’s time, but in any case it is 
clear that such a scheme cannot possibly be fitted into 
the apostle’s statem ents in Rom ans 9:10-13. The notion 
of election being based on foreseen repentance and 
faith does not really com e from exegesis of the 
Scriptures, but from a persistent desire to  maintain 
m an’s free will and moral ability over against G od’s 
sovereignty. This m odern notion has been quite fairly 
described as the notion that “G od elects those who 
elect themselves.”

God chose the younger in preference to the elder, 
then, not because of a moral difference between the 
two sons (actual or foreseen) but because it was G od’s 
good pleasure so to decide. This is not to  say that God 
had no reason; it is only to say that G od’s reasons were 
not grounded in the superior m erit o r m oral character 
of the one bro ther over against the other. The oft- 
quoted saying of Augustine is relevant here: “The grace 
of God does not find men fit for salvation, but makes 
them so.” In other words, the truth is not that God 
chose Jacob because Jacob was going to becom e a good 
man; but rather, Jacob finally becam e a good man 
because God had chosen him. For our part, we will 
take the theology of Augustine in preference to the 
popular man-pleasing Arminianism of the present day.

Questions:
1. At what point in the book do “the generations

of Isaac” begin?

2. How can we explain the fact that a large part 
of the section designated as “the generations of Isaac” 
actually deals with Jacob?

3. What special prayer of Isaac is mentioned in
25:21?

4. W hat revelation of the Lord was granted to 
Rebekah?

5. W hat Biblical truth is exemplified by this 
revelation to Rebekah?

6. How does the prophet M alachi refer to this 
revelation to Rebekah?

7. In what book and chapter of the writings of the 
apostle Paul is the revelation to  R ebekah cited and 
com mented upon?

8. W hat inference does Paul draw  from the fact 
that the revelation came to Rebekah before her two 
sons were bom?

9. How can we answer the claim that G od’s 
election is based on foreseen repentance and faith?

10. W hat statem ent of Augustine is relevant to 
the revelation given to Rebekah?

Religious Terms Defined
N A T U R A L ISM . T h e  th e o lo g ic a l and  

philosophical basis of Liberalism. Naturalism denies the 
reality of the supernatural in the Bible and in Christian 
experience, and holds that all religion and religious 
experience is the product of the operation of 
universal, im personal natural laws. The "G od” of 
Naturalism is really only a part of nature, or an aspect 
of the universe.

NATURE. The orderly, uniform system of the 
universe, operating according to the law of cause and 
effect as ordained by God, against the background of 
which G od’s m iraculous acts stand out in sharp con
trast to the ordinary course of events. Contrary to those 
who object to speaking of “nature” because they hold 
that this implies an im proper "nature-grace” dualism, 
the New Testam ent uses the term nature twelve times.

NAZIRITE. This word is wrongly spelled 
Nazarite in the King James Version. It means a man or 
woman who was specially consecrated to God by a 
vow, either for an entire lifetime, or for a limited period 
of time. Certain things were forbidden to the Nazirite, 
including eating or drinking any product of the grape 
vine, shaving the head, cutting the hair, and touching a

dead body. Samson was a Nazirite, though he did not 
always keep the laws involved. John the Baptist was a 
Nazirite from birth. The vow taken by the apostle Paul 
(Acts 21:20-26) was apparently a Nazirite vow.

NESTORIANISM. The ancient heresy which 
taught that in Christ there are not merely two natures 
(divine and human), but two persons, one divine, the 
other human.

NEW TESTAMENT SACRAMENTS, THE. “The 
sacraments of the New Testam ent are. Baptism, and the 
Lord’s Supper” (Shorter Catechism , 93).

NICOLAITANS. A sect of heretics m entioned 
in Rev. 2:6,15, who taught that Christians are at liberty 
to indulge in the lusts of the flesh.

OATH. "A lawful oath is a part of religious 
worship, wherein, upon just occasion, the person 
swearing solemnly calleth G od to witness what he 
asserteth, or promiseth; and to judge him according to 
the truth or falsehood of what he sw eareth.” (W est
minster Confession of Faith, XXII. 1).
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imply approval of its entire contents. Purchase books 
from your book dealer o r from the publishers. Do not 
send orders for books to Blue Banner Faith and Life.

JEANETTE LI, Autobiography of a Chinese 
Christian, translated by Rose A. Huston. The Banner of 
T ru th  T rust, London, 1972, pp. 361. Paperback, $2.50. 
In U.S.A., P. O. Box 652, Carlisle, Pa. 17013.

This autobiographical account of the life and 
ministry of a rem arkable Chinese Christian is both 
refreshing in its simplicity and challenging in its 
message. H ere is a moving message of faith in suffering 
and unwavering obedience to Christ which should 
challenge all who read it.

Taking into account the inevitable loss of style as 
a result of translation, the translator achieved 
rem arkable success in preserving and conveying 
som ething of the author’s original simplicity of ex
pression. The conversational style, though sometimes 
choppy, is refreshing and very readable.

Helpful insights into Chinese religious beliefs and 
practices drawn from the experiences of Mrs. Li are an 
added dividend for the student of non-Christian 
re lig io n s . A n o th e r  u n ex p e c ted  bonus in an 
autobiography is the historical insight provided, both 
political and religious, of modern China.

Highly recommended to students of Christian 
missions, lovers of autobiography, and those desiring 
insights into the history and religion of China. Excerpts 
may be adaptable as missionary stories for children.

—James C. Pennington

BIBLE CHARACTERS AND DOCTRINES: 
BATHSHEBA TO REHOBOAM - MAN AND SIN, 
VOL. V, by E. M. Blaiklock and A. Skevington W ood. 
W illiam B. Eerdm ans Publishing Company, Grand 
Rapids, M ichigan 49502, 1972, pp. 128, $1.50.

This latest in Bible study aids for daily use will 
eventually consist of 16 volumes each containing 90 
short articles. The articles are divided between sket
ches of biblical characters (by E. M. Blaiklock) and 
short doctrinal studies on im portant biblical themes 
au thored  by different men in each volume.

In this particular volume the theme revolves 
around  a quick, yet comprehensive, survey of key Old 
and New Testam ent passages dealing with man as 
fallen, guilty, and helpless. The studies attem pt to 
picture man as a finite m em ber of the animal kingdom, 
as well as image-bearer of his Creator-Redeemer.

BIBLE CHARACTERS AND DOCTRINES: 
JEROBOAM TO HOSEA - LAW AND GRACE, VOL. 
VI, by E. M. Blaiklock and H. H. Rowdon. William B. 
E e rd m a n s  P ub lish in g  C om pany , G ra n d  R ap ids, 
Michigan 49502, 1972, pp. 128, $1.50.

The title of this volume acts as a foil to the often 
(and wrongly) imposed dichotom y of “law” and “grace” 
between Old and New Testam ents respectively. 
Throughout these studies, "law” is seen as an ex
pression of “grace” throughout both testaments, while 
the only contrast is between the partial (Old 
Testam ent) and the fulfilment (New Testament).

This new series of Bible Characters and Doctrines
promises to be a useful devotional aid. Its brevity and 
form at prohibit deeper penetration, but presents a solid 
overview and introduction to key biblical concepts.

—Lee P. Bittner III

II PETER: A SHORT COMMENTARY, by 
G ordon H. Clark. Presbyterian and Reformed 
Publishing Company, Box 185, Nutley, New Jersey 
17110, 1972, pp. 78, $2.50.

The current penchant for de-mythology, anti- 
intellectualism, and wanton immorality makes this little 
epistle all the more relevant for Christian scholars, 
pastors, and laymen today. So avers G ordon Clark as 
he summarizes that in this epistle “Peter both begins 
and ends . . .  with an emphasis on knowledge.”

The com m entary promises brevity and keeps its 
word without compromising careful critical (textual) 
and exegetical scholarship. Questions dealing with the 
authorship and date of the letter are delineated within 
the com m entary itself rather than forming separate 
introductions. There is really nothing new or “ground
breaking” in this work. The author draws upon the 
m ajor com m entaries on II Peter (W and, Mayor, Bigg, 
and Strachan) without hesitating to disagree with them. 
R eaders will find the author’s critique of DeGraaf- 
Seerveld’s Understanding the Scriptures provocative 
(pp. 51-53).

In essence, the contribution of this com m entary 
is not so much in the field of New Testam ents studies, 
for the author is primarily a Christian philosopher; 
rather, its emphasis and value lies in the unmasking of 
the humanism, historicism, and positivism of Peter’s 
day, as well as our own.

—Lee P. Bittner III — Lee P. Bittner III
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THINK ON THESE THINGS: BIBLE TRUTHS 
FOR FAITH AND LIFE, by John H. Skilton. 
Presbyterian and Reform ed Publishing Company, Box 
185, Nutley, New Jersey 17110,1972, pp. 84,51.50.

Comprised of meditations for daily use during a 
twelve week period, this book aims to  supplem ent the 
devotional life of the Christian especially in time of 
special need. It is similar in structure and form at to the 
monthly Family Altar series. The brief m editations are 
rich in depth, yet profound in simplicity. The author 
has com bined a wide breadth of scholarship with a love 
for the Word of Christ. The result is an expression of 
Reformed piety at its best.

—Lee P. B ittner III

THE WESTMINSTER CONFESSION AND 
MODERN SOCIETY, by Francis Nigel Lee. Scottish 
Reformed Fellowship, c-o Mr. T. Frankland, 3 M ont
pelier Terrace, Edinburgh, Scotland, 1972, pp. 16, 8 
pence.

While the W estm inster Confession is a “church 
confession”, it articulates a definition of reality which 
solely rests upon the self-attesting Christ of Scripture. 
W ritten in the tradition of the m odern Reform ed 
presuppositionalists (e.g., Van Til and Stoker), this 
pam phlet contends that the ultimate relevance of the 
W estm inster Confession for m odern society is that it 
pronounces every area of life as regulated by G od’s 
W ord; and that there can be no true knowledge (only 
"borrowed capital") apart from a m an’s com m itm ent to 
G od’s W ord in Christ.

— Lee P. Bittner III

COUNTERFEIT MIRACLES, by B. B. Warfield. 
The Banner of T ruth Trust, P. O. Box 652, Carlisle, Pa., 
17013, 1972, pp. 327, $1.95.

The beauty of paperback reprints of the 
Reform ed classics is that they may be purchased for not 
much more than the original volumes in their own day. 
This particular work is a must for those inundated with 
“charism atic” and “pentecostal” propaganda. The 
author cautions that the claimants of “m iraculous gifts” 
down through the centuries have proved fraudulant. 
There is no intent in this work to invalidate the 
“m iraculous” character and content of the Christian 
faith and message, but there is a strong case m ade for 
the uniqueness and finality of apostolic Christianity. 
W arfield’s ultim ate thesis is, given the bestowal of the 
Spirit, and the com pletion of G od’s self-revelation 
through the fulness of the apostolic tradition, the 
Church needs no further confirm ation and dem on
stration of the reality and finality of Christianity. To 
turn to  “counterfeit miracles” for “proof” or “in
spiration” is an act of disbelief and a rejection of G od’s 
final incarnational and inscripturated authority.

THE KINGDOM  OF GOD AND THE CHURCH, 
by G eerhardus Vos. Presbyterian and Reformed 
Publishing Company, P. O. Box 185, Nutley, New Jersey 
17110, 1972, pp. 111. $2.95.

This reprint of one of the classic Reform ed works 
on this biblical concept is a welcome addition to the 
maze of current literature on this subject. Building 
upon Calvin and later Reform ed theology, yet with an 
eye toward the nineteenth century continental interest 
in the Kingdom concept, Dr. Vos returns to  Jesus’ own 
idea of the relationship — yet distinction —  between 
Church and Kingdom.

The Church is seen as a specific "form " of the 
Kingdom centering in the incarnated  Person and the 
redemptive W ork of Christ. Y et the Kingdom doctrine 
implies the subjection of all “forms and spheres to the 
end of religion” (p. 103). The Kingdom concept in the 
Gospels, as well as the rest of Scripture, proclaim s that 
“. . . religion alone can act as the suprem e, unifying, 
centralizing factor in the life of m an . .  .” (p. 103; cf. pp. 
87-88).

— Lee P. Bittner III

LIBERTY OF CONSCIENCE: TH E HISTORY 
OF A PURITAN IDEA, by L. John Van Til. The Craig 
Press, P. O. Box 13, Nutley, New Jersey 17110, 1972, pp. 
192, $3.95.

Beginning with the Puritan, William Perkins, the 
author traces the developm ent of the doctrine of the 
“liberty of conscience” through its stifling suppression 
in Stuart England to  its hardy growth in the Am erica 
colonies. Not only did each state provide for “liberty of 
conscience” in their state constitutions (many already 
had such provisions in their original charters), but the 
American view of “liberty of conscience” cam e to  its 
fullest expression in the “anti-establishm ent” clause of 
the First Amendment.

“Liberty of conscience” is seen as the individual 
Christian’s highest court of appeal. Thus, the author 
links the view of the W estm inster Confession (Chap. 
XX) directly to such docum ents as the American 
Declaration of Independence and federal Constitution. 
Though this book is recom m ended as an excellent and 
thorough treatm ent of a little noticed, but extremely 
important subject, this reviewer is still suspicious that 
the idea of “liberty of conscience” was, in the minds of 
many early architects of A m erican political philosophy 
(e.g., Jefferson and Madison), a "Puritan idea” dressed 
in the garments of autonom ous hum an Reason.

— Lee P. B ittner III

THE UNTAPPED GENERATION, by David and 
Don Wilkerson. Zondervan Publ. House, G rand 
Rapids, Mich. 49506. 1971, pp. 256, paperback, $1.95.

— Lee P. B ittner III Following a graphic analysis of the m odem
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generation, the Wilkersons plead for counselors to 
m eet the challenge of the addict, the homosexual, the 
alcoholic, the teen-age runaway, the prostitute, and the 
sex addict. They present many practical suggestions to 
pastors, teachers, and parents who have to deal with 
such problem s. The high quality photographs shock 
one into the reality of these present problems.

Although highly com mendable, the book suffers 
from A rm inian presuppositions, emphasis on the 
Baptism of the Holy Spirit, and speaking in tongues. On 
page 82 it urges counselors to avoid making unqualified 
prom ises to  the counselee. But on page 57 it does just 
w hat it condem ns: “Give God one more chance,” I 
said. "If you go into the chapel with me and pray, I 
guarantee you that God will do something for you.” 
(Em phasis mine).

—Donald W eilersbacher

TH E CHRISTIAN WAY OF DEATH, by Gladys 
Hunt. Zondervan Pub. House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 
49506. 1971, pp. 117, $3.50.

W e all must face the reality of death. This volume 
may help you to do so with Christian presuppositions. 
W riting from an evangelical perspective, Mrs. Hunt 
very tenderly deals with such topics as death, grief, 
sympathy, funerals, and explaining to children what has 
happened and what will happen to someone we have 
loved.

— Donald W eilersbacher

YOUR GOD IS TOO WHITE, by Columbus 
Salley and Ronald Behm. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers 
Grove, Illinois 60515, 1970, pp. 114, paperback, $1.95.

The in tent of this book is (1) to  explain how 
"Christianity” (in its broadest and most inclusive sense) 
is related  to the historical and present day oppression 
of black, (2) to show why blacks have rejected such 
"Christianity”, (3) to indicate the nature of Christianity 
and the p roper response to this truth, and (4) to  suggest 
som e positive avenues for meeting the objective and 
subjective needs of the black community.

The real strength of this work lies in the fact that 
it proves that social reform can not be disassociated 
from preaching the Gospel. There is also a very good 
exegesis on the “Curse of Canaan”: to show that black 
people are not included in it. Its weakness comes from 
not em phasizing what true Christians have done 
historically and are doing today to improve the physical 
and spiritual condition of the black man. Although 
encouraging us to  cooperate with non-Christian 
organizations for social reform, it fails to set any limits 
on  such cooperation; as when we are used by them 
to prom ote a non-Christian philosophy of life. It won’t 
m ake you feel com fortable, but it is well worth reading.

—Donald W eilersbacher

THE ATONEMENT, by A rthur W. Pink. Reiner 
Publications, Swengel, Pa. 17880. 1969, pp. 313, $4.95.

The atonem ent of Christ is the most im portant 
subject that can engage our minds. Pink has done an 
exhaustive study and a balanced presentation of this 
them e from a Reform ed perspective.

—Donald W eilersbacher

REVOLUTION IN ROM E,, by David F. Wells. 
Inter-Varsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois, 60615, pp. 
149, $4.95.

The official docum ents of V atican II reveal that 
the Church of Rom e has shifted from a position of the 
Bible plus tradition as the criterion of tru th  to  that of 
the Bible plus subjective religious experience as the 
basis of authority. This would put the majority of 
Rom an Catholics in the position of the 17th century 
Anabaptists o r the present day Protestant liberals. A 
thoroughly captivating and informative book!

— Donald W eilersbacher

W E BELIEVE, by J. A. Vink. Inter-League 
Publication Board of the Canadian Reform ed Chur
ches. D istributed by V onkenberg Study Aids, Box 783, 
London 12, Ontario, Canada, pp. 57, paperback, $1.25.

This outline study covers articles 18 to  37 of the 
Belgic Confession. Each topic is related to the 
Heidelberg Catechism and the Canons of Dort. The 
com m ents are appropriate, but far too brief. There is 
also a need for greater Scriptural support of each ar
ticle.

— Donald W eilersbacher

TO THE PRAISE OF HIS GLORY, by J. Faber et 
al. Same as above, pp. 59, paperback, $1.25.

The Canons of Dort are discussed in outline form 
with adequate Scriptural support and reference to the 
historical conflict with Arminianism. One might ap
preciate m ore com m ent on present day theological 
problem s and how the tru th  of the canons relate to 
them.

— Donald W eilersbacher

THE JOHANNINE LOGOS, by G ordon H. Clark. 
Presbyterian and Reform ed Publishing Company, P. O. 
Box 185, Nutley, N.J., 17110. 1972, pp. 90, paperback, 
$2.95.

G ordon Clark has been a professor of philosophy 
at Butler University for many years and is the author of 
many scholarly publications, such as: —  “A History of 
Philosophy”; A Christian Philosophy of Education”; 
“W hat Presbyterians Believe”; “Religion, Reason, and 
Revelation”; “Biblical Predestination.” These books 
and others can be obtained from the Reformed
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Publishing Company, Box 185, Nutley, N. J. 07110.

Ordinary thinkers are awed by the com 
prehensiveness of Mr. Clark’s learning; and perhaps a 
detailed and fair criticism must be left to  minds like 
himself.

We are thankful when we com e across such 
scholarly productions on the side of G od’s W ord, which 
goes to  show that if there are mighty intellects seeking 
to destroy our faith, we have also mighty intellects on 
our side, who, by the grace of God are able not only to 
defend the faith but to attack the enemy on his own 
ground in the interests of the cause of truth.

In his treatm ent of the Logos, the Truth, and 
Saving faith the author explains many passages in the 
gospel according to John. For example, he shows us 
some of the differences between the gospel according 
to John, M atthew, M ark, and Luke.

The author shows as against heretical teaching 
that as a G reek philosophic term Logos indicates a 
suprem e intelligence governing the universe. Such a 
sentence as, “In the beginning was the Divine Logos” 
conveys a satisfactory m eaning to the average mind.

T ruth in John’s gospel is the message of Scripture. 
This is borne out by John 17:17. “Sanctify them through 
thy truth; thy word, doctrine, argum ent, theory is 
tru th .” Sanctification is basically an intellectual 
process.

In dealing with saving faith, Mr. Clark maintains 
that the word heart means mind or Intellect; and he is 
critical of the com bination of knowledge, assent, and 
trust as the substance of saving faith. He would lay the 
emphasis in belief, as m ore of the essence of faith, 
whereas we tend to put the emphasis on trust. The 
author quotes largely from Calvin who says on this 
point: —  "The assent which we give to  the Divine W ord 
. . . is from the heart rather than from the head, and 
from the affections rather than from the un
derstanding.” (Institutes 111:2:8)

We think in all fairness to Mr. Clark, Mr. Calvin 
and others, that we all agree on the definition of saving 
faith though we may disagree on terminology. The 
lohannine Logos is a brilliant production and is in line 
with the best Reform ed traditions; the author deserves 
the thanks of the Christian public for his labor on this 
portion of Truth.

— W allace Nicholson

THE JESUS PEOPLE SPEAK OUT!, by Rubin 
Ortega. David C. Cook Publishing Co., 850 N. Grove 
Ave., Elgin, 111. 60120. 1972, pp. 128, paperback. $.95.

Rubin O rtega sets down from interviews with 
young and bright people, sympathic to the Jesus 
people, a cross-section of their views. These views are 
various and deal with witchcraft, sex, drugs, tongues,

war, etc. At the same time, a considerable num ber of 
the people believe the Bible is inspired, and that they 
seek salvation in Christ.

However, one wonders w hether they have any 
orderly way of Christian living and service, and whether 
they practice their beliefs.

A good num ber of the answers to questions show 
considerable intelligence. It is reported , however, that 
they de-emphasize sin and repentance in favor of love, 
brotherhood, and social virtues. Have those who were 
hippies really given up free love and drugs?

Mr. Ortega gives us a good opportunity in this 
book to examine this new m ovem ent, which seems to 
be just another religious fad which will soon be 
replaced by another political, racial or religious 
movement, which claims to  have all the answers.

—W allace Nicholson

WRITTEN IN BLOOD, by R obert E. Coleman. 
Fleming H. Revell Co., Old Tappan, N. J. 07675. 1972, 
pp. 128, paperback. $1.50. H ardbound, $3.50.

Robert E. Coleman is the M cCrelen Professor of 
Evangelism at Ashbury Theological Seminary. He is the 
author of a num ber of volumes, such as “Established by 
the W ord of G od”, “Life in the Living W ord”, "The 
Spirit and the W ord.” Such questions as these are dealt 
with by Mr. Coleman: W hat is the m eaning of blood 
sacrifice? Why is the blood of Christ so often m en
tioned in the New Testam ent? W hat were the terms of 
the blood covenant?

The book has been w ritten by a scholarly 
Christian who draws all his satatem ents from  Scripture. 
Every minister should get a copy.

The significance of blood in Scripture is summed 
up in the words of Mr. Coleman as follows: “This is 
particularly significant when interpreting the atoning 
work of our Lord. For it means that finally it is the 
sacrificial death of Christ, not his m eritorious life, 
which gives us redem ption; yet it is by virtue of what 
He was in life that His death has eternal relevance. 
What He died for will never change. In the ages to 
come we will know Him as our loving Saviour who gave 
His blood for us” (page 86).

— W allace Nicholson

YOU . . .  HIS GUEST, by P. C. Van W ijk. Public. 
Organis. of the Free Reform ed C hurches of Australia, 
Launceston, Tasmania, Australia 7250. 1971, pp. 32, 
paperback. Also available from V onkenburg Study 
Aids, PO Box 783, London 12, O nt., Canada.

This booklet has been translated from the Dutch 
into the English language through the permission of the 
author, Mr. P. C. Van W ijk of Zal Hommel, the 
Netherlands.
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The substance of the booklet is the sacraments, 
baptism and the Lord’s Supper. We have here in simple 
language an in terpretation of these ordinances suitable 
for children. It is also useful to grown-ups who may 
think that they know more about the sacram ents than 
they do. The author explains such term s as 
“sacram ents”, “holy means”, "signs”, “seals”, etc. For 
exam ple, Calvin says, “The seals which are affixed to 
docum ents are worthless if nothing is written, but when 
som ething is, the seals confirm and seal it.” A useful 
little booklet.

—Wallace Nicholson

BELIEVERS AND THEIR SEED, by Herman 
Hoeksem a. Kregel Publications, P. O. Box 2607, Grand 
Rapids, M ichigan 49501. 1971, pp. 159. $2.95.

As can be seen, the author is a staunch Calvinist 
who lays great emphasis on the covenant of grace.

In this book the meaning and significance of 
G od’s covenant of grace are explained and the place of 
the children of G od’s people as they are included in the 
covenant.

The au thor has his own view of the implications 
of the covenant as it applies to children and he treats of 
various views of this question. “Now here is also the 
Scriptural basis for the baptism of infants. The ground 
for infant baptism  cannot and may not be sought in the 
presupposition that those infants are regenerated . . . 
but the firm ground for the baptism of the little children 
of the church lies only therein, that God causes His 
covenant to  run in the line of continued generation, 
that is, believers and their seed." A worthwhile book 
which could profit not only ministers, but all intelligent 
Christians.

— Wallace Nicholson

OUR DAILY BREAD FAVORITES, by R. W. 
D eH aan and H. G. Bosch. Zondervan Publishing 
House, G rand  Rapids, Michigan. 1971, pp. 370. $3.95.

Dr. D eH aan is well known for his works and 
broadcasts. He is presently chairman of the famous 
Radio Bible Class. Our Daily Bread is one of the best of 
his works. His colleague, Mr. H. G. Bosch, is also 
associated with the Radio Bible Class. He also is an 
au thor of several books and many articles. They have 
com piled an interesting and profitable series of 
readings.

W hen there is so much to read and so little time 
to read, these meditations, being short and scriptural, 
could be read at odd times or just before retiring. John 
Calvin used to  say that what he meditated on the last 
thing at night seemed to stay longest with him.

There are many precious anecdotes and sayings 
in these readings which are headed by a text of 
Scripture. F or example, Proverbs 4:7; “True wisdom

consists principally of two parts: the knowledge of 
God, and the knowledge of ourselves.” —John Calvin.

— Wallace Nicholson

KING JAMES II NEW TESTAMENT (3rd rev. 
ed.), trans. and ed. by Jay Green. Religious Book 
D iscount House, P. O. Box 2455, Grand Rapids, 
M ichigan 49501. 1971, pp. 237, paperback.

This is a new revision of the New Testam ent. The 
print is good for the num ber of pages and the paper and 
binding are firm and strong for a paperback. For one 
who reads the Bible often, as every reader should do, 
the binding must be very strong, the print large enough, 
and the pages of very good quality. This Testam ent is 
paragraphed in the style of the Authorised Version, or 
the King James Version of 1611, though the verse 
num bers are finer.

We regret we cannot give an unqualified com 
m endation to this version of the Bible although we may 
expect that some may prefer it to the Authorised 
Version.

The differences are many and some perhaps, not 
an im provem ent. For example, “her betrothed 
husband” instead of “her husband”, with husband in 
italics (M att. 1:19). “At the time the Israelites” instead 
of “about the time they”, “time the Israelites” being in 
italics (M att. 1:11). In M atthew  chapter one, “begat” 
would be far better and m ore accurate than “fathered.” 
“Judge” is used instead of “condem n” (John 3:17). 
Condem n is a m uch better translation. A nother 
example which hinders the beauty of translation 
without perhaps changing the sense is, "If you are in 
hope, rejoicing —  in trouble, enduring — in prayer, 
steadily keeping on” (Rom. 12:12). How much better 
“Rejoicing in hope; patient in tribulation; continuing 
instant in prayer.”

One would like to know who the revisers were 
and what was their attitude towards the Authorised 
Version. One cannot but recom m end every Bible that 
contains the W ord of God, but there are some versions 
better than others, and we think perhaps this 
Testam ent would have a better sale had the compilers 
concentrated  on a closer approxim ation to the 
Authorised Version or what is also called the King 
James Version of 1611. The charity chapter, I Corin
thians 13, is very well done, but “tinkling” would sound 
better than “clanging”, "beareth all things” sounds 
better than “love keeps all things confidential”, and 
“darkly” sounds better than “dimly.”

Perhaps those who have been used to the 
Authorised Version are too critical of any other 
revisions, but in any case we prefer it to any other 
English version.

— Wallace Nicholson

TH E REFORM ER (Magazine No. 1), Ryde
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Reformed Presbyterian Church, c-o Clerk of Session, 
57 River Road W est, Lane Cove, N.S.W. 2066, 
Australia. 1971, pp. 36, paperback.

This booklet, dated  July, 1971, is num ber one of a 
series to be published in the hope that it will redound to 
the glory of the Head of the Church, and for the 
strengthening and edification of the saints and the 
ingathering of Christ’s elect.

The magazine sounds a clarion call for a return to 
the Reform ed faith, and draws attention to the very real 
danger of flirting with the Church of Rom e by citing a 
variety of crises that have followed upon the Pope’s 
visit to Australia, and of which that country had been 
forewarned.

Enquiries for The Reformer are to  be addressed 
to Mr. B. Bearup, 57 River Road West, Lane Cove, 
N.S.W. 2066, Australia.

— D. Gillies

THE SHORTER CATECHISM, VOL. I, by G. I. 
Williamson. Presbyterian and Reform ed Publishing 
Co., P. O. Box 185, Nutley, N.J., 17110. 1971, pp. 163, 
$3.00.

This study was written while Rev. G. I. 
Williamson was pastor of one of the Reform ed 
Churches of New Zealand. This volume is more of an 
instruction m anual than a devotional work, but we 
think the work is also devotional and scriptural.

This book could be usefully studied by students of 
theology, and the questions at the end of each study are 
most helpful.

For exam ple, what do we mean when we say the 
Bible is infallible? W hat do we m ean by saying it is 
clear? W hat do we m ean by saying it is sufficient?

Mr. Williamson has done a service to the Church 
of Christ in producing this work. Those who want it 
must be rem inded that they must study as well as read 
it.

— W allace Nicholson

PSALMS ONLY: OBJECTIONS ANSWERED, 
by M. C. Ramsay. Presbyterian Church of Eastern 
Australia. Available from: J. G. Harris, 5 Roper Lane, 
Hornsby, N.S.W., 2077, Australia. 1971, pp. 56, 
paperback. $.50.

This publication is highly com m ended by the 
reviewer. It is the best argum ent he has yet read for 
Psalms only in the public praise of God.

It is not only a book for reading but for reference. 
Unhappily, many of our friends here and there tell us 
that hymns are not forbidden, and that we lose much 
because we do not use them , and so we have to meet

them with such arguments as we find in this book. "The 
writer of this article would appeal to hymn-singers no 
longer to offer praise to  G od from the pages of 
defective hymnbooks, but to  fall in line with the 
Scriptures, with the Old Testam ent C hurch and with 
the thoroughly Scriptural Reform ers, and praise G od in 
the words of the Book of Psalms, which is the only 
manual of praise ever given by Divine authority  to  man 
wherewith to praise the infinitely holy God (p. 52).”

— W allace Nicholson

THE MODERN LANGUAGE BIBLE: THE 
NEW BERKELEY VERSION, ed.-in-chief G errit 
Verkuyl Ph.D. Zondervan Publishing House, G rand 
Rapids, Michigan, 49506. 1970, pp. 291, paperback. 
$5.95.

The Berkeley Version of the New Testam ent 
published in 1945 is claim ed to be a faithful translation 
of the original G reek. The Berkeley Version of the Old 
Testament published in 1959 claims the same loyalty to 
the Hebrew (and the Chaldean dialect). Some versions 
of the Bible tend to be paraphrases, but this version 
claims to reflect accurately the m eaning of the Hebrew, 
Aramaic, and Greek.

Since 1945, the need for its revision has becom e 
evident and so experienced Bible scholars have un
dertaken extensive revision.

We have no wish to underestim ate the value of 
this translation though we still think that (except for the 
Gaelic Version translated by the Synod of Argyle) the 
Authorised Version is the best translation. For 
example, we doubt the im provem ent in Genesis 3:16 
which in the new version says “I will greatly increase 
your pregnancy troubles, you will suffer birth-pangs; 
yet you will be drawn to your husband and he will 
dominate you.” How superior in accuracy, beauty, and 
simplicity the words in the A uthorised Version! “I will 
greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception: in 
sorrow thou shall bring forth children; and thy desire 
shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee. 
(Gen. 3:16).” We are glad however, that Isaiah 7:14 and 
Matthew 1:23 are retained as in the A uthorised V er
sion. This is a severe blow to the higher critics.

Many will claim that the m ore translations we 
have of the Bible the better, as it may help us to  better 
understand the text. We think, however, that this 
translation is not an im provem ent on the A uthorised 
Version. The old is better than the new. If, however, 
one finds that a com parison between the Berkeley 
Version and the Authorised Version will enable one to 
understand the text better, then let him buy a Berkeley 
and use it.

W e think in any case, that no m atter how many 
versions we possess we shall still need the ministers of 
the Gospel to explain the W ord to us.

— W allace Nicholson
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DESPAIR: A MOMENT OR A WAY OF LIFE?, 
by C. Stephen Evans. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers 
G rove, Illinois 60515. 1971, pp. 135, paperback. $1.50.

In his appraisal of the spiritual plight of "twen
tieth century” man, the author examines the question 
w hether despair is in the words of the sub-title, a 
m om ent or a way of life. But, first of all, he lays his 
finger on the reason underlying so m uch of the despair 
of o u r generation, and with his diagnosis few Christians 
will disagree.

For many people, in every sphere, God is dead. 
But what they are slow in realising is that men cannot 
truly live w ithout Him. The author poses the question: 
Is life as meaningless and purposeless as many would 
have us believe? And he comes up with the answer that 
while those who deny or ignore the existence of God 
canno t but com e up against blank despair, those who 
do accept the existence of a sovereign and gracious 
G od can through despair reach an attitude of hope and 
hopefulness, which gives a real meaning to their lives. 
This is a book worth reading.

—D. Gillies

FROM  THE STUDY WINDOW, by David M. 
Carson. National Reform Association, 45 South Bryant 
Ave., Pittsburgh, Pa. 15202. 1971, pp. 120, paperback. 
$1.50.

The essays now published under the above title 
m ade their first appearance as a bi-monthly column in 
the “Christian Statesm an” in 1956. They range over a 
wide field, and while much has changed in the past 
sixteen years, the author shows very clearly that the 
basic issues remain unchanged from generation to 
generation.

Sin has brought greed, pride, suspicion and thirst 
for pow er, and while the symptoms of our malady may 
differ slightly from time to time, there is still only the 
one rem edy, the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ that can 
renew  our hearts.

The w riter shows convincingly that Christian 
principles ought to  be applied in every sphere of human 
in terest and activity, the personal, the domestic, the 
econom ic and the political, as well as the religious. The 
num ber and variety of subjects treated in the sixty 
essays m ake the book both useful and interesting.

—D. Gillies

R O M A N S: A TO N EM EN T AND JU S T I
FICATIO N, by D. M artin Lloyd-Jones. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 49506. 
1971, pp. 250, paperback. $5.95.

In this volume of sermons Dr. Lloyd-Jones 
sum m arises the arguments of the first two and a half 
chapters of the epistle and then goes on to give a 
detailed exposition of the portion indicated in the sub
title.

The doctrines of the atonem ent and justification 
are expounded as set forth in this wonderful portion of 
Scripture, and one feels that the author’s primary aim is 
to let the gems of divine truth shine in their own light. 
In this we think he succeeded to an em inent degree.

While the doctrines of our faith are dealt with in 
loyalty to  Scripture the book is most readable, and 
intelligible to the average layman. In this will lie, in 
great m easure, its usefulness.

This is not only a book for our age, but for every 
age, because it is faithful to Scripture. We heartily 
recom m end it.

— D. Gillies

LUKE: HISTORIAN AND THEOLOGIAN, by 
Howard M arshall. Zondervan Publishing House, G rand 
Rapids, M ichigan, 49506. 1971, pp. 238.

In recent years much attention has been given by 
scholars to the Lucan writings in the New Testam ent. 
Needless to say, the conclusions come to as to their 
im portance for our understanding of Jesus’ ministry, 
have been various.

Dr. Marshall, in the first part of his book, 
dem onstrates the trustworthiness of Luke as a 
historian, and his faithfulness to  his purpose as stated in 
the prologue to  his gospel.

The second part of the book deals with Lucan 
theology, and shows up some of the weaknesses in the 
argum ents of others who have gone over the same 
ground. It is a book that should be of interest and of 
value to  all students of the New Testament.

T here is a useful index of subjects as well as of 
authors quoted.

—D. Gillies

BIBLE CHARACTERS AND DOCTRINES, by 
E. M. Blaiklock, M .A.,D.LITT. and A rthur E. Cundall, 
B.A., B.D. William B. Eerdm ans Publishing Company, 
G rand Rapids, Michigan, 49502. pp. 127, $1.50.

This is a new series of Bible study aids for daily 
use, with suggested Scripture readings and questions 
and themes. The series will include a total of sixteen 
volumes. There are both doctrinal studies and Bible 
characters.

For example, “God in His world” is followed by 
Hebrews 11:1-6, Scripture study: the boy Joseph, Gen. 
37:1-4.

T here are ninety-five articles on God in his world. 
For exam ple, God and man. Genesis 2:4-24. In this 
article the author maintains that the fact of God is 
assumed in the Old Testam ent. In chapters one and two 
of G enesis G od is the C reator and the Giver of life. In
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study seventeen we have “Joseph in power" (Genesis 
41:34-57). Here is seen the great-grandson of Abraham 
as the head of the world’s most powerful nation. An 
interesting and profitable book.

— W allace Nicholson

THE COVENANTAL SABBATH, by Francis 
Nigel Lee. The Lord’s Day Observance Society, Inc., 
55, Fleet Street, London, EC4Y 1LQ. 1972, pp. 343. 2 
Pounds Sterling.

From Dr. Lee’s introduction, insight is gained 
regarding the origin of this second doctoral thesis 
written by the author. The Lord had brought Dr. Lee to 
salvation at the age of twenty-one with the desire to 
serve the living Lord according to  His infallible W ord in 
every sphere of life, including the sphere of sabbath 
observance. A paragraph from the introduction will 
serve as a valuable part of this review.

But here my problem s began. The 
Seventh-day Adventists told me that G od 
would have me keep the sabbath from sunset 
Friday to sunset Saturday. The Antinomians 
told me the weekly sabbath had been abolished 
in Christ’s death, and that Sunday is not the 
sabbath and not to  be kept as such, and that 
m ere  C h u rch  a t te n d a n c e  su ffice s . T he 
Modernists assured me that the whole issue was 
unim portant. And so I had to  determ ine for 
myself: W hat saith the Scriptures? (p. ix)

W ithout em barrassm ent Dr. Lee spells out his 
starting point. He holds the Bible to be G od-breathed 
and thus the only infallible rule of faith and practice. 
God is seen as the sovereign C reator G od whom John 
Calvin knew and taught so well. Thus Dr. Lee claims to 
be a Calvinist and shows throughout the book that he is 
indeed a Reform ed thinker. “I consider academ ic 
neutrality to be impossible, and affirm my childlike 
faith in the plenary verbal inspiration of the Sacred 
Scriptures as the very W ord of G o d ,. . . ” (p. ix)

W hat is recorded on the pages of this book is a 
slight abridgem ent of his doctoral thesis entitled, THE 
SABBATH AND THE DIVINE COVENANT. The title 
very well states the contents of this book and Dr. Lee’s 
approach. He is indeed a covenant theologian par 
excellence! Dr. Lee begins with a clear and careful 
exegesis of the creation sabbath into which God 
Himself entered after the six days of creating. Dr. Lee 
sees the origin of the Lord’s Day or Christian Sabbath 
as grounded in the creation work of God. In fact, Dr. 
Lee carefully and convincingly argues that the creation 
sabbath was the first day of the week, thus 
corresponding with the sabbath post-Christ. This is 
indeed an interesting insight gained from clear 
exegesis. As Dr. Lee traces the sabbath through the 
pages of scripture one is shown the interrelatedness of 
G od’s covenant dealings with His people and the 
sabbath day. The two go hand-in-hand!

With great skill and perception Dr. Lee handles 
the question of the Jewish sabbath being changed from 
the last day of the week (Saturday) to  the first day 
(Sunday). This is the best and clearest presentation this 
reviewer has read to date of this extrem ely touchy 
question. This book is by far the superior to Paul 
Jewett’s book entitled, TH E LORD’S DAY, and well it 
should be for it is a doctoral thesis. Thus, it goes into 
the details which Jewett just does not have the time nor 
the space to do in his book. Y et there is one other 
feature which com mends Dr. Lee’s book and that is the 
way he sees the Lord’s Day as being firmly grounded in 
the creation order which G od spoke in the beginning.

The words cannot be found to summ on all to 
secure a copy of this book and read the “covers off” 
and pass it on to another. The only draw back is that 
the print is small but it is quite readable, readable 
because of the interest created  within the reader to 
learn the answer God has to  the question of the ob
servance of the Lord’s Day. Buy it ONE AND ALL!

— Bruce R. Backensto

THE CONTROL OF HUM AN LIFE, by Philip E. 
Hughes. Presbyterian and Reform ed Publishing 
Company, P. O. Box 185, Nutley, N.J. 07110. 1971, pp. 
55. $1.00. pbk.

This is the substance of a paper presented  by Dr. 
Hughes for the meeting of the Christian M edical 
Society held in August of 1968 at Portsm outh, New 
Hampshire. In the article Dr. Hughes deals with the 
question of the control of hum an life —  by God or 
eugenists? After showing the in terrelatedness of 
biology and theology, Dr. Hughes outlines the various 
“voices of doom ” and the optim istic and pessimistic 
views resulting from them. Carefully he presents a fair 
sampling of opinions from the scientific world and then 
seeks to  ask questions of his own. It isn’t until the 
question of "eugenics and sin” com es to  be asked that 
Dr. Hughes’ Christian bias is shown. “Even, however, if 
it were granted, for the sake of argum ent, that 
problems of this kind (i.e. genetic problem s) could be 
overcome and foolproof m ethods devised, there would 
remain one deep-seated obstacle with which science is 
incapable of dealing, namely, the fact that it is im
possible to breed sin out of the species.” (p. 33) Also, 
Dr. Hughes further states, “If there is one thing that is 
unpredictable about man it is behaviour, and this must 
be a m ajor concern of the eugenist.” (p. 36)

In offering a Christian perspective, Dr. Hughes 
says there are three essential affirmations which must 
be made. 1. That man is the m aster of his own destiny; 
that his future lies in his own hands is alien to  the 
Christian view of the human situation. 2. The future 
does, in the proximate issue, rest with man. 3. The 
Christian is the only true realist.

By affirming these three points Hughes offers 
some insight into dealing with the problem s facing this
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society and offers some answers to  the “voices of 
doom .” This book is recom m ended for all.

— Bruce R. Backensto

W HAT IS HUMAN?, by T. M. Kitwood. Inter- 
Varsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois, 60515. 1970, pp. 
142. $1.50. pbk.

K itwood understands there to be three main 
answers or alternatives to the question posed in the title 
of the book. They are offered by the secular humanists, 
the existentialists and the Christians. At the outset 
K itwood states what his aim is and who he hopes his 
audience is. “My aim in this book is not to deal with 
detailed m oral issues, but rather to  explore the un
derlying question of what it is to be human, upon which 
all o ther concerns must depend.” (p. 8)

If this book is offered to anyone in 
particular, it is to those many who have not 
found the way to a full Christian belief, either 
th ro u g h  m isu n d e rs ta n d in g  o r  th ro u g h  
ignorance of what Christianity really is, but 
who at the same time instinctively feel 
dissatisfied with what is offered in its place, (p.
9)

K itw ood’s approach could be term ed the classical 
approach to apologetics, that of Bishop Butler and the 
Princeton School of Apologetics, with some 
m odifications. Kitwood traces the inductive, historical 
and pragm atic evidences of Christianity and states that 
reason "m ay take a man part way to Christian con
viction, but by itself it can never make him a Christian. 
At some point faith and commitment must take over.” 
(p. 127) In his concluding chapter Kitwood says,

Christianity is neither so naively hopeful 
as the one (secular humanism), nor so 
pessim istic as the other (existentialism). Like 
existentialism , it begins with man in his fear and 
isolation, but it insists that this, far from being 
the truly hum an state, is due to  a breach with 
G od into which we are bom  and which we 
p erpe tuate  by our own wills. According to 
Christianity, there is a way back into meaning 
and purpose. The conditions are plain: an act 
of the will in turning from known wrongdoing; 
the receiving of G od’s forgiveness as something 
given by his generosity totally beyond our 
deserts; and a life of obedience to his will as far 
as it is known, (p. 132)

The au thor certainly fulfilled his aim and if his 
type of audience exists he clearly spoke to them. If one 
wishes to  read simplified summaries of humanism and 
existentialism ’s answer to the question of what is 
hum an than this book is worth reading. Also, one may 
gain a better understanding of the classical approach to 
apologetics by reading this book. Read it if these are 
your needs!

— Bruce R. Backensto

HISTORY AND CHRISTIANITY, by John 
W arwick M ontgom ery. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers 
G rove, Illinois, 60515. 1964 & 1965, pp. 110. $1.25. 
Paperback.

The contents of this book spring out of M ont
gom ery’s reaction to a lecture given a num ber of years 
ago by Avrum Stroll in which he stated that “a Jesus 
probably did exist but so many legends have grown 
about him that it is impossible for scholars to  find out 
anything about the real m an” because there is "no 
reliable historical inform ation about him .” (p. 11) 
M ontgom ery sets out to  show that Stroll “arrives at this 
conclusion as a result of committing four serious 
historical-philosophical e r ro rs ,. . . ” (p. 14) Two of these 
errors are historical and two are philosophical-logical 
errors. After clearly showing these four errors of Stroll, 
M ontgom ery sets out to  answer the question, “Is the 
New Testam ent valid historically?” (p. 25)

From this point on M ontgom ery shows that he is 
a classical apologist who follows the Princeton or 
Hodge type of apologetics. M ontgom ery states, “This 
question (the one just m entioned) is central to  those 
who are ready to consider Christ once they are sure the 
Gospels are accurate.” (p. 25) In other words, once the 
validity of the Gospel accounts of Jesus are verified by 
historical "proof” then one is com pelled to listen to 
them  as they speak of Christ. It is quite true that 
M ontgom ery presents a valid historical argum ent to 
one who believes the Gospels to be G od-breathed and, 
therefore, correct when they speak as eye-witnesses of 
a person and the events which surrounds that person’s 
life, but one must question just what effect that 
historical argum ent has on an unregenerated person.

At the close of the book there is the recording of 
a panel discussion between six renow ned biblical 
scholars of various backgrounds and theological 
positions. During the course of that discussion it seems 
to  the reviewer that M ontgom ery’s position is exposed 
to be vastly wanting by this rem ark,

My point is simply that we have to  make 
the historical judgem ent on the basis of our 
own experience. . . .if we didn’t actually know 
the living Christ now, we could not believe the 
history of the past. And I am arguing that you 
don’t independently solve the one question,
Did he rise from the dead? and then ask, How 
do I appropriate this? or, W hat does it mean to 
me? but that these two are continually involved 
together.” (p. 103)

W hen asked this question by H ordern, “— and 
you ask me to believe it on the basis only of the 
generally unreliable historical data?” M ontgom ery 
shows his true stripes with his reply, “No, not quite. I 
say only that the historical PROBABILITIES are 
com parable to those of other events of classical tim es.” 
(p. 107, emphasis mine)

This book is highly recom m ended as a clear 
presentation of the classical approach to apologetics.
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Read it and seek to understand it and answer the 
question for yourself. Why do I believe in Jesus Christ?

—Bruce R. Backensto

COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF ISAIAH, 
VOL. I ll, by Edward J. Young. Eerdm ans, G rand 
Rapids, Mich. 49502. 1972, pp. 579, $9.95.

W ith the issuance of Volume III, Dr. Y oung’s 
Commentary on Isaiah is com pleted. Volum e III is of 
the same quality of scholarly craftsmanship, 
thoroughness, and respect for the text of Isaiah as are 
Volumes I, and II.

Dr. Young died in 1968. A nother professor of
O.T. took the occasion of Dr. Young’s entrance into 
the Glory of the Lord to  ridicule Dr. Young’s approach 
to the Scriptures. “Do you realize that not one scholar 
in ten believes the way Dr. Young believes!” he said to 
me. I answered yes. The professor’s statem ent was, and 
perhaps still is, correct. However, the W ord of the Lord 
shall stand forever, and it will accom plish what the 
Lord intended. The ridicule of the professor, and most 
of his instruction, filled my m outh with ashes. The 
teaching and works of Dr. Young continue to fill my 
soul with blessing.

Commenting on Isaiah 55:11 Dr. Young wrote:

“Actually the w ord of God which com es from 
His m outh is m ade known to man by means of 
the media of revelation. The thought is the 
same as in II Tim othy 3:16 . .  . The word is 
G od’s; it belongs to  Him, and for this reason 
fulfills its task.

The word does not return to  G od in vain, 
but rather accom plishes what He has desired 
and succeeds in that for which He has sent it. 
W hat is stressed is the u tter efficaciousness of 
G od’s word to accomplish the purpose for 
which He has sent it forth. In this particular 
context the elem ent of blessing seems to 
predom inate; but the thought is not thus 
limited. Just as the word is efficacious for the 
salvation of believers, so also is it abundantly 
efficacious for condem ning the w icked.”

God be praised for His faithful word, and for men 
He has gifted to understand it. Dr. Young is among 
those who understood it.

— Edward A. Robson

THE GRACE OF GOD IN THE GOSPEL, by 
John Cheeseman and others. The Banner of Truth, P.
O. Box 652, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, 17013. 1972, pp. 
141. Paperback.

This is the most powerful book on Reform ed or 
Biblical Christianity this reviewer has read to date! Just 
allow this one quote from the book to whet your ap
petite into leading you to buy this book.

Evangelism is not a making of proselytes; 
it is not persuading people to m ake a decision; 
it is not proving that G od exists, o r m aking out 
a good case for the tru th  of Christianity; it is 
not inviting someone to  a meeting; it is not 
exposing the contem porary dilem m a, or 
arousing interest in Christianity; it is not 
wearing a badge saying ‘Jesus Saves’! Some of 
these things are right and good in their place, 
but none of them should be confused with 
evangelism. To evangelize is to declare on the 
authority of God what he has done to save 
sinners, to warn men of their lost condition, to 
direct them to repent, and to believe on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, (p. 119)

Lest you think these authors are some “pie-in-the- 
sky” theologians let it be understood that they are 
“simply” college students attem pting to  grasp G od’s 
written Word to his disciples concerning the Gospel! 
“The work is the fruit, not of abstract speculation, but 
of discussions that took place in the context of the day- 
by-day life of the Oxford Inter-Collegiate Christian 
Union.” (p. 5) Try spending your day-to-day time 
conversing about the Gospel after each one has read 
this book. EVERYONE O U G H T TO READ THIS 
BOOK!

— Bruce R. Backensto

BIBLE CHARACTERS AND DOCTRINES: 
ADAM TO ESAU, by E. M. Blaiklock. TH E GOD 
WHO SPEAKS: SCRIPTURE AND REVELATION, 
by Philip Crowe. Wm. B. Eerdm ans Publishing Co., 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 49502. 1972, pp. 124. $1.50.

This little volume is the first of a p ro jected  series 
of sixteen, designed for daily use over a four year 
period. It consists of some ninety short articles, half of 
which focus on im portant Biblical doctrines, the 
remainder providing sketches of Bible characters.

With writers of the calibre —  Professor Blaiklock 
writes the character studies for the whole series —  we 
can be assured of informative, interesting and thought- 
provoking reading. Some readers may find the m ethod 
of p re se n ta tio n  sligh tly  d i-c o n c e r t in g : se c tio n s  
presenting the characters and doctrines alternate 
throughout the book. But this, we are told, is done to 
“provide balance and variety."

Bible students, and indeed all inquiring 
Christians, should find this series of value

—John M aclver
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Do You W ant A n Easy Religion ?
By I. G. Vos

Jesus Christ would probably be called “un
dem ocratic” by many today. He asserted that the 
majority choose the road that ends in hell: “Enter ye in 
at the strait gate: for wide is the gate, and broad is the 
way, that leadeth to destruction, and many there be 
which go in thereat. Because strait is the gate, and 
narrow  is the way, which leadeth unto life, and few 
there be that find it" (Matt. 7:13,14). There are two 
gates, two roads, and two destinations. The human race 
is divided, now and eternally, between the two. Most 
people choose the broad gate, walk the broad road, and 
finally go to hell.

The broad way is the easy way. It is the path of 
least resistance. We enter the wide gate automatically; 
no effort is required at any point. It is the way of easy 
religion in a com fortable, respectable church that does 
not em barrass a person with a lot of strict principles, 
nor interfere with the way a person wants to live his 
own life. If our idea is “D on’t fence me in," we will 
choose the broad road. By doing so, we can have the 
nam e of being a Christian without any of the hardships 
and sacrifices of being a Christian.

The broad way is also the popular way, for “many 
there be which go in thereat.” If we just can’t stand 
being different, we will certainly want to choose the 
broad way, for it is the preference of the m ajority of 
people. U nfortunately, however, it is possible for the 
m ajority to be wrong, even on very im portant matters. 
And it is possible for the m ajority to  be wrong on the 
most im portant m atter in life.

The broad way is the self-pleasing way. We can 
walk the broad way and still have what we want. It will 
not interfere with my ambitions and desires. I can seem 
to serve God and yet really serve self. I can have the 
reputation  of loving G od and yet really be addicted to 
selfish pleasures. I can be thought a worshiper of God 
and yet really be as unmitigated an idolater as ever 
bowed down to wood or stone. I can be called a 
Christian and yet really worship the idol called "self.”

Obviously the broad way has many advantages. A 
person can enjoy life in his own way as he travels the 
broad way. There is nothing narrow-minded or stuffy 
about it. It is a real twentieth-century religion. But the 
broad way has, after all, one great disadvantage: it ends 
in hell. Of course, most of those traveling the broad 
way do not realize this unpleasant fact. They are 
definitely under the impression that the broad way ends 
in heaven. When their funeral is held, some minister 
may even confidently say that their noble life has ended 
in eternal bliss. The people in the broad way will find 
that it ends in hell when they get there. And then it will

be too late to do anything about it.

The narrow way is the hard way. Salvation is free
— we do not earn it; we receive it as a gift — but this 
does not mean that living the Christian life is easy. On 
the contrary, it is extremely hard and involves constant 
effort and sacrifice. Do you think it is hard to  be a 
Covenanter, and not vote, not sing hymns, not join a 
lodge, and so forth? Those aren’t really hard at all; they 
are quite easy decisions to make. It is really rather easy 
to be a Covenanter. W hat is really hard is to be a 
Christian, a real Christian according to  G od’s W ord. To 
be a Christian you have to walk the narrow  way, to 
enter through the narrow gate. T hat gate is too narrow 
to get through if we cling to our sinful habits, our selfish 
ambitions, our love of popularity. W hen a person 
enters the narrow gate, he scrapes past the sides; extra 
luggage can’t be gotten through.

The narrow way is the unpopular way: “few there 
be that find it.” Some churches are popular and enjoy 
the world’s acclaim, but not those that insist on people 
walking the narrow way. The narrow  way includes 
unpopular principles, high requirem ents, extensive 
obligations. Why, when a person walks the narrow way 
he can’t even call his money his own, let alone his time. 
It is all claimed to belong to  God, and a person is ex
pected to devote a substantial portion outright to G od’s 
kingdom. And-Sabbath observance — a person can’t 
even enjoy a movie or ball game on the Sabbath!

You see, the narrow way involves a recognition of 
G od’s authority over my life, and this m eans self- 
surrender, it means personal sacrifices for conscience’ 
sake. Most people are unwilling to  make those 
sacrifices. That is why they prefer the broad way. But to 
choose Christ means to choose the narrow  way, and 
anyone who thinks it doesn’t is only kidding himself. 
"Be not deceived; God is not m ocked: for whatsoever a 
man soweth, that shall he also reap” (Gal. 6:7). We 
can’t fool God.

The narrow way is the self-crucifying way. If a 
person is really a Christian he is crucified with Christ. 
When we can really say, “I am crucified with Christ” as 
Paul did, we won’t find it too hard to be a Covenanter. 
We won't even find it too hard to be a Christian.

The narrow way leads to eternal life. It brings a 
person the sum-total of all good in the end. There will 
be no tragic disillusionments in heaven such as there 
will be in hell. Which way are you going to  choose? 
Christ said, “Enter ye in at the strait gate.” He calls 
upon you to decide in favor of the narrow, hard, un
popular way. Are you willing to  surrender yourself to 
Him?
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The U nity o f  Scripture

By I. G. Vos

We live in a day when the tru th  and authority of 
the Bible is being denied or diluted on every hand. It is 
com m on today even in what are called evangelical 
circles to  hold that the Bible is a collection of differing 
hum an insights mixed with legends, folklore and much 
pre-scientific nonsense. Those who take the Bible 
seriously as the infallible W ord of God and rule of faith 
and life are ridiculed as narrow-minded, ignorant, 
bigoted Fundam entalists.

It is perfectly obvious that there is diversity in the 
Bible. W ritten by forty or m ore m en over a period of 
about 1500 years, the Bible bears the stam p of many 
hum an personality types and backgrounds. The hum an 
diversity in the Bible is so obvious that there should be 
no argum ent about it. But beneath  this diversity there is 
a unity which is deeper and m ore basic than the 
diversity. Back of the hum an authors is the real author 
of the Bible, G od the Holy Spirit. It was G od the Holy 
Spirit that inspired the hum an writers and led them  to 
write exactly as they did. Thus the unity of the Bible is 
deeper than the diversity. The literary style of the Bible 
varies from hum an au thor to  hum an author. But the 
message of the Bible is a unity, and it must be a unity 
just because it is from G od. The Bible may contain 
some paradoxes and some unsolved problem s, but we 
cannot adm it that it contains the truly contradictory 
and still hold that it is really the W ord of G od. To say 
that Christ is both divine and hum an is a paradox. To 
say that G od is sovereign and yet man is free is a 
paradox. These paradoxes involve mysteries which 
human reason cannot solve. But to  say that the Bible 
teaches that henven and hell are real and that they are 
not real is a co n tra J’ction. To say that the Bible teaches 
that all men are bon . with a sinful nature and that all 
men are not born with a sinful nature is a contradiction. 
No one who holds that there are real contradictions in 
the Bible can really believe that the Bible is the W ord 
of God. God is truth itself and He cannot contradict 
Himself.

Negative or destructive criticism of the Bible is 
widespread today. This negative criticism discounts the

divine truth of the Bible and reduces it to  a collection 
of hum an wisdom. This treatm ent of the Bible is sold to 
the public under the slogan "All scholars are agreed.” 
This statem ent, of course, is an untru th . Only those 
scholars who place man’s reason above G od’s 
revelation are agreed that the Bible is full of errors, 
contradictions, etc. There are scholars with doctors’ 
degrees in Biblical studies from  the w orld’s greatest 
universities who nevertheless hold tha t the Bible is the 
infallible W ord of God and free from  errors.

Negative Biblical criticism starts with faith in 
man’s reason as the highest test of tru th . It p roceeds on 
this basis to deny the infallibility of the Bible, the 
consistency of its religious message, the divine tru th  
and authority of the whole, and the genuineness of 
many of its parts. It is com mon, for exam ple, to  say that 
the first five books— Genesis to D euteronom y —  were 
written by several different authors at different times 
(given the symbols J, D, E, P) and finally put together 
hundreds of years after M oses’ day by an unknown 
editor called “R ” (for Redactor). Daniel is said to be a 
book written about 400 years after D aniel’s tim e, when 
its prophecies had already com e true as history. Isaiah 
is said to be the work of two or even th ree different 
men. This treatm ent destroys the integrity and 
authority of the Bible as the W ord of G od. It is treated 
as a merely human book, just one of the w orld’s many 
great religious books.

Dr. Robert Dick Wilson, under whom the writer 
once studied Hebrew, was a learned defender of the 
Bible. He once said, "Rem em ber, gentlem en, opinion is 
not proof.” Again, “Blessed is the m an who will not 
trust a professor.” And again, “No man living knows 
enough to prove any statem ent of the Old T estam ent to  
be untrue.” Dr. Wilson learned every language that any 
part of the Bible was translated into down to 500 A.D. 
This man was a giant in the defence of the Bible. W hen 
someone tries to knock you down by saying that "All 
scholars are agreed” that the Bible is full of errors, etc., 
remind the person who says this that there are many 
thorough scholars of recognized standing who hold the 
contrary.
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The Visible Church: 
Its Nature, U nity an d  W itness

By I. G. Vos

I. THE NATURE OF THE VISIBLE CHURCH

“T he visible Church, which is also catholic or 
universal under the Gospel (not confined to one nation 
as before under the law), consists of all those 
th roughou t the world that profess the true religion; and 
of the ir children: and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the house and family of God, out of which there 
is no  ord inary  possibility of salvation." (The W est
m inster Confession of Faith, XXV, 2.) Thus according 
to  the W estm inster Confession the criterion of 
m em bership  in the visible C hurch is profession; 
w hereas the divine election and gathering “into one, 
un d er Christ the Head thereof” is the criterion of 
m em bership  in the invisible Church. (Ibid., XXV, 1.)

W hile of course the ideal condition of the visible 
C hurch  would be com plete coincidence with the in
visible C hurch  (or more precisely, with that portion of 
the invisible C hurch which at a given time is present on 
earth ), still it must be recognized that this ideal will not 
and canno t be attained in this age, but must await its 
full realization  in the age to com e when the distinction 
betw een the visible and the invisible Church will have 
passed away in the state of glory. The visible Church, 
being visible, must of necessity be essentially a 
professing body, for profession is a visible 
phenom enon, whereas divine election and vital 
spiritual union with Christ are not. For this reason all 
the a ttem p ts which have at various times and in various 
circles been  made to limit the membership of the 
visible C hurch  to the regenerate, or to  such as profess 
to have assurance of regeneration o r real piety, must be 
ad judged to  be wrong in principle and harm ful in 
tendency. No doubt these attem pts have been 
m otivated  by a praiseworthy and pious desire to 
p rom ote the purity and holiness of the visible Church 
by excluding unregenerate persons from her mem
bership. But such attem pted exclusion of the 
unregenerate  is, and always has proved, impossible to 
carry  out in practice. W ho shall say with certainty 
w hether a particular applicant for m em bership is 
regenerate  or not? Certainly no Protestant ec
clesiastical judicatory  can claim to be infallible. The 
Scriptures teach that it is possible for a Christian to 
attain  full assurance, o r certainty, concerning his own 
salvation, but this is something quite different from

attaining certain ty  about another person’s salvation. If 
it be adm itted that ecclesiastical judicatories cannot 
pronounce concerning an individual’s regeneration, 
what shall we say about the proposal to  throw the 
burden of responsibility on the applicants, and admit to 
m em bership only such as profess to  have assurance of 
their own regeneration? Not only is there no w arrant in 
the Scriptures for such a criterion of Church mem
bership, but the effect in actual practice must be, as it 
has been, to exclude many who no doubt are true 
believers, but who, because of diffidence, o r because of 
m isunderstanding of the grounds of assurance, or 
because of lack of spiritual m aturity, do not or cannot 
claim assurance of their own regeneration. Thus 
persons who ought to be m em bers of the visible 
Church, and who need the benefits of such membership 
even m ore than those m ature Christians who have 
attained full assurance, are excluded from  the 
household of G od and placed on a par with un
believers. The practical evils which must result from 
such a condition are obvious.

The visible Church, then, is a society com posed 
of those throughout the world who profess the true 
religion, together with their m inor children, and the 
criterion of m em bership in it is not election, 
regeneration  or “real saintship”, but a credible 
profession of faith in the true religion. By a credible 
profession is not m eant a profession which compels 
belief, but one which it is possible to believe, that is, a 
profession which is adequate in conten t and which is 
not contrad icted  by known facts of the applicant’s life. 
In The Larger Catechism the W estm inster Divines 
affirm that “Such as are found to  be ignorant or 
scandalous, notw ithstanding their profession of the 
faith, and desire to com e to  the Lord’s supper, may and 
ought to  be kept from that sacram ent. . . .” (The Larger 
Catechism , Q. 173.) Thus those who are found to be 
ignorant, that is, whose profession lacks an adequate 
and correc t content, and those found to  be scandalous, 
that is, those whose profession is contradicted  by their 
m anner of life, are to be authoritatively debarred  from 
the Lord’s supper, and no doubt such persons should 
also be excluded from actual m em bership in the visible 
Church until their ignorance or scandalous living has
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been co rrec ted . But apart from persons whose 
profession is rendered incredible by reason of 
ignorance or scandal, those who profess the true 
religion are to  be received as m em bers of the visible 
C hurch. The fact that there has been, and no doubt will 
con tinue to  be, diversity of opinion as to what con
stitu tes ignorance or scandal of such a nature and 
degree as to  render a person’s profession incredible, 
does not m ilitate against the validity of the principle 
ou tlined above. As in all m atters of faith and practice 
the Scriptures must be the source of guidance, but 
obviously reasonable latitude must be allowed to 
clesiastical judicatories in the difficult task of applying 
the Scriptures to  this problem . Although some 
deficiencies or aberrations of faith and life can with 
general agreem ent be pronounced “ignorance” or 
“scandal", yet there are many m atters of faith and 
especially of life concerning which it is far from easy to 
decide confidently, and about which there is little 
unanim ity even in “the best Reform ed Churches.” The 
tem ptation  to  try to form ulate a cut-and-dried, 
classified list of all forms of ignorance and scandal must 
be resisted because in the nature of the case such a 
form ulation  cannot be com plete, and m oreover cannot 
take accoun t of the varying circum stances of life which 
may affect the question of the credibility of an ap
p lican t’s profession.

The Scriptures teach, and it has been generally 
accep ted  throughout the history of the Church, that the 
m em bers of the visible Church are to be associated in 
p articu lar local congregations under officers who 
sustain a special relation to  their respective 
congregations. The C hurch being a visible body must 
necessarily have some form of organization or 
governm ent. A lthough it seems to  be com m on at the 
presen t day to  regard the form of Church government 
as a m atte r of indifference, to be determ ined according 
to hum an prudence or preference, the Reformed 
C hurches historically have taken higher ground than 
this, and have held that the governm ent of the Church 
is a m atte r of divine appointm ent in Scripture, and that 
the form appointed  in Scripture is to  be continued in 
the C hurch jure divtno until the end of the world. Of 
the four historical forms of C hurch government, 
episcopal, papal, congregational and presbyterian, 
generally only the last two have claim ed to be founded 
exclusively on the teachings of the Scriptures. While a 
superficial reading of the New Testam ent might seem 
to favor the congregational or independent polity, a 
m ore careful study reveals data which cannot be 
reconciled with independency, and discloses the basic 
elem ents of presbyterian governm ent in the New 
Testam ent docum ents and in the apostolic Church 
which they portray. It is well known that the W est
m inster Assembly spent a great am ount of time 
wrestling with the problem  of the divinely appointed 
form of C hurch governm ent. The product of the 
Assembly’s labors, The Form of Presbyterial Church- 
Government and of Ordination of Ministers, sets forth, 
with a closely reasoned discussion of the relevant 
portions of Scripture, the Bible basis for the 
presbyterian form of Church governm ent. Clearly the 
W estm inster Divines believed that presbyterian

government exists jure dlvino; their view of the m atter 
was far removed from that of a professor in a well- 
known A m erican Presbyterian sem inary who said to his 
students: “Presbyterianism is a form of Church 
governm ent set forth in Scripture, but that is very 
different from affirming that presbyterianism  is the 
form of Church governm ent set forth  in Scripture.”

Y et to affirm that the presbyterian form of 
Church governm ent is appointed in Scripture and to be 
continued jure divino in the C hurch does not imply that 
this form of governm ent is essential to the being of a 
Church. No doubt every adheren t of the W estm inster 
Standards will agree that presbyterian  governm ent is 
essential to the well-being of a Church. But it would be 
going too  far to assert that bodies of professing 
Christians which maintain o ther form s of C hurch polity 
are therefore no Churches, nor parts of the true visible 
Church of Christ. The true Presbyterian will avoid, on 
the one hand, the error of allowing that Church 
governm ent is a m atter of indifference to be arranged 
according to human prudence, and, on the o ther hand, 
the erro r of insisting that presbyterian governm ent is 
essential to  the being of a C hurch. Avoiding both of 
these extrem es, he will stand on solid Scriptural 
ground.

It should be said that the m odern trend toward 
independency, whether in fact only or in nam e also, is 
wrong and to be deplored. T hat such a trend exists, and 
among Christians whose heritage has been Presbyterian 
for generations, can hardly be questioned. There are 
today not a few but very many persons, including a 
considerable num ber of ministers, who are m em bers of 
denom inations holding the presbyterian form of 
government, who yet conduct them selves very m uch as 
if they were independents. This attitude may be term ed 
the delusion of virtual independence. There is a 
widespread tendency on the part of conservatives in 
some formerly conservative denom inations to  disclaim 
all responsibility for the acts and policies of 
presbyteries, synods, general assemblies and their 
boards and agencies, and to  take refuge, so to speak, 
within the four walls of a com paratively orthodox 
congregation which exists as an evangelical island in a 
denom inational ocean of M odernism . This delusion of 
independence may go so far that ministers and elders 
seldom or never attend the sta ted  m eetings of 
presbyteries and higher judicatories, and claim that by 
reason of non-participation in the deliberations of these 
bodies they are exem pt from  responsibility for their 
acts and policies. Such an attitude can only be regarded 
as wishful thinking. A denom ination having the 
presbyterian form of governm ent has a corporate 
existence as a denom ination, and is no m ere loose 
v o lu n ta ry  a sso c ia tio n  of s e p a ra te  in d e p e n d e n t 
congregations. Every m em ber and m inister of such a 
denom ination sustains a necessary relation to the 
denom ination as a whole, and is ipso facto responsible, 
to a greater or less degree, for the doctrines, policies 
and acts of the denom ination as a whole. The idea that 
a member, minister or congregation may be enrolled in 
a denom ination having presbyterian governm ent and 
yet be virtually independent is simply a delusion, which
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may perhaps be explained psychologically as a 
rationalization by which evangelical Christians seek to  
justify their continued membership in denom inations 
which have corporately succum bed to the deadly virus 
of m odern unbelief.

Som ew hat less om inous than the widely 
cherished delusion of virtual independence, but still 
serious, is the widespread trend, am ong persons with a 
Presbyterian background and training, to  forsake the 
presbyterian polity altogether and join independent 
Churches. T here exist today even such anom alies as 
“ in d e p e n d e n t” o r  " d e n o m in a tio n a lly  u n r e la te d ” 
“Presbyterian C hurches.” It is hard to see wherein such 
“Presbyterian” Churches differ greatly in polity from 
the Congregational Churches established by the Puritan 
settlers in New England in the early years of the 
seventeenth  century. These Churches were indeed 
originally “presbyterian” in the sense that each 
possessed a num ber of ruling elders associated with one 
or m ore m inisters of the W ord; but historically it has 
always been recognized that normal presbyterian polity 
involves the association of a plurality of congregations 
in a corporate life under common superior judicatories, 
although of course exceptional circum stances may 
exist under which such association is impossible, at 
least for the tim e being. (Cf. the section entitled 
‘T ouch ing  the Power of O rdination” in the Form of 
Presbyterlal Church-Govemment and of Ordination of 
Ministers adopted  by the W estm inster Assembly.)

It is obvious that a great many Christian people 
whose background and religious nurture have been 
Presbyterian are today in independent congregations of 
varying doctrinal complexion which may generally be 
classified as “Fundam entalist” Churches. No believer in 
the jus dlvinum of presbyterian governm ent can justify 
this sta te  of affairs. But how is it to  be explained? 
Certainly it m ust be regarded as the end-product of a 
long and gradual declension from the strictly Reform ed 
view of C hurch governm ent held by Presbyterians in 
general in tim es past. Presbyterian governm ent could 
not be so easily and so com pletely abandoned in favor 
of independency unless those who make this change 
had already lost their conviction of its Scriptural 
charac ter as a m atter of divine appointm ent for the 
Church. Along with ‘his gradual loss of conviction 
which must have taken place, there may exist in many 
cases a certain  illogical conclusion drawn from  the 
prem ises of existing conditions. Because certain  
denom inations, while adhering, in general, to  the 
presbyterian  or some other form of government, have 
been guilty of apostasy from the essential truths of the 
G ospel itself, the conclusion has apparently been 
draw n by m any persons that apostasy from the Gospel 
itself is som ehow  inevitably linked with the fact of a 
co rporate  denom inational organization as such. 
Because som e denom inations in their corporate 
capacity  have becom e apostate, many earnest 
Christians have becom e disgusted with corporate 
denom inational organization itself and have taken 
refuge, with o ther like-minded persons, in independent 
c o n g re g a tio n s  of a g en e ra lly  “ F u n d a m e n ta lis t” 
character. This tendency to forsake denom inations as

hopelessly corrupt, and on forsaking them to establish 
independent congregations ra ther than to com bine 
congregations in doctrinally sound denom inations, is 
one of the m ajor developm ents in the ecclesiastical 
situation of our day. A great m ultitude of such in
dependent congregations have sprung up across 
America during the past few years. This tendency is to  
be deplored, because in many cases it m arks the end of 
a decline from Calvinism to a general evangelicalism, 
and from presbyterian governm ent, regarded as 
existing jure dlvino, to  independency held on ground of 
m ere expediency.

II. THE UNITY OF THE VISIBLE CHURCH

The visible Church being a divine institution, the 
question of its unity cannot be an unim portant one. Nor 
is it an easy problem  to solve, for besides the distinction 
between the invisible and the visible Church, that 
between the visible Church as an organism and the 
visible Church as an institution must be kept in mind. 
Obviously the m odem  “church union” m ovem ent 
greatly over-simplifies the problem . An instance of the 
superficiality with which it is often faced is the frequent 
quotation of I Corinthians 1: lOff as if this passage were 
a direct condem nation of denom inationalism . Now it is 
perfectly clear that the four parties m entioned by Paul 
in verse 12 were not com peting denom inations, but 
rival factions within one and the same congregation, 
“the church of G od which is at Corinth” (verse 2). 
Factions such as the apostle condem ns may occur in 
any Church, and have occurred even within the sup
posed uniform ity of the Church of Rom e. This passage 
has no doubt an indirect bearing on the question of 
denom inationalism, especially by reason of its in
sistence upon the Christian duty of cultivating 
unanimity (verse 10), but it does not prove tha t for 
which it is often cited, namely, that denom inational 
divisions can never be legitimate.

It is very com m on to cite such Scriptures as our 
Lord’s petition in John 17:21 (“That they all may be 
one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, tha t they 
also may be one in us: that the world may believe that 
thou hast sent m e.”) and assume without proof that 
such texts are directly applicable to the visible C hurch 
as an institution, and that every separate 
d e n o m in a tio n a l o rg a n iz a tio n  m ust th e re fo re  be 
inherently wrong, and ought to  be abandoned as soon 
as possible in the interest of obedience to  the 
requirem ent of unity involved in such texts of Scrip
ture.

W hat John 17:21 and similar Scriptures really 
require is not necessarily organic union of the visible 
Church as an institution, but rather unity of the visible 
Church as an organism in this world. The rhetorical 
question of Amos, (Amos 3:3.) “Can two walk together, 
except they be agreed?” implies a negative answer, and 
certainly any form of Church union which is not 
founded on true unity is w ithout value and m oreover is 
no real fulfilment of the ideal set forth in our Lord’s 
petition. He prayed that his people might all be one 
with a m utual unity similar in some way to  his own
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reciprocal unity with the Father. He prayed also that 
his people might be one in himself and the Father. 
W hile the ontological unity of the Son with the Father 
is of course unique and cannot be fully paralleled by 
any unity am ong Christians, still it is clear that our- 
Lord’s prayer requires som ething quite different from, 
and m uch m ore than, a m ere indiscrim inate union of 
professing Christians, of various divergent shades of 
belief, in one organization. Certainly what is required 
first of all is a true unity of doctrinal conviction; not a 
m ere walking together, but a real state of being agreed; 
and in the second place this condition of unity must 
have its root and strength in the relationship of 
Christian people to  God the Father and G od the Son. 
T here  can be no real and worthy horizontal unity which 
is not itself the product and expression of a real vertical 
unity —  a unity with the Triune G od on the basis of the 
self-revelation of G od given in the Scriptures.

It is clear that the curren t church union 
m ovem ent, despite its many pious phrases and its 
apparen t m oral indignation against the alleged evils of 
denom inational divisions, falls far short of embodying 
the Scriptural ideal of Christian unity. The modern 
church  union movem ent must be adjudged to be far 
less holy than it seems and claims to be. In reality it is 
not the product of an ardent desire for obedience to 
Christ and conform ity to his revealed will. On the 
contrary , it is the offspring of w idespread religious 
skepticism  and general depreciation of the im portance 
of doctrinal truth. A well-educated layman recently 
told the w riter that he had been successively a 
Presbyterian and a M ethodist, each for a period of 
years, yet he did not know the doctrinal difference 
betw een the two. This may illustrate the state of affairs 
which seems to  be prevalent in contem porary 
A m erican Protestantism . It is from such soil that the 
cu rren t urgent dem and for organic union has sprung. If 
people who have been m em bers of a denom ination for 
years do not know wherein it differs from other 
denom inations, of course they will see no reason why 
im m ediate union should not take place. We face today 
a situation in which the ordinary denom inational labels 
have largely becom e meaningless, because of the 
general abandonm ent of doctrine: not merely this 
doctrine or that doctrine, but the abandonm ent of 
doctrine as such. This is extremely serious, for it means 
that the product of the curren t church union 
m ovem ent, in so far as it attains its objective, will not 
be a com prom ise between the distinctive tenets of 
various denom inations, nor even a setting-forth of a 
minimal substratum  of evangelical Christianity which 
may be supposed to be com m on to them all, but rather 
the ecclesiastical expression of a spineless non- 
doctrinal religion which will be called, but will not 
really be, Christianity. The real issue is not 
P re sb y te r ia n ism  versus G p isco p a lian ism , no r 
Lutheranism  versus M ethodism; it is historic 
Christianity versus a vague, non-doctrinal religion 
which can only be labelled pseudo-Christianity, a 
religion which at bottom  can only be pure humanism. 
The non-doctrinal and even anti-doctrinal tendency of 
the m odern church union movem ent was clearly seen 
by Dr. B. B. W arfield more than half a century ago

when he wrote:

“W hat is ominous in the present-day drift of 
religious thought is the sustained effort that is being 
made to break down just these two principles: the 
principle of a systematized body of doctrines as the 
m atter to be believed, and the principle of an external 
authority as the basis of belief. W hat arrogates to itself 
the title of ‘the newer religious thinking’ sets itself, 
before everything else, in violent opposition to what it 
calls ‘dogm a’ and ‘external au thority .’ The end may be 
very readily foreseen. Indefinite subjectivism or 
subjective indifferentism has no future. It is not only in 
its very nature a disintegrating, but also a destructive, 
force. It can throw up no barrier against unbelief. Its 
very business is to break down barriers. And when that 
work is accom plished the floods com e in.

“The assault on positive doctrinal teaching is 
presented today chiefly under the flag of ‘com 
prehension.’ M en bewail the divisions of the Church of 
Christ, and propose that we shall stop thinking, so that 
we may no longer think differently. This is the true 
account to give of many of the phases of the m odern 
movement for ‘church union.’ M en are tired of 
thinking. They are tired of defending the truth. Let us 
all stop thinking, stop believing, they cry, and what a 
happy family we shall be!” (B. B. W arfield: Studies in 
Theology, pp. 587f.)

Having decided that the m odern church union 
movement is in essence really anti-Christian because it 
is anti-doctrinal, shall we also affirm that union of the 
visible Church as an institution is not a valid ideal, and 
need not be sought even as an ultim ate objective? By 
no means. That the current church union agitation is 
subversive of real Christianity does not imply that there 
cannot be a legitimate and worthy church union 
movement. Certainly the Scriptural em phasis on unity 
of the visible Church as an organism  implies the 
validity, as an ultimate objective, of the ideal of union 
of the visible Church as an institution. Certainly very 
few C h ris tian s  w ould  v e n tu re  to  d e fe n d  
denom inationalism as good in itself. It may be 
inevitable; it may be a necessary evil under existing 
conditions; it is certainly far less of an evil than would 
be an indiscriminate organic union of denom inations 
on a vague, non-doctrinal basis; but afte r all, it is an 
evil; it is not inherently good.

By denom inationalism is not m eant all co
existence in the world of distinct ecclesiastical bodies 
each possessing autonomy subject only to  G od and his 
Word. Two communions may be organically separate 
because of geographical, linguistic o r o ther reasons, 
and yet be of identical faith. Such are not really dif
ferent denom inations. They are in no sense rivals the 
one of the other. R ather they are one in all respects 
except their actual external organization. Real 
denom inationalism, on the o ther hand, exists where of 
two or more bodies occupying, in whole or in part, the 
same territory and seeking to present their message to 
the same public, each claims to be m ore faithful to the 
Scriptural pattern than the others, and therefore
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com petes, m ore or less, against the others. On the o ther 
hand, various examples could be cited of true “sister 
C hurches”, of identical or virtually identical faith, each 
of which is nevertheless ecclesiastically fully 
autonom ous. Such co-existence of separate com 
munions is not to  be regarded as something evil; rather 
it is in itself morally indifferent, and in view of actual 
conditions in the world, may be quite proper and 
necessary for adequately carrying out the functions of 
the Church.

Denom inationalism  properly so-called, however, 
must always be regarded as an evil. It is only because of 
the fact of sin that error exists, and it is only because of 
the fact of erro r that real denom inationalism exists. 
W here two denom inations hold mutually contradictory 
doctrines, clearly at least one of them —  perhaps both 
of them  —  must have deviated from the path of truth. 
Because erro r is sinful per se, we must hold that the 
denom inationalism  which results from erro r is 
som ething evil. The m odem  church union m ovem ent 
sheds many tears over the “shameful divisions” which 
exist am ong Christians, but it never sheds any tears 
over the sinful error which must lie at the basis of these 
divisions. It is perhaps characteristic of Liberalism to 
be m ore concerned about the consequences of sin than 
about the sin itself. But as Christians we should be 
m uch m ore concerned about the sin itself than about 
the consequences of the sin. The really deplorable 
thing in denom inationalism  is not so much the external 
divisions as the sinful, even though sincere, adherence 
to  erro r which has produced and perpetuated the 
divisions. This is what most needs to be repented  of.

It follows that there can be no real rem edy for 
denom inationalism  without facing the fact of erro r and 
dealing with it. Any program  of Church union which 
starts out by assuming that opposing views are 
inherently equally valid and equally true is doom ed to 
failure so far as really remedying the trouble is con
cerned. The prevalent skepticism concerning the 
existence of absolute truth tends to  result in regarding 
the creed of a denom ination as possessing only a 
relative value as the tradition or preference of that 
denom ination, instead of its being regarded as that 
denom ination’s understanding of the absolute tru th  
given in the divine special revelation. It is quite true of 
course that absolute jn d  final authority may not be 
claim ed for any creed or confession; only the Scrip
tures constitute the absolute and final authority  for 
faith and life, and the creed of a denom ination has at 
best the value of a limiting concept o r landm ark of 
progress already made in understanding the Scriptures. 
Thus no creed may ever be regarded as com plete and 
final, that is, not subject to future revision o r additions 
as m ore light is gained from the Scriptures. But thus to 
recognize that no creed can be absolute, com plete and 
final, is som ething quite different from the attitude 
tow ard creeds which modern skepticism has produced. 
T hat attitude is begotten of the notion that truth Itself 
cannot be absolute and perm anent, but changes with 
the times. Thus there are those who say that the 
W estm inster Confession was an excellent expression of 
Christianity for the seventeenth century, but is not

suitable for the tw entieth century, because today men 
think in other categories than those of the seventeenth 
century. For our own day, it is said, there must be a new 
construction of Christianity in term s of m odern 
thinking. Now those who think thus of the creeds which 
form their denom inational heritage will of course not 
venture far in defending those creeds, nor will they be 
inclined to  insist upon the doctrines form ulated in 
them. R ather the tendency will be to regard the creeds 
as pieces of antique furniture, not indeed w ithout 
interest and im portance, but hardly relevant to  the 
issues of the present day. If two denom inations are 
negotiating a merger, where this attitude tow ard creeds 
prevails, even flatly contradictory propositions in their 
respective creeds will not prove a real barrier to union. 
Creeds which are not held to be landm arks of a t
tainment in the grasp of absolute, unchanging tru th , 
can easily be treated as m aterial for bargaining and 
compromise, or even be relegated to  the m useum  of 
curious antiques as possessing a historical in terest only.

W herever this perverse skeptical attitude tow ard 
creeds prevails there can only be failure to  provide any 
real rem edy for the evil of denom inationalism . For this 
attitude of indifferentism fails to  face the fact of erro r 
and take it seriously. Any real rem edy must start out 
with the recognition of the suprem e, absolute and 
perm anent authority of the Scriptures, and with the 
assumption that the creed of one’s own denom ination, 
as far as it goes, is a faithful form ulation of the teaching 
of the Scriptures. It must then be recognized that 
various denom inations have creeds which, in som e 
points at least, are mutually contradictory. The fact 
must then be faced that where two creeds are co n 
tradictory, a t least one of them must be in error. 
Although every denom ination must necessarily start by 
assuming that its own creed is true, and must therefore 
also necessarily start by assuming that the o ther 
denom ination’s creed, in the contradictory points, is 
false, still these assum ptions must be regarded as 
provisional only. That is to say, if there is to  be any real 
progress in providing a rem edy for denom inationalism , 
all parties must recognize that, after all, only Scripture 
is the absolute and final authority; no party may claim 
infallibility over against o ther parties; .10 party can 
absolutely rule out the possibility that it is in e rro r and 
the opposing party is holding the truth on a particular 
m atter. Otherwise even discussion of contradictory  
points would be impossible; there can be no real 
discussion where each party insists that its own 
rightness, and the o ther party’s wrongness, are m atters 
beyond dispute. To take such an attitude would be to 
assume that which, for a real rem edy of 
denom inationalism , requires proof, namely the actual 
Scriptural character of doctrines which one or ano ther 
party alleges to be Scriptural.

E ven  w here  the  a b o v e -m e n tio n e d  p re s u p 
positions of a rem edy for denom inationalism  exist, it is 
obvious that any real progress in this m atter will require 
a great deal of effort, m uch patience and a high degree 
of Christian humility on the part of the denom inations 
concerned. The tem per of our times is against it. The 
W estm inster Assembly of Divines, representing all
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parties of English Protestanism  except the high 
episcopacy of A rchbishop Laud, sat for about seven 
years, during which tim e 1163 sessions were held. 
Ample tim e was taken for the unhurried and thorough 
investigation and discussion of the m atters under 
consideration. T here was a patient and painstaking 
effort to  ascertain the real sense of the Scriptures on 
these m atters. No doubt the Assembly’s work, for 
industry, patience, thoroughness and whole-hearted 
devotion to the W ord of G od, has never since been 
paralleled. T here seems little reason to  suppose that 
any present-day assembly called to  attem pt to resolve 
denom inational divisions would equal o r even ap
p roach  it. The hurried sessions of synods and assem
blies of the present day, with their ready-m ade dockets 
and pressure of business and inevitable struggle to 
finish their work by a fixed closing date, afford but an 
unfavorable clim ate for the calm, deliberate in
vestigation and discussion of doctrinal m atters which is 
so urgently needed today. M utual agreem ent among 
the people of G od in their confession of the truths of 
his W ord is a p lant that cannot be forced; it must grow 
slowly, even in the most favorable soil. The impatient, 
pragm atic tem per of the tw entieth century is too much 
in evidence, even in the most orthodox denom inations, 
to  perm it sanguine expectation of any early or m arked 
progress tow ard a real elim ination of denom inational 
divisions. Not that such an elim ination of divisions 
should be regarded as impossible, in whole or in part; it 
is only that the Churches do not value tru th  highly 
enough to m ake the necessary efforts and sacrifices. No 
doubt most Church m em bers of today would regard a 
contem porary  W estm inster Assembly of Divines, 
called to  m eet for seven years and hold over a thousand 
sessions in the pursuit of m utual agreem ent on doc
trinal tru th , as a waste of tim e and m oney which ought 
to  be devoted to  m ore “prac tica l” ends. But we may 
rest assured that there is no short-cut to  the desirable 
goal. T here can be no real progress tow ard Church 
union on a truly Scriptural basis w ithout the paym ent of 
a heavy price by the parties involved. Com paratively 
few would be willing to pay that price.

III. THE WITNESS OF THE VISIBLE CHURCH

Scripture affirms that the C hurch is “the pillar 
and ground of the tru th”, (I Tim. 3:15.) and it must be 
the visible C hurch that is referred  to, for in the same 
verse it is called the house of G od, in which persons are 
to  conduct themselves according to  the instructions 
Paul had just w ritten concerning public worship, the 
silence of women, and the qualifications for the offices 
of bishop and deacon. But in w hat sense is the visible 
C hurch the pillar and ground of the tru th? Although 
Rom an Catholic com m entators naturally take the 
phrase as relating to the alleged infallibility of the 
Church, most P rotestants who have in terpreted  the 
phrase as referring to  the C hurch ra the r than to 
Tim othy have followed Calvin in holding tha t the 
Church is the pillar and ground of the tru th  because it is 
the divinely appointed instrum ent by which the tru th  is 
perpetuated , lest it perish from  the m em ory of men. 
The visible C hurch is thus the custodian, defender and

proclaim er of divinely revealed truth. A lthough this 
proposition will be readily accepted  by orthodox 
Christians in general, a problem  inevitably arises in 
connection with it. Of what tru th  is the C hurch the 
pillar and ground? To how m uch divinely revealed 
tru th  is the visible Church to  bear testim ony? Human 
fallibility results in diverse and conflicting views of 
divinely revealed truth. In view of this diversity of faith, 
how can the visible Church really bear witness to the 
truth?

The problem  under consideration at this point 
should not be mistaken for the problem  of the degree of 
conform ity to  the C hurch’s creed  w hich ought to be 
required of officers, m em bers or applicants for 
mem bership. That is indeed a real and im portant 
problem , and it will be discussed later in the present 
article. But the question before us now is how the 
visible Church, in view of the diversity of faith which 
inevitably exists among those who profess the true 
religion, can have a creed a t all. W e are raising not the 
question of what should be required  of candidates for 
Church membership or office, but the question of how 
those who are already m em bers can express their 
Christian faith not merely as so m any individuals, but in 
a corporate testimony for the tru th . It is true, of course, 
that the C hurch decides who can  be its m em bers; but it 
is also true that the m em bers determ ine what the 
Church shall stand for. This m ay perhaps be illustrated 
by considering the civil governm ent of a nation. The 
governm ent indeed decides who is qualified for 
citizenship in the nation; but it is also true that the 
citizens determ ine what shall be the charac ter of the 
constitution and governm ent itself. Similarly there exist 
two reciprocal functions in the visible Church: (a) the 
function of determ ining the m em bership of the Church 
itself; and (b) the function of the m em bers in deter
mining what shall be the charac ter of the C hurch’s 
corporate witness to  the world. The C hurch is the pillar 
and ground of the truth, certainly; but after all, the 
Church is not an abstract ideal; it is a real body made 
up of individual m em bers each  of whom is subject to 
error and therefore views the tru th  som ew hat dif
ferently from all others. If the C hurch is in any real 
sense the pillar and ground of the tru th , it must bear a 
corporate witness to  the truth. But tha t w itness cannot 
be m erely an ideal detached from  the actual beliefs of 
the C hurch’s members. In some sense it m ust be the 
collective product of the doctrinal convictions of in
dividual persons as these view the divine special 
revelation. How can the visible Church, m ade up as it is 
of fallible individuals, bear a corporate w itness to the 
truth?

The fact that every Christian is subject to  error 
must always be reckoned with. Just as every Christian, 
even the most holy, has within him a rem aining elem ent 
of the corruption of original sin which inevitably finds 
expression in actual transgressions, so every Christian, 
even the most enlightened, has within him a remaining 
element of intellectual perversity w hich inevitably finds 
expression in some degree of doctrinal e rro r in his 
personal convictions. Every Christian, it must be 
realized, has within him the germ s of heresy. Just as the
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corruption  of original sin, and its expression in actual 
transgressions, are subdued, but not eradicated, by the 
process of sanctification, so the germs of heresy in the 
Christian, and their tendency to find expression in 
actual errors, are kept under control, but not 
eradicated , by the gradual process of illum ination by 
the Holy Spirit which accom panies the work of sanc
tification. And like sanctification, illumination cannot 
be total in the present life. There are also those in the 
visible C hurch who are only professing Christians, and 
who lack the Spirit’s work of regeneration, sanc
tification and illumination. Such persons have only 
those operations of the Spirit which pertain to the 
realm of com m on grace. Y et they exist and have an 
influence am ong the regenerate members of the visible 
Church, and will inevitably have an effect on the 
character of its witness to the world.

In seeking a solution of this problem , two ex
trem es must be avoided as destructive of any real 
testim ony to  the truth. In the first place, it is necessary 
to  avoid the conception of the Church bearing witness 
to the tru th  by means of a total body of dogma issued 
by an inner hierarchy and published to  the world as an 
infallible statem ent of truth, to  be accepted by all men 
with an implicit faith. This is the Roman Catholic 
conception. In criticism of this it may be said that it is 
destructive of a real testimony to the truth because in 
this system everything is m ade contingent upon the 
validity of the hierarchy’s claim to infallibility. 
M oreover in this system it is not really the visible 
Church that is the pillar and ground of the truth, but a 
select inner hierarchy headed by the Pope. The lay 
m em bers, even though constituting perhaps m ore than 
ninety-nine percen t of the total number, have no part in 
the C hurch’s corporate witness except by an 
unquestioning and absolute acceptance of w hatever is 
placed before them by the hierarchy. As the W est
m inster Confession asserts, this is “to destroy liberty of 
conscience, and reason also”, (XX, 2.) and we may add, 
it is to  destroy all real corporate witness to the tru th  on 
the part of the Church. Rome virtually equates the 
C hurch with the hierarchy, so far as testimony to the 
tru th  is concerned; the laity is not regarded as essential 
to this function.

In the second place, it is necessary to  avoid the 
extrem e which lies, at the opposite pole from that of 
Rom e, and which would give full play to  the so-called 
atom istic tendency of Protestanism. If we re ject the 
claim  of the Pope of Rome to be infallible, we must also 
avoid that disproportionate recognition of the right of 
private judgm ent which would allow every individual 
Christian to  claim to be a pope. While it is certainly 
true that Rom e is wrong in virtually excluding the lay 
Christian from participating in the corporate witness of 
the Church, and that there must be a real, and not 
m erely a fictitious, relation between the C hurch 
m em ber as such and the C hurch’s testimony to the 
world, nevertheless it must be realized that as long as 
hum an fallibility exists there will be no two Christians, 
who think at all seriously about divinely revealed truth, 
who are in com plete agreem ent in their view of the 
truth.

Now if the principle of private judgm ent is to be 
exalted above m easure, every individual Christian can 
dem and that the visible C hurch as a body bear witness 
to the entirety of revealed tru th  as he sees It. Since 
every other Christian could with equal right m ake the 
same dem and, and the various dem ands thus m ade 
would conflict with each other, the result of this tend
ency would be only confusion and anarchy. T here 
being no agreem ent concerning the extent and conten t 
of the truth to  which the C hurch is to  bear witness, and 
every Christian naturally being unwilling to surrender 
his own private judgem ent to some other Christian’s 
view of the truth, a corporate witness to the tru th  would 
be impossible. The logical end of this state of affairs 
would be the existence of as many denom inations as 
there are individual Christians in the world. Only so 
could each be a m em ber of a denom ination which 
would fully bear witness to the truth as each, in the 
exercise of his right of private judgm ent, views the 
truth. T hat is to say, if the right of private judgm ent is 
to be allowed unlim ited scope, there can be no visible 
Church on earth , but only a m ultitude of individual, 
and individualistic, Christians. Now this “atom istic 
tendency” of Protestantism  is only too real, and while it 
would be unthinkable to surrender the right of private 
judgm ent to Rom e’s dem and for an implicit faith, still 
this does not m ean that private judgm ent may be 
allowed to assert itself w ithout any limits, and dem and 
an ecclesiastical confession of every elem ent of doc
trine that any individual Christian believes to be truth. 
If every Christian were to refuse, as a m atter of prin
ciple, to be a m em ber of any C hurch that did not bear a 
corporate witness to  everything that he held to  be 
divinely revealed truth, all agreem ent and hence all 
corporate testim ony would be impossible. Again, if 
every Christian were to refuse, as a m atter of principle, 
to be a m em ber of any C hurch that bore a corporate 
witness to anything that he regarded as error, all 
agreem ent and hence all corporate testimony would be 
out of the question.

Thus it is clear that the Scriptural doctrine of the 
visible Church as a witnessing body requires a balance 
to be struck betw een the concept of corporate ec
clesiastical testim ony and the concept of private 
judgm ent. Somewhere between the two extrem es 
represented by Rom e and by the atomistic tendency of 
Protestantism  in its full logical developm ent, the true 
course must lie. A line must be drawn, an area must be 
defined, within which unity of confession exists and is 
insisted upon even at the cost, if need be, of ex
com m unicating those who dissent, but outside of which 
divergence of belief is tolerated. Thus in the nature of 
the case no Church can really bear a corporate witness 
to all the tru th  which G od has revealed in his W ord, nor 
may any denom ination m ake such a claim. To claim 
such a total testim ony to divine truth would am ount to 
claiming infallibility as Rom e does. And in the nature 
of the case no Christian can expect to find a C hurch 
which will bear a com plete and exact testim ony to his 
own personal faith. Inevitably there will be divergence, 
at least at the periphery which lies outside the area of 
ecclesiastically defined dogma. Those zealous persons 
who look for a visible C hurch on earth  which will fully
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and precisely em body their personal faith —  no more 
and no less —  as its corporate witness, are looking on 
earth  for what can exist only in heaven. They overlook 
the tru th  that even the best Christians are still subject 
to error, and that neither in individuals nor in Churches 
can there be such a thing as total orthodoxy on earth. 
The rem oval of the in tellectual effects of sin, like the 
rem oval of the m oral effects of sin, is a gradual process, 
and can  never be com plete in this life.

Just w here this line is to  be drawn —  just what 
area is to  be m arked off —  constitutes the confessional 
problem  of Protestantism . Divergent ideas on this 
question have produced denom inationalism , at least in 
its creedal aspect. This is a very serious and difficult 
problem . The present generation is not even inclined to 
face it frankly. W e live in an age when creeds are 
seldom  taken very seriously, and are m ore often by
passed than honestly accepted  o r rejected . M en are not 
seldom  ordained to  ecclesiastical office who have not 
even read the confessions w hich they profess to accept, 
and w ho after they have been ordained go blithely on 
their individualistic way in u tte r disregard of the ex
press statem ents of the creed they have solemnly 
vowed to  defend and propagate. W here such con
ditions exist, the problem  stated  above cannot really be 
faced, m uch less can it be solved. W hen men are in
different to tru th  as such, o r when they have lost all 
in terest in corporate  testim ony to tru th  and care only 
about their individual witness, there will be no serious 
concern  about the problem  of just what and how much 
doctrine a denom ination is to  bear witness to  in its 
confession.

N or can the problem  be solved by the short-cut of 
concentra tion  on a few generally recognized “essential 
tru ths.” Such a solution would be an unscriptural over
sim plification. M oreover it cannot solve the problem  
because there will inevitably still be disagreem ent as to 
which truths are to  be regarded as “essential.” One 
Christian insists that the doctrine of Christ’s two 
natures is of the essence of Christianity; another holds 
that it is unim portant, and may be om itted. One asserts 
that the so-called "A postles’ C reed” is an adequate 
statem ent of the “essential tru ths” of Christianity; 
ano ther replies that it is inadequate because it leaves 
out everything that was gained by the P rotestant 
Reform ation. One m aintains that the doctrine of the 
inerrancy of Scripture must be included in a C hurch’s 
confession; another counters by saying that it is only a 
"theory” and by no m eans to  be insisted on. The 
inevitable result must be that any creed pared  down to 
such a few "essential tru ths” as to suit the generality of 
professing Christians would in reality suit very few of 
them , and would leave the visible C hurch to  bear a 
corporate  witness to almost nothing. No Christian who 
believes that the Bible as a whole, with its wealth of 
divinely revealed truth, is the C hurch’s suprem e 
authority , will be satisfied with attem pts to  solve the 
confessional problem  of Protestantism  by con
centration  on a few selected “essential tru ths.” This is a 
false trail which must necessarily result in the rejection 
as “non-essential” of the greater portion of what God 
has com m itted to  the C hurch in his W ord.

There can be no short-cut or easy solution to this 
problem . To say that the C hurch as the pillar and 
ground of the truth ought to  bear witness to  all that 
God has revealed in his W ord is axiom atic, but does not 
solve the problem we are considering. For the problem 
consists precisely in the fact that Christians differ in 
their conceptions of the conten t of the system of tru th  
revealed in the W ord. If all w ere in agreem ent there 
would be no problem . The C hurch is faced with the 
task of bearing a corporate witness for divine truth 
while no two of her m em bers are in com plete 
agreem ent as to what that tru th  is. Now unless it is 
attem pted to solve the problem  in a purely arbitrary 
way, a key to  its solution m ust be sought in the 
Scripture itself. A lthough the Scripture does not 
present a body of doctrine already form ulated in 
logical, systematic form, still it does present not merely 
an aggregate of individual doctrines, but a system of 
doctrine which possesses an organic character. Now if 
we regard the Scripture in its entirety  as special divine 
revelation, and d iscover. in it an organic system of 
doctrine, and if the visible C hurch is to  bear a cor
porate witness to divine tru th , then at least the system 
of doctrine presented in the Scriptures, in its integrity, 
must be insisted on as the con ten t of the visible 
C hurch’s corporate witness for the truth. Nothing that 
is essential to  that system of doctrine may be 
disregarded or omitted. (We are not of course con
sidering what is necessary for a person’s salvation, but 
what is logically essential to the system of doctrine).

T here are indeed professing Christians who deny 
that the Bible presents a system of doctrine. Some hold 
that it presents elem ents of m utually contradictory  
systems of doctrine. O thers say tha t the doctrine 
contained in the Bible is incidental and “the life” is the 
im portant thing. And of course there are those who 
m aintain that Arminianism, Socinianism or even 
“Christian Science” is the system of doctrine presented 
in the Bible. We can only say that we believe they are 
profoundly m istaken and tha t their convictions are not 
substantiated either by express statem ents of Scripture 
or by valid logical inference from  the Scriptures. But 
among Calvinists (not necessarily am ong m em bers of 
Calvinistic Churches) there is general agreem ent that 
the Bible presents a definite system of doctrine, and 
also general agreem ent as to  w hat that system of 
doctrine is. There exists a certain  organic complex of 
doctrine, every elem ent of which is logically essential 
to the system, which every Calvinist will insist must be 
exhibited in its integrity in his C hurch’s confession as a 
m atter of public corporate witness.

T here are also certain  tru ths revealed in the 
Scripture —  even truths generally recognized as such
— which are not essential to  the system of doctrine. For 
example it is generally recognized am ong Calvinists 
that defensive warfare, “upon just and necessary oc
casion”, is sanctioned by Scripture. T here is also 
perhaps general agreem ent that Scripture teaches that 
pastors are justly entitled to adequate com pensation 
for their services. Few Calvinists would question the 
Scriptural character of either of these principles, yet it 
can hardly be maintained that they are essential to the
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system of doctrine set forth in the Scriptures. T hat 
system would still possess its organic integrity even 
though neither of these principles were found to  be 
taught o r im plied in the Bible. On the other hand, it is 
universally recognized by Calvinists that the doctrines 
of election, creation, providence, total depravity, the 
lim ited and substitutionary atonem ent, and many 
others, are not only Scriptural but also essential to  the 
system of doctrine revealed in Scripture; if any one of 
them  were to  be omitted, the system would be 
deform ed and inconsistent, or it would fall to  the 
ground.

T o  affirm that the C hurch’s corporate witness 
must at least be a witness for the system of doctrine set 
forth  in the Scripture, in its integrity, still does not 
elim inate all difficulties. There rem ain some divergent 
views with respect to various elem ents of the system of 
doctrine itself. For example, all Calvinists believe that 
the doctrine of election is essential to the system of 
doctrine, yet am ong them some hold the supra- 
lapsarian view of the logical order of the divine 
decrees, while others accept the infralapsarian view on 
the sam e question, and there are those who hold a post- 
redem ptionist schem e. W hat shall be our attitude 
tow ard such divergences as these? No doubt the great 
m ajority of Calvinists would readily agree to  dispose of 
post-redem ptionism  at once by saying that while it may 
indeed be logically capable of being fitted in to  the 
fram ew ork of Calvinism, still it is so plainly unscriptural 
that it cannot be regarded as an open question. W ith 
respect to  the o ther two views of the logical o rder of 
the decrees, the W estm inster Standards are prudently  
non-com m ital, thus leaving this an open question on 
which diversity may exist within the Church. Similarly 
the question of the origin of the hum an soul, with the 
three com peting views of creationism , traducianism  
and pre-existentism , has generally, and no doubt very 
properly, been left as an open question, not only 
because the Scripture does not afford sufficient data 
for a confident decision concerning it, but also because 
no one. of the three views, as over against the others, is 
essential to  the system of doctrine. To select one of 
these views and exalt it to be an elem ent of the 
C hurch 's public corporate testimony would am ount to 
an unjustifiable sectarianism .

T here will also inevitably remain a whole series of 
problem s arising from the difficulty of attaining 
agreem ent concerning the implications and legitim ate 
applications of those doctrines which may have been 
agreed upon as being essential to the system of doc
trine. H ere the Church must face the danger of af
firm ing too  little and also the contrary danger of af
firming too m uch in its corporate testimony. W hat is 
the bearing of the doctrinal system of Calvinism on 
evangelism? On foreign missions? On the civil 
m agistrate? On the family? On the realm  of econom ics? 
Since Calvinism is precisely that system of doctrine 
which recognizes the sovereignty of God and the 
authority  of Holy Scripture in every sphere of life, its 
im plications and applications in these various spheres 
canno t be neglected or regarded as matters of in
difference, nor can they be entirely omitted from the

C hurch’s corporate witness and left to the individual 
convictions of ministers and people. As a m atter of fact 
it is just such questions as these that have occasioned 
some of the historical divisions among Churches 
holding the Reform ed Faith. It is not the purpose of the 
present article to  attem pt to solve, or even to state, all 
these problem s, but it is in o rder to call a tten tion  to 
their existence and the difficulty of their solution. It 
may be suggested that there has been a tendency, 
especially among some of the smaller Calvinistic 
denom inations, to elevate to the status of public 
corporate testim ony points of doctrine concerning 
which there is not only no general agreem ent am ong 
Calvinists, but for which the Scriptural proof m ay be 
exegetically or logically doubtful. For example, when a 
denom ination makes a m atter of corporate witness the 
proposition that it is sinful to observe the Lord’s supper 
in a kneeling posture, its zeal against the Rom ish Mass 
has exceeded its exegetical sense and logical con
sistency. T here should always be a thorough searching 
of the Scriptures before anything is made a m atte r of 
public corporate witness, but when the m atte r in 
question is one on which there is general disagreem ent 
even am ong those who hold the Scriptural system of 
doctrine, then there exists far more need for an ex
trem ely thorough and deliberate searching of the 
Scriptures. U nder such circum stances to adopt a point 
of doctrine as an elem ent of corporate witness after a 
hasty and superficial study of the Scripture bearing on 
it, o r no study a t all, is inexcusable. There are always 
those who would like to m ake a requirem ent of the 
practice of tithing, o r of abstinence from certain  
am usem ents, o r peculiar and highly debatable 
eschatological views, o r special views on econom ic 
questions, m atters of corporate witness for the Church, 
who yet evidence little o r no grasp of the doctrinal and 
exegetical problem s that are involved, and who quite 
fail to appreciate the real difficulty — or it may be 
impossibility —  of presenting a really relevant and 
cogent Scriptural proof for their doctrinal specialties. 
On such naive oversim plification of problem s sec
tarianism thrives.

It has been stated  that for the visible C hurch to 
bear a corporate witness to  the truth involves at least a 
testim ony for the system of doctrine set forth  in the 
W ord of G od, and that it is desirable for a C hurch to  
bear corporate witness to some of the im plications and 
applications of that system of doctrine. This is not to  be 
taken as implying that the C hurch’s witness must stop 
with these. The system of doctrine forms not the 
maximum but the minimum content of a corporate 
witness. There is certainly no valid reason why other 
doctrines should be excluded. Nor have the historic 
Reform ed creeds so limited themselves. The W est
minster Confession, for exam ple, deals with a num ber 
of m atters which are not elem ents of the system, nor, in 
the strict sense, im plications or applications of it. Yet 
these m atters are unquestionably teachings of the 
W ord of God. M ention may be made of the Con
fession's teaching on war, on oaths, and on m arriage 
and divorce, for example. Certainly nothing revealed in 
the Scripture can be regarded as without im portance, 
and the visible C hurch may properly m aintain a co r
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porate testim ony for any proposition which can be 
dem onstrated  to  be a real teaching of the W ord of God. 
But when we are off the beaten  path  of the system of 
doctrine and its im plications and applications in the 
strict sense, the danger of falling into unwarranted and 
erroneous in terpretations of Scripture is greatly in
creased. W e have only to think of the diverse views 
which exist on some details of the subject of prophecy, 
and in particu lar of the maze of interpretations of the 
A pocalypse, to realize that this is so. It has long been 
recognized as a sound principle that no creedal doc
trine should be based solely on symbolic portions of 
Scripture, because of the danger of m isinterpretation. 
It is of the greatest im portance that the Church confine 
its witness to  propositions which can be clearly and 
unanswerably shown to be the tru th  of G od. W here the 
teaching of the Scripture is not clear the Church should 
m aintain reserve, and wait for further light from the 
sacred volume before venturing to  bear a public 
testim ony. Needless to  say, w here the Scripture is silent 
on a question the C hurch has no right to  u tter any 
testim ony. To do  so would am ount to  a presum ptuous 
attem pt to improve upon the revelation of God. To 
respect the silences of Scripture is a sign of true 
reverence.

W e have been considering the problem  of the 
visible C hurch’s public corporate  testim ony to the 
tru th . Such testim ony of course is to  be em bodied in 
confessions and other creedal standards. These set 
forth  the C hurch’s official doctrine and constitute not 
only the norm  of truth, subordinate to the Scriptures, 
for its own life, but its m anifesto to the public. We must 
now consider the question of the degree of conform ity 
to  a C hurch’s testim ony that is to  be required of its own 
m em bership. It is generally recognized as sound in 
principle, and it is certainly unavoidable in practice, 
that a less com plete knowledge may be required of 
m em bers as such than is properly required for o r
d ination to  ecclesiastical office. Should m em bers as 
such be required  to profess their acceptance of the 
confession or creed of a denom ination? The practice of 
C hurches holding the Reform ed Faith  has varied in this 
m atter, the m ajority, including the large bodies, having 
no such formal requirem ent, but som e of the smaller 
ones m aintaining it. Even in the la tter it is unavoidable 
tha t som e dissent on the part of m em bers be tolerated. 
It would be out of the question for any Church to 
require of every com m unicant m em ber an ex anlmo 
acceptance, without perm itting any dissent whatever, 
of every proposition contained, le t us say, in the 
W estm inster Standards. T o  attem pt to  enforce such 
conform ity would inevitably lead to  one or the o ther of 
two results. E ither the m em bership would readily 
profess acceptance of the whole by an implicit faith, 
and the m atter would rest there as a m ere formality, or 
(in the case of m ore conscientious and serious-minded 
persons) some proposition or o ther would be likely to 
prove a stum bling block to  the m em ber, and being 
forced to choose betw een his conscience and his 
Church, he would have no alternative except to leave 
the denom ination. Some dissent on the part of 
m embers, then, must be tolerated. How much, and 
what kind, will in some cases be very easy, and in other

cases extremely difficult, to decide. In any case, this 
decision must be made by the judicatories of each 
denom ination. Such decisions by C hurch courts, made 
originally in specific cases that have arisen, will in the 
course of time develop into a body of p recedent having 
the effect of com mon law in dealing with sim ilar cases 
which may arise later. W here the judicatories of a 
denom ination take no cognizance of the doctrinal 
conformity of the m em bership as such, a condition of 
doctrinal indifferentism is likely soon to prevail. It is 
easy to  think of specific exam ples of dissent which may 
have to  be faced by Church courts. For exam ple, a m an 
and his wife wish to join a denom ination holding the 
W estm inster Standards. They profess general ac
ceptance of the Standards and give evidence of an 
intelligent understanding of them , but have scruples on 
the subject of infant baptism. May they be adm itted as 
m em bers with the understanding that their children are 
to rem ain unbaptized until they reach an age when they 
can m ake their personal profession of faith and 
thereupon be baptized? Obviously unless there is to  be 
an anarchic condition in which every man does that 
which is right in his own eyes, a denom ination must 
have a definite policy concerning such m atters. Sup
pose that several such families, each with children 
growing up unbaptized, w ere to  be adm itted to a 
Presbyterian congregation. Each in turn  might be 
regarded as an exception to the ordinary rule; but what 
would then becom e of the C hurch’s corporate witness 
for the doctrine of infant baptism , and for the doctrine 
of the covenant of grace which lies back of it? Clearly it 
would be hazardous to adm it m em bers who oppose 
infant baptism, even in exceptional cases. But suppose 
an applicant for m em bership gives a satisfactory ac
count of his faith except that he is a convinced pacifist, 
and is therefore opposed to  the affirm ation of the 
Confession of Faith that to  wage war, upon just and 
necessary occasion, is not inconsistent w ith Christian 
duty. Although, from the standpoin t of the Confession, 
pacifism is an error, still, so far as the C hurch itself is 
concerned, to tolerate this erro r will not necessarily 
destroy the corporate witness of the Church, for the 
doctrine concerning which erro r exists directly con
cerns neither the system of doctrine nor the Church as 
such, but the sphere of the civil m agistrate. To adm it a 
m em ber who is a pacifist would not uf itself introduce 
an elem ent of anarchy into the life of the Church as 
would the toleration of a family with children growing 
up unbaptized. While every denom ination will have a 
growing body of p recedent for dealing with such 
matters, obviously no body of p receden t o r form ulation 
of rules can prove adequate for all cases which will 
arise. Cases are bound to com e up which will tax the 
Christian wisdom and prudence of those whose office it 
is to govern the house of God.

To affirm that the C hurch must unavoidably 
tolerate some degree of dissent on the part of m em bers 
as such, does not at all imply that the Church may 
tolerate a contrary propaganda. The applicant for 
Church membership who has scruples about this or that 
point of doctrine in the C hurch’s creed  is in the position 
of the weak brother of Rom ans 14. As such he is to be 
treated with sympathy, and if it can be consistently and
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honestly done, he should be received into m embership, 
but always with the understanding that he has no right 
to  carry on a propaganda within or without the C hurch 
for his personal convictions which are at variance with 
the corporate testim ony of his Church. The “weak 
b ro ther” who claims, and exercises, a “right” to engage 
in propaganda against the official standards of his 
Church, thereby claims to be not weak, but strong, and 
to regard the Church as occupying the position of the 
“weak b ro ther.” The Church may properly receive a 
weak bro ther and tolerate his weakness and the erro r 
associated with it, but the weak brother who claims to  
be strong, and acts accordingly, becomes intolerable. 
For the C hurch to  tolerate a weak brother is one thing; 
to to lerate a contrary propaganda is quite another 
m atter. Even with respect to minor points of doctrine 
w hichare  defined in the official standards of a Church, 
to to lerate a contrary propaganda am ounts to 
tolerating anarchy in the ecclesiastical sphere. It is true 
here as elsewhere that a house divided against itself 
cannot stand.

Lest this be misunderstood, it should be explained 
that by “a contrary propaganda” is not m eant any 
discussion of an issue whatever, nor any effort to have 
the C hurch’s standards am ended to bring them into line 
with the d issenter’s personal convictions. These may be 
entirely legitim ate and proper provided they are 
carried on in a lawful rather than a lawless m anner. The 
C hurch m em ber who has scruples about, o r dissents 
from, a point of doctrine set forth in his C hurch’s creed 
certainly has the right to seek to have that creed 
altered, by addressing the judicatories of the C hurch 
with a petition setting forth his reasons for the desired 
change. Such a petition may of course properly be 
supported  by discussion before the appropriate 
judicatory , and the latter may decide that the question 
shall be discussed, pro and con, in writing in some 
C hurch periodical for a certain period of time. None of 
this legal and orderly procedure is to be regarded as “a 
c o n tra ry  p ro p a g a n d a .” R a th e r , “ a c o n tra ry  
propaganda” is one which disregards and by-passes the 
judicatories of the Church and addresses itself to the 
public just as if the m atter were not one already defined 
in a certain  way in the creed of the Church. Even worse 
is that form of contrary propaganda which addresses 
the public, within nr w ithout the Church, in denouncing 
the standards of tl.f  Church themselves because of 
their statem ents on some matter. Thus a minister who 
has scruples about some doctrine set forth in the creed 
of his C hurch may properly bring the m atter before the 
judicatories of his denom ination, but for him to preach 
from the pulpit against official doctrines of his Church 
is intolerable. A denom ination which tolerates this 
p ractice is indeed a house divided against itself, and 
cannot long stand. It may continue to  exist as an 
organization, but it will no longer bear a real corporate 
testim ony.

The question of the form of subscription to the 
doctrinal standards of a denom ination which should be 
required of m inisters is an im portant one but too large 
to be taken up in any detail in this article. Among 
Churches of the Presbyterian family in Am erica the

prevalent form of subscription has been one to the 
Confession of Faith, or to  the Confession and the 
Larger and Shorter Catechism s, as containing the 
system of doctrine taught in the Scriptures. The 
question as to the m eaning of the expression "the 
system of doctrine” — whether it means every 
proposition in the Confession, or the “substance” of 
doctrine, or the Calvinistic system of doctrine —  has 
been thoroughly discussed in the past. (Cf. Charles 
Hodge: The Church and Its Polity (London, 1879), pp. 
317-342.) The first of the views listed cannot be 
defended, for it would am ount to  claiming infallibility 
for the Confession. The second, which would define 
“system” as “substance”, distorts the meaning of words, 
and would open the door to serious errors; a candidate 
for ordination could re ject doctrines which are 
essential to the system of Calvinism, and yet claim  to 
hold the “substance” of doctrine taught in the Scrip
tures. The third view, namely, that which defines “the 
system of doctrine” as consistent Calvinism as set forth 
in the Confession of Faith, is undoubtedly co rrec t and 
should be insisted on.

Something should be said about preaching and 
teaching on the part of m inisters in its relation to the 
corporate witness of the Church. It is not necessary to 
state that a minister should faithfully teach and preach  
the body of truth set forth in the S tandards of his 
Church. But what about the portion of Scriptural 
ground which lies beyond the area of confessionally 
defined dogma? Is a m inister limited to preaching tru th  
em bodied in his C hurch’s corporate witness? M ust he 
refrain from handling m atters on which his C hurch’s 
standards are non-com m ittal? For example, may a 
minister in preaching advocate the “Restitution theory” 
of the meaning of G enesis 1:1,2? The traducian view of 
the origin of the soul? The Pauline authorship of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews? T he view that the earth  is to  be 
destroyed as to  form only, and not as to m atter, o r the 
contrary view that it is to  be destroyed as to both form 
and m atter?

W ith respect to this problem  it may be said, first 
of all, that a m inister is ordained to proclaim the whole 
counsel of God, and therefore is not limited to  that 
portion which has already been defined as dogma by his 
Church; indeed no doctrine would historically have 
been defined as dogma unless it had previously been 
preached by ministers and thus had com e to be 
recognized as Scriptural by the Church. Y et a m inister 
in his preaching and teaching must never contradict 
anything which he has professed to accept in his 
subscription to the S tandards of his Church at his 
ordination. (It has been generally recognized 
historically that there are certain  minor points in the 
W estm inster Confession, not in any sense pertaining to 
the integrity of the system of doctrine, the acceptance 
of which is not necessarily implied in subscription to 
the Confession. The statem ent of the Confession (XXV, 
6) that the Pope of Rom e is the fulfilment of the 
prophecy of II Thess. 2:3,4, is of the nature of an obiter 
dictum, as it is obviously based not merely upon 
exegesis of the Scriptures, but upon ordinary fallible 
hum an records of mediaeval history, and thus departs
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from  the Confession's own principle that "The whole 
counsel of G od, concerning all things necessary for His 
own glory, m an’s salvation, faith, and life, is either 
expressly set down in Scripture, o r by good and 
necessary consequence may be deduced from Scrip
ture: unto which nothing at any time is to be added, 
w hether by new revelations of the Spirit, or traditions 
of m en” (1,6). Obviously the conten t of the phrase “the 
Pope of R om e” is derived not from  Scripture but from 
hum an tradition. To contrad ict such a point should not 
be regarded as inconsistent with subscription to the 
Confession.) In the second place, he may never 
rep resen t any doctrine as an elem ent of the corporate 
witness of his C hurch unless it really is set forth in the 
S tandards. Com m on honesty would seem to involve 
this, yet it is not infrequently violated in practice; 
m inisters who hold some extra-confessional doctrinal 
specialty with great zeal som etim es preach it so fer
vently and so persistently that the public gets the 
im pression that it is a chief point of the denom ination’s 
testim ony. W hen a m inister preaches an extra- 
confessional doctrine he owes his hearers a statem ent 
that w hat he is about to  p reach  is not a part of the 
public testim ony of their Church, that it is not in 
conflict with that testim ony, and that he believes it to 
be a doctrine of G od’s W ord. In the third place, 
preaching of extra-confessional doctrines should be 
kep t in strict subordination, as to  time and emphasis, to 
the task of preaching the doctrines of the C hurch’s 
co rporate  testim ony. The main burden of every 
m inister's pulpit w ork should always be the doctrines 
w hich his C hurch holds as a body. The practice of some 
denom inations of requiring m inisters to  devote one 
service each sabbath to doctrinal preaching following 
the o rder of the C hurch’s catechism  has m uch to 
com m end it. There could hardly be a better safeguard 
against the exploitation of extra-confessional doctrinal 
specialties in the pulpit.

The principles just outlined cannot of course be 
applied to expository preaching in exactly the same 
way as to  doctrinal preaching. In the nature of the case, 
m uch expository preaching will deal with the historical 
and biographical portions of the Bible. It would be 
absurd  to  expect a m inister who preaches on the life of 
Joseph, for example, to  explain to  his hearers that what 
he is about to  say is taught in the Bible, but is not 
m entioned in the S tandards of the Church. Church 
m em bers of ordinary intelligence understand that their 
C hurch’s S tandards present a form ulation of doctrine, 
not a condensed sum m ary of everything in the Bible. 
Still it must be rem em bered tha t expository preaching, 
while not formally doctrinal, cannot be divorced from 
doctrine. The doctrines which a m inister holds will 
inevitably com e to the surface even of expository 
preaching. And surely if in the course of expository 
preaching a m inister wishes to  em phasize some extra
confessional doctrine, he should take care to  m ake its 
status clear to his hearers. The m inister is not merely an 
individual proclaim er of the G ospel; he is also an organ 
of the visible Church, and this fact involves an 
obligation to m aintain a distinction betw een that which 
he holds and proclaim s merely as a m atter of personal 
conviction concerning the m eaning of the Scriptures,

and that which he holds and proclaim s as also the 
corporate witness of the C hurch of which he is a 
member, and in which he is a servant.

Finally, something may be said about the 
question of whether the corporate witness of the visible 
Church is to be regarded as static or progressive. There 
sometim es appears a spirit of blind and com placent 
conservatism which would regard that witness as static, 
as if the Holy Spirit’s work of leading the C hurch into 
all tru th  had com e to a conclusion in the seventeenth 
century and no further developm ent could be ex
pected. This excessively conservative spirit tends to 
look with suspicion on anything new. W hile con
servatism is enjoined in the Scriptural com m and to 
“hold fast that which is good”, (I Thess. 5:21.) the same 
text also requires us to  “prove all things.” Certainly the 
promise that the Holy Spirit would lead the Church into 
all tru th  is rightly understood as referring to a process 
which must continue until the consum m ation of the 
age. Clearly, too, the C hurch’s grasp of the doctrines of 
special revelation hitherto has com e through such a 
process. There has been a progressive developm ent, 
not indeed without its ups and downs, but still a line of 
progress from the age of the apostles to  the present. 
One area of doctrine after ano ther has been clarified 
and has becom e a m atter of co rporate  testim ony, 
especially on the part of those branches of the visible 
Church which have been located  nearest to  the “line of 
orthodoxy”, which can be traced from  the apostles, 
through Augustine, the Reform ers and, later, the 
Puritan divines, down to the R eform ed theologians of 
the nineteenth and tw entieth centuries. This has been a 
wonderful fulfilment of our Lord’s prom ise, but we 
show scant appreciation of it if we regard it as already 
com plete. Clearly there rem ain som e areas of Christian 
doctrine in which further clarification and develop
ment are needed. The areas of eschatology, the 
Church, and the civil m agistrate may be regarded as 
such. T here are also some particu lar parts of doctrines 
which need further clarification. For exam ple, the 
m anner of the transmission of the corruption  of original 
sin has rem ained rather obscure, and the statem ents of 
the Reform ed confessions on this sub ject perhaps leave 
something to be desired. The sam e is true of the m atter 
of marriage and divorce, in several particulars.

But progress in developing a Scriptural corporate 
witness must always be kept in balance with a true 
conservatism. T rue progress m eans building on what 
has com e to us from the past. This does not imply that 
nothing which has com e from  the past as a m atter of 
corporate witness may ever be torn  down. “All synods 
or councils, since the A postles’ times, w hether general 
or particular, may err; and many have e rred ”, (The 
W estm inster Confession of Faith, XXXI, 4.) and 
therefore we must recognize that there has always been 
an elem ent of error in the visible C hurch’s witness to 
the truth. Therefore no creed  or confession is to be 
regarded as sacrosanct; it may really need to be 
am ended, even by the striking out of som e item. But it 
should be realized that such changes will affect only 
minor details, and also that future additions to the 
Church’s witness must necessarily be com paratively
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m inor ones. The great work of building up a corporate 
witness to  the tru th  has already been done; it stands 
today in the historic Reform ed creeds, not indeed as 
infallible, nor as com plete in every element nor in 
detail, but as substantially com plete. In its main 
outlines and in all its principal features, this work has 
been done for all time, and can never be im proved 
upon. W e should rem em ber, too, that the anti-doctrinal 
tem per of our age, which has to some extent infected 
even the best Churches, will make real progress in 
further developm ent of the C hurch’s witness very 
difficult, at least for a time. The C hurch has to  struggle 
desperately today to maintain her grip upon the 
confessions which followed the Reform ation. W e

should hope and pray for the dawn of a better day when 
the developm ent of the C hurch’s witness can go for
ward with new confidence and vigor.

Note: The foregoing article was originally 
published in The Westminster Theological Journal
(May, 1947). It was reprinted in Blue Banner Faith and 
Life in several installm ents in 1951 and 1952. It is 
reproduced in its entirety in the present issue because 
of continued need for its message, and because m any of 
the present readers of Blue Banner Faith and Life do 
not have access to  the issues of over twenty years ago. 
------ Editor.

The C oven an t P eople o f G o d - 

From the Birth of Jacob  to the D eath  o f M oses
LESSON 1

THE EARLY LIFE OF JACOB. GENESIS 27-31

It was revealed to  Rebekah before the b irth  of her 
twin sons that G od's choice would be the younger of 
the two, tha t is, Jacob. This was a sovereign disposition 
of G od and not based on the foreseen character of 
Jacob. H ow ever this does not excuse the use of deceit 
by R ebekah  and Jacob to gain advantages for Jacob. 
During m uch of the early part of Jacob’s life he was 
given to  unethical attem pts to  further himself, instead 
of waiting on G od in faith and patience. In the end of 
chap ter 25 we have the story of how Esau sold his 
birthright to  Jacob for a com m on meal. Though Esau 
later claim ed that Jacob had stolen the birthright 
(27:36), this charge was unw arranted. It was not a theft 
but a bargain, though we must insist that it was a hard  
bargain on Jacob’s part.

Y ears passed, and the old father Isaac evidently 
felt that he was likely soon to  die (27:2). At this tim e 
Isaac was 137 years old, and as a m atter of fact he lived 
43 m ore years, to  age ISO (35:28,29). A t any rate , he 
evidently felt that his death might be near, so he called 
Esau to  him and directed him to prepare venison stew 
and receive the patriarchal blessing.

W e should realize that Isaac must have known of 
the revelation of God to  Rebekah before the b irth  of 
the twins. He must have known that Jacob, not Esau, 
was G od’s choice for the covenant promises. But he 
definitely favored Esau and evidently wished to  go as 
near as he dared  to giving the main blessing to Esau. 
The sham eful story of how Rebekah and Jacob con
spired to  deceive their blind husband and father is well 
known. W e should note that the moral wrong of this 
transaction  did not bother Jacob at all at this stage of 
his life. He was only afraid that the deception would be 
detected  and he would draw a curse instead of a 
blessing.

Jacob pretended to be Esau and succeeded in 
getting the blessing. But Isaac did not dare to  confer 
the main covenant blessings —  “the blessing of 
A braham ” —  on the son kneeling before him, for he 
believed this son to  be Esau. Accordingly Isaac went as 
far as he dared and prom ised a full budget of social and 
m aterial blessings on the son kneeling before him.

Later when Esau returned and discovered what 
had happened, he was furious and announced his in
tention to  kill Jacob. Jacob was now sent away from 
home to escape the m urderous wrath of his b ro ther 
Esau. R ebekah, however, did not state it that way in 
getting Isaac’s consent for Jacob to leave home. She put 
it on the basis that it would be best for him to  go up 
country to the area of her original hom e, and there 
m arry a woman who feared God, rather than one of the 
pagan and imm oral Canaanites among whom they were 
living.

Before leaving home, Jacob got the real covenant 
blessing —  the blessing of A braham  — since now there 
was no doubt about his identity and his place in the 
plan of God for the redem ption of the world. It is called 
“the blessing of A braham ” in 28:4.

Possibly on his second or third night from hom e 
Jacob lay down to sleep on an open hillside (28:11), 
near the Canaanite town of Luz, which he later nam ed 
Bethel, “House of G od.” It was here that he dream ed of 
the ladder reaching to heaven, with God at the top, 
Jacob on the ground at the bottom , and the angels 
ascending and descending on the ladder. This is the 
first known divine revelation granted to Jacob, but by 
no means the last. The ladder seen in the dream  was 
alluded to  by our Lord in his statem ent to  N athanael 
(John 1:51). In view of the statem ent of our Lord, we 
are w arranted in saying that the ladder seen by Jacob 
represents Christ, the M ediator between G od and man, 
who bridges the gap between heaven and earth.
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W hat Jacob saw in his dream  was accom panied 
by w hat he heard: “A nd behold, the Lord stood above 
it, and said, I am the G od of A braham  thy father, and 
the G od of I s a a c .. ( 2 8 : 1 3 ) .  G od revealed Himself to 
Jacob, not simply as G od, but as Jehovah the God of 
A braham  and Isaac —  the G od, therefore, of the 
gracious covenant promises, promises which were now 
repeated  and confirm ed to Jacob. These promises 
included (1) the promise of inheritance of the land of 
C anaan; (2) the promise of a very num erous posterity; 
and (3) the prom ise that in Jacob and his seed shall all 
the families of the earth  be blessed.

T o these great covenant prom ises there was now 
added  another which specifically promises divine 
guidance and protection to Jacob: “And behold, I am 
with thee, and will keep thee in all places whither thou 
goest, and will bring thee again into this land; for I will 
not leave thee, until I have done that which I have 
spoken to  thee of” (28:15).

W e should note the sovereign, gracious, un
conditional character of these prom ises m ade to Jacob. 
G od takes the initiative and undertakes to bring all 
these things to pass. The prom ises are not made 
contingent upon Jacob’s faithfulness; rather, they 
proceed  from  G od’s faithfulness. The divine initiative 
and m onergism  (it all starts with G od and all the power 
is of G od) is the very heart of what is known as 
Calvinism or the Reform ed Faith. Calvin did not invent 
this theology; neither did A ugustine or the Apostle 
Paul. It is deeply im bedded in the Scriptures, in the Old 
T estam ent no less than in the New. Calvinism does not 
depend  on a special in terpretation  of a few selected 
texts; it is the very warp and woof of the Bible, it is 
woven into its very texture and built into its very 
structure.

On waking from his sleep, Jacob sllows what a 
deep im pression the revelation had m ade on him. “How 
dreadful is this place! this is none o ther but the house of 
G od, and this is the gate of heaven” (28:16,17). Jacob’s 
statem ent, “the Lord is in this place, and I knew it not” 
does not imply that he thought of G od as a localized 
divinity; rather, the m eaning is, “This is a place where 
God m anifests Himself as Jehovah; I had not realized 
that before.”

In response to the divine revelation and promises 
Jacob com m its himself to the worship and service of 
G od and vows to render to G od a tithe of all that God 
will give him. W hat disposition he expected to make of 
his tithe is not stated or explained.

W ithout further incident Jacob m ade his way to 
his m other’s home country, w here he w orked for his 
uncle Laban as a shepherd for over twenty years, 
having m arried Laban’s two daughters Leah and 
Rachel, and two m aidservants Bilhah and Zilpah. God 
has greatly blessed Jacob and he has becom e chief of a 
large group of people, and a rich man in his own right. 
Finding Laban unfriendly, he finally made his 
departure from Laban’s country and returned  to the 
Promised Land.

Questions:

1. How did Jacob obtain the birthright?

2. How, and with whose help, did Jacob obtain 
the patriarchal blessing?

3. Why did Jacob have to leave home?

4. Describe Jacob’s dream  at Bethel, and his 
response to it.

5. W hat arrangem ent was m ade between Jacob 
and his uncle Laban?

6. How did Jacob com e to m arry Leah? Rachel?

7. How long was Jacob in M esepotam ia with 
Laban?

8. How did Jacob succeed in getting away from 
Laban?

LESSON 2 

THE LATER LIFE OF JACOB. GENESIS 32-36

W hen Jacob realized tha t he would soon m eet his 
b rother Esau, he sent a costly gift of livestock in an 
effort to placate Esau. Jacob has not seen Esau for 
some twenty years, and when Jacob left hom e Esau was 
planning to m urder him.

On the bank of the Jabbok river Jacob m et God. 
The Jabbok is a stream  w hich flows in to  the Jordan 
from the east. In its last few miles before entering the 
Jordan it flows through a deep gorge. The stream  is said 
to be about thirty feet wide, the dep th  of the water 
varying with the season, but clearly it was not too deep 
for fording at the time.

W e have now com e to the study of one of the 
strangest, most m ysterious incidents recorded  in the 
Bible —  Jacob’s wrestling with “a m an” until the break 
of day. This incident is so strange and m ysterious that 
some scholars have pronounced it m ythical rather than 
historical. Those who regard it as a myth, however, do 
not agree among themselves as to  w hat idea the story is 
intended to represent. Over against the view that this 
experience of Jacob is m ythical, we hold that it is 
historical and, moreover, that it was not a merely 
spiritual or subjective experience, but involved real 
wrestling with a person who was objectively present 
and was manifested in a bodily form.

“And Jacob was left alone; and there wrestled a 
man with him until the breaking of the day” (32:24). 
That this “m an” was not really a hum an being is proved 
by a reference in the book of the prophet H osea (12:2-
5), which states of Jacob: “Yea, he had pow er over the
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angel, and prevailed: he wept, and m ade supplication 
unto  him: he found him in Bethel, and there he spake 
with us; even the Lord of hosts; the Lord is his 
m em orial.” H ere the “man is called the "angel,” and 
what follows implies that this “angel” is not an ordinary 
angel but is a theophany, a m anifestation of God 
Himself.

Jacob has been up against strong opposition for 
years. Having finally gotten clear of his uncle Laban, he 
is still concerned and anxious about the coming 
m eeting with his brother Esau. By his own admission, 
Jacob is afraid of Esau. His previous actions on this 
might show that the problem of meeting Esau was 
upperm ost in his mind. Jacob regards his relationship to 
Esau as his great problem . But Jacob needs to  learn the 
lesson that his greatest problem is not his relationship 
to his b ro ther but his relationship to God. Really that is 
everyone's greatest problem — it is a problem which, 
when faced and solved, furnishes the key to the 
solution of all o ther problems. Jacob, then, needs to 
realize that his greatest and deepest concern must be, 
not about Esau, but about God.

Jacob’s conflict with this mysterious stranger on 
the bank of the Jabbok is m arked by distinct stages. 
T he first stage is that mentioned in verse 24, the 
wrestling through the night until the break of day. The 
point of this part is that by reason of his heroic per
sistence Jacob obtained the blessing from the stranger 
in the end. Jacob persevered and overcam e what 
seem ed to  be an insurm ountable obstacle. Jacob’s 
persistent wrestling with the stranger — really with 
G od —  has been com pared to  Christ’s encounter with 
the Syro-Phoenician woman. The woman persisted in 
the face of apparent rejection by Christ, until she 
obtained the blessing which she sought.

It should be noted that the record does not 
m erely state that Jacob wrestled with the stranger, but 
that the stranger wrestled with Jacob. The stranger’s 
wrestling with Jacob is what is primarily im portant in 
the incident. “W e must, therefore, take into account 
the elem ent of divine displeasure Jacob had to  over
com e always rem em bering that this entered into the 
whole transaction from btginning to end. And this fact 
colored the fram e of mind in which the patriarch  
prayed, and makes his experience an example for us of 
prayer, not so m uch in general, but of a specific kind. It 
is prayer for forgiveness of sin and the rem oval of 
divine displeasure on account of sin that we here find 
illustrated. And in consonance with this the blessing 
craved and received was the blessing of pardon and a 
return  to  norm al relations with God. The event taught 
Jacob that inheritance of the promises can rest on 
forgiveness of sin and a purified conscience only” (G. 
Vos, Biblical Theology, pp. 113, 114).

The second stage of the encounter begins at the 
point where the mysterious stranger touches the hollow 
of Jacob’s thigh, putting his thigh out of joint. Jacob 
thus learns that in the real conflict of life, the true 
victory is that of surrender to the will of G od. God

seems to be our adversary as we struggle in prayer, but 
as God prevails in our life and our will is surrendered to 
the will of G od, we gain the real victory. Jacob must 
always rem em ber this experience, therefore a physical 
disability is placed upon him as a rem inder. In later life 
Jacob's limp will remind him of the night on the bank of 
the Jabbok where he wrestled with G od and finally by 
persistence won the victory.

As day is breaking, the stranger asks to be let go. 
Jacob, however, refuses, saying, “I will not let thee go, 
except thou bless m e.” This is a truly heroic faith, a 
truly heroic persistence in prayer. So far from being 
presum ptuous or im proper on Jacob’s part, as some 
have held, it is highly com m ended and indicates his real 
victory in the conflict. Jacob holds on to the very last, 
he does not give up even when there seems to  be good 
reason for giving up. His thigh is out of joint; the day is 
breaking; yet Jacob keeps on and will not give up until 
the blessing has been granted.

Before departing, the stranger changes Jacob’s 
name to Israel. “For as a prince hast thou pow er with 
God and with men, and hast prevailed” (32:28). This 
verse proves that Jacob's continued struggle was 
com m endable, not blam eworthy. He is declared  to 
have won the victory. The change of nam e indicates a 
change of character. Jacob means “Supplanter” —  a 
name well fitted to Jacob’s past history and character. 
Israel means “he who strives with G od” —  a nam e 
suited to Jacob’s new life and character. It should be 
observed that in the Old Testam ent both nam es, Jacob 
and Israel, continue to  be used interchangeably. We 
may say that “Jacob” stands for Jacob’s old nature, 
while “Israel” stands for his new nature. But in his 
previous life Jacob had real faith in G od as his Saviour, 
and in his later life he was not perfect but was still 
involved in some evil. Therefore it was fitting that both 
names should be used, even afte r his experience by the 
Jabbok. “As before, side by side with Jacob’s perversity, 
there had been an elem ent of spirituality, so also af
terwards, side by side with the now m atured 
spirituality, there rem ained traces of the old nature. 
Hence God continued to  subject the patriarch  to 
discipline of affliction even to his old age” (G. Vos, 
Biblical Theology, p. 114). That is to say, though Jacob 
is now in a right relation to  God, and can properly be 
called “Israel,” he is not yet com pletely sanctified, nor 
has his old “Jacob” nature been com pletely eradicated; 
therefore he can also properly be called “Jacob.”

Questions:

1. Why did Jacob send his household across the 
Jabbok by night?

2. How large a stream  is the Jabbok? W here is it 
located?

3. W hat view of Jacob’s wrestling with a 
mysterious stranger is held by some scholars?

4. Why should this incident be regarded as 
historical fact?
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5. W hat Scripture text proves that the "m an” 
who w restled with Jacob was not a hum an being?

6. W hat was the real identity of the stranger who 
w restled w ith Jacob?

7. W hat did Jacob regard as his greatest problem  
a t this tim e?

8. W hat was really Jacob’s greatest problem  at 
this tim e?

9. W hat was the first stage of Jacob’s conflict on 
the bank of the Jabbok?

10. T o w hat New T estam ent incident has Jacob’s 
wrestling been  com pared?

11. W hat kind of p rayer is represented  by Jacob’s 
struggle?

12. A t w hat point did the second stage of Jacob's 
struggle begin?

13. W hy was a physical disability placed upon 
Jacob?

14. W hy was Jacob’s refusal to  give up until he 
received the blessing com m endable?

15. W hat victory did Jacob win?

16. W hat is the m eaning of the nam e “Jacob”? Of 
“Israel”?

17. W hat fact concerning Jacob’s life was in
d icated  by the change of nam e?

18. W hy was the nam e “Jacob” used along with 
“Israel” in the Old Testam ent from  this point onwards?

LESSON 3 

GOD’S REDEMPTIVE PURPOSE IN THE 
LIFE OF IOSEPH. GENESIS 37-50

Jacob had in all twelve sons. Incidentally, and to 
m any people’s surprise, it is a fact that our Saviour 
Jesus Christ is not descended from  his beloved Rachel 
but from  Leah, the m other of Judah. There were two 
sons of R achel —  Joseph, and Benjamin, the latter 
being the baby of the family, youngest of the twelve 
sons.

G od had great things in store for Joseph, and it 
may be that the father Jacob realized this. A t any rate, 
he showed favoritism to Joseph above anything given to 
Joseph’s ten older brothers. The “coat of many colors” 
was conspicuous, and signified not only the father’s 
favoritism but intended headship in the clan. Quite 
understandably, but not excusably, the older brothers,

or ra ther half-brothers, of Jacob hated  him. There were 
three reasons for this hatred: (1) the favoritism the 
father had shown about the coat of m any colors; (2) 
Joseph's dream s, which he boastingly reported  to the 
half-brothers; (3) Joseph’s practice of “telling on” the 
brothers, o r reporting their bad conduct to  his father 
(37:2). No doubt what Joseph told was strictly true, and 
Jacob needed to  know it, but naturally  the half-brothers 
would resent it.

We may suppose, too, that Joseph was a bit of a 
“show-off” about the coat of m any colors and the 
dreams. The dreams were p rophetic  and cam e from 
God, but they were not given to Joseph to  brag about to 
his older half-brothers; they w ere to  com fort and brace 
him years later when he would be suffering severe 
affliction in the land of Egypt.

It also appears that in the early part of the life of 
Jacob’s twelve sons, Joseph was the only one that had 
any spiritual rapport or sym pathy with his father’s faith 
and world-view. Chapter 38 shows th a t at least part of 
the brothers, if not all, w ere no t only irreligious but 
actually imm oral and crim inal in their life-style during 
these early years. Jacob and Joseph shared  a bond of 
faith and sympathy, a fact which would be noted and 
resented by the brothers.

Jacob must not have realized how bad his ten 
older sons actually were, otherw ise he never would 
have allowed Joseph to  go alone m any miles from home 
to visit the sheep-herding bro thers. T hat they would 
actually try to  m urder or k idnap Joseph evidently never 
crossed his mind. Joseph’s o lder bro thers are  a lesson in 
sinful hum an depravity, and the fact tha t parents often 
do not believe the real tru th  abou t the ir children.

So Joseph is sold as a slave and goes down to 
Egypt, entering the household of a wealthy and high- 
ranking Egyptian nam ed Potiphar. Joseph’s faith in 
God stood him in good stead. His experiences must 
have been hard to bear, yet he m aintained his faith and 
his hope for the future. W hether in Potiphar’s 
household or in prison, Joseph continues to live by faith 
in the Lord, in spite of extrem e difficulty, and is finally 
vindicated.

The whole history is an am azing lesson in the 
providence and foreordination of G od. Note Joseph’s 
words in 50:19,20. Of course his being kidnapped and 
sold into Egyptian slavery was the act of his brothers, 
for which they were responsible before G od. Y et at the 
same time a deeper purpose of G od was being worked 
out, a purpose crucial in the history of the plan of 
redem ption. Through Joseph’s being in Egypt, the 
covenant seed from which Christ must com e was kept 
alive and did not perish from  the fam ine. So all through 
history, sinful men have their plans and purposes, but 
beneath it all in a different and deeper dim ension, the 
eternal counsel of G od is being w orked out.

Joseph died at the age of 110 years, in Egypt. His 
body was em balm ed in the Egyptian m anner and 
placed in a coffin, but not buried. For Joseph had faith
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in the prom ise of God to  Abraham (15:14), and knew 
that the Egyptian sojourn would not last forever. So he 
m ade the people of Israel swear an  oath, promising that 
when they finally left Egypt to return lo  the Land of 
Prom ise, they would take his mortal remains with them  
and bury them  in the soil of Canaan (50:25).

Questions:

1. How many sons did Jacob have? W hat was 
Joseph’s position among the sons? W ho was Joseph’s 
m other?

2. How did the father, Jacob, show favoritism in 
the family? W as this right? Was it wise?

3. D escribe Joseph’s boyhood dream s and tell 
their meaning.

4. How did it com e about that Joseph was sold to  
be a slave in Egypt? W hat does this incident show about 
the character of his brothers? W hat did they tell their 
father Jacob?

5. W hat becam e of Joseph in Egypt? W hat 
success did he have in Potiphar’s household?

6. W hat false accusation was brought against 
Joseph?

7. D escribe Joseph’s condition, attitude and 
success while in prison.

8. Tell of the dream s of P haraoh’s bu tler and 
baker, and their m eaning as in terpreted  by Joseph.

9. D escribe Pharaoh's double dream and tell its 
meaning.

10. How did Joseph becom e a ruler in Egypt? 
W hat authority  and honor did he receive?

11. W hy did Joseph’s ten brothers go to Egypt?

12. W hat was Joseph’s attitude tow ard the 
brothers? Of w hat offense did he accuse them? How did 
he trea t them ? W hat dem ai’d did he m ake of them ?

13. W hy did Jacob finally consent to  Benjam in 
going to  Egypt with his brothers on the second trip?

14. How did Joseph further test his b ro thers’ 
repentance and character?

15. How was it finally made clear that the 
brothers would not treat Benjamin as they had once 
treated  Joseph?

16. D escribe the scene where Joseph finally 
revealed his identity to  his brothers.

17. Why was Joseph not angry with his brothers?

18. W hat provision was made for the families of

Jacob and his sons during the remaining years of 
famine?

19. In what part of Egypt did they settle? W here 
was this located, and why was it suitable for them?

20. W hat is the last event recorded in the book of 
Genesis? How does it show Joseph’s faith in G od’s 
covenant promise?

LESSON 4

OPPRESSION IN THE LAND OF EGYPT 

(Exodus Chapters 1-6)

A ccording to  the latest conservative Biblical 
scholarship, the death  of Joseph occurred in 1806 B.C. 
This is the last event m entioned in Genesis. The first 
event m entioned in Exodus is the rise of "a new king” 
who “knew not Joseph.” This statem ent of 1:8 
presumably means a new dynasty of kings, not m erely a 
new individual ruler.

A bout 1730 B.C. Egypt was invaded by “shepherd 
kings” of Semitic race, called the Hyksos, who defeated 
the ruling Egyptian dynasty, set themselves up as the 
rulers of Egypt and continued to  rule until they were 
expelled by the Egyptians about 1570 B.C. These dates 
are taken from the chart of Old Testament Patralrchs 
and fudges, by John C. W hitcom b, copyright 1961. 
(This chart, which is extrem ely valuable for Bible study, 
can be obtained for 50 cents from Bible Charts, P.O. 
Box 677, W inona Lake, Indiana, U.S.A.).

This was a period of political disintegration in 
Egypt, and a period from  which historical inform ation 
is scanty and difficult to  in terpret. Bible scholars 
disagree on w hether the “new king” rising over Egypt 
means the rise of the Hyksos dynasty, o r w hether it 
means the rise of the fam ous and splendid 18th 
Egyptian dynasty. Dr. W hitcom b’s chart holds the 
form er view, w hereas Dr. M errill F. U nger in his Ar
cheology and the Old Testament adheres to  the la tter 
view. W hich of these two views is held has a bearing on 
how long the people of Israel suffered oppression in 
Egypt. Did the period of oppression begin in 1730 B.C. 
with the arrival of the Hyksos, o r did it begin in 1570 
B.C. with their expulsion? This question, in the present 
state of historical knowledge, cannot be answered with 
certainty.

It should be noted  that there is a long time-gap 
between the end of G enesis and the beginning of 
Exodus. If we take Exodus 1:8 as referring to  the 
arrival of the Hyksos rulers, the time gap is 1806-1730, 
or 76 years. If we hold the (perhaps m ore probable) 
view that Ex. 1:8 means the beginning of the 18th 
dynasty, following the expulsion of the Hyksos, then 
the time gap is 1806-1570, o r about 236 years.
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At all events, as we leave Genesis and enter 
Exodus we are im m ediately aware that things are 
d ifferent. In Genesis, the Israelites in Egypt were 
extrem ely well treated  and, indeed, had the best of 
everything. W e recall that many prom inent Egyptians 
accom panied the body of Jacob to  Canaan. In Exodus, 
Israel is regarded by the Egyptian rulers as a problem , 
and Israel suffers increasingly bad treatm ent.

1:7 stresses the great num erical increase of the 
Israelites. F rom  being a single patriarchal family they 
are becom ing a large population. Settled in the land of 
G oshen, that is, the eastern delta region of the Nile 
River, they are at the very entrance to  Egypt. Any 
attacking enem y, such as the H ittites, would enter 
Egypt from  the northeast, and G oshen would be the 
first Egyptian area invaded. Naturally, then, the 
Egyptians feared this rapidly increasing alien 
population  in the vestibule of their country. This does 
n o t justify their treatm ent of Israel, but it helps to 
explain it.

The sta tem ent of the king of Egypt (1:9) that 
Israel had already becom e m ore num erous and 
pow erful than  the Egyptians, must be taken as 
exaggeration or hyperbole. It is not known what the 
population  of Egypt was a t this period, but it must have 
been  m uch g rea ter than the Israelite population of 
G oshen. The hyperbole shows, however, how alarmed 
the Egyptians w ere becoming.

The Egyptian rulers adopted progressively harsh 
m easures in dealing with Israel. The first of these 
m easures was forced labor in the construction of store 
cities. "But the m ore they afflicted them , the more they 
m ultiplied and grew ” (1:12). Israel was a people having 
high vitality, and m oreover the blessing of God was 
upon them . Next, the Egyptian ruler com m anded the 
H ebrew  midwives to  destroy male infants at birth 
(1:16). It was possibly A m enhotep I (1548-1528 B.C.) 
who issued this w icked com m and. W hen this cruel 
ed ict proved unenforceable, the Pharaoh “charged all 
his people” that every male infant of the Israelites is to 
be cast in to  the river. W e should note that this was not 
a law o r directive, but ra the r a propaganda appeal to 
the general population of Egypt to  step in and act 
against the increase of Israel. This wicked counsel 
cannot have been very thoroughly carried out, for if it 
had been, there would have been no  Israelite nation 
afte r one generation. As a m atter of fact, it cannot have 
been thoroughly carried  out, as proved by the un
ceasing increase of the Israelite population. In
cidentally, M oses’ older b ro ther A aron had not been 
throw n into the Nile.

The story of the birth  of Moses is well-known. He 
was of the tribe of Levi, the tribe from which the 
priesthood later arose. Note that it was by faith that 
M oses’ parents disobeyed the king of Egypt and saved 
M oses alive (Hebrews 11:23). It is not always our duty 
to  obey rulers and m agistrates — som etim es we must 
m ake a choice, and obey G od ra ther than men.

The age of M oses at his death was 120 years

(Deut. 34:7). Moses was 40 years old when he killed the 
Egyptian and had to flee to  the land of M idian (Acts 
7:23). He was 80 years old when G od called him at the 
burning bush (Acts 7:30). Thus the 120 years of M oses’ 
life are conveniently divided into three periods of 40 
years each. This could not be known from  the Old 
Testam ent alone; we are dependent on Stephen's 
speech in Acts 7 for the essential data.

The call of G od cam e to  M oses tow ards the end 
of his 40 year period in the desert of M idian. His a t
tem pt to  help his own people at the age of 40 had failed 
and only resulted in his having to  flee for his life. 
During the 40 years in M idian M oses had plenty of time 
to think. He may very likely have felt that his own life 
was a failure. Many people believe that it was at this 
time that Moses wrote Psalm 90 (com pare Psalm 
90:9,10) —  his life had passed and nothing worth-while 
had been accom plished —  it was like “a tale that is 
told.” However, for Moses, life began a t 80, not 40, with 
the theophany at the burning bush. (Theophany means 
a visible manifestation o r appearing of God). The 
attem pts to  explain this naturalistically are pitiable. It 
has even been suggested by som e tha t M oses saw some 
yellow flowers and mistakenly supposed they were a 
burning bush! E ither one believes in the supernatural, 
or he doesn’t. If one doesn’t, then the Bible is a book of 
lies, and the consistent thing would be to  becom e an 
atheist or agnostic. If one does believe in the super
natural, then events such as this theophany will cause 
him no difficulty. But to  claim  to be a Christian and a 
Bible-believer, and at the sam e tim e to  discount or 
explain away the Bible’s supernatural features, is in
tellectually dishonest and contem ptible.

Moses was called to deliver Israel from the 
bondage of Egypt. Moses was m ost reluctan t to  accept 
this assignment, and offered a series of excuses for not 
doing so. However, it was the com m and of God and 
there was no evading it. F or this M oses had been bom , 
for this he had been saved from  drowning in the Nile, 
for this he had been educated  in Egypt, for this he had 
been prepared by God for 80 years. So finally Moses 
yields and accepts the assignment.

Moses is joined by his b ro ther A aron, and they 
first approach the elders of Israel, and are able to 
convince them that God had sent them  (4:30,31). Next 
they approach Pharaoh, the king of Egypt. The dem and 
at this tim e is not that Israel be let go perm anently, but 
merely that the people have three days off to  go into 
the wilderness to worship their G od. W hat could be 
more reasonable than that? Even a slave people have 
religion and their God has to  be taken seriously. But 
Pharaoh will not yield an inch. “W ho is the Lord, that I 
should obey his voice to let Israel go? I know not the 
Lord, neither will I let Israel go” (5:2). H ere is the seed 
of the serpent versus the seed of the woman, the world 
against the church. This is haughty contem pt for the 
Lord. The meaning is, “I do not recognize the Lord, and 
even if I did, I would not le t Israel go.”

The result of Moses’ and A aron’s efforts, so far, 
was only to  increase the troubles and burdens of Israel.
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The oppression tightens. Now it is bricks without straw. 
We should not expect an oppressive governm ent to be 
reasonable. T here is neither consistency nor logic in 
sin. Egypt will try to  crush the very life out of Israel. 
The people groan under their bitter burdens. W here is 
the saving pow er of God?

Questions:

1. W hat difference is there in the attitude of the 
Egyptians tow ard the Israelites, between the end of 
G enesis and the beginning of Exodus?

2. W hat is the probable meaning of the statem ent 
that there arose a new king over Egypt (1:8)?

3. W hat problem  exists as to  the historical 
reference of Exodus 1:8?

4. W ho w ere the Hyksos and what did they do?

5. W hy would the rulers of Egypt consider Israel 
a special problem ?

6. How can it be shown that Pharaoh’s appeal to  
the Egyptians to  destroy the Israelite male infants by 
throwing them  into the Nile was not effectively carried  
out?

7. How long was M oses’ life? In to  what periods is 
it divided? From  what statem ents of the Bible are these 
facts known?

8. W hat is the meaning of the term theophany?

9. W hat was the theophany which M oses wit
nessed?

10. W hy is it wrong and foolish to try to explain 
this naturalistically?

11. W hat was the first dem and m ade on 
Pharaoh?

12. W hat was Pharaoh’s response? W hat attitude 
does it betray?

13. W hy should we not expect oppressive 
governm ents to  be reasonable?

LESSON 5 

THE PRESSURE OF THE LORD 
DESCENDS ON EGYPT 

(Exodus Chapters 7-10)

“Against all the gods of Egypt will I execute 
judgm ent: I am the Lord” (Ex. 12:12). The conflict now 
shaping up betw een Israel and Egypt was m ore than a 
contest betw een two races or populations. Nor was it

merely a duel between Moses and Pharaoh. Essentially, 
this was a religious and spiritual conflict. The real 
battle was behind the scenes, between the Lord G od 
and the dem onic forces represented  by Egypt and the 
gods of Egypt. T hat pagan religion involves a dem onic 
elem ent is proved by I Corinthians 10:20, “the things 
which the G entiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to  devils, 
and not to G od.” This does not mean that pagan 
worshippers consciously and deliberately worship evil 
spirits, for it is clear that ordinarily, at least, they have 
no such idea or intention. But it certainly means that 
demons have a part in making paganism w hat it is, and 
that the worship which the heathen ignorantly offer to 
their “gods” and “goddesses”, the dem ons appropriate 
to  themselves. The m odem  rationalism which would 
reduce all dem ons to  figments of the im agination and 
hold that the rites of paganism are all m ere harm less 
human deviations from tru th  and right, is not coun
tenanced by the Bible.

So judgm ent is to be executed against “all the 
gods of Egypt.” W e should not condescendingly say, 
“That was a pre-scientific age.” Instead, we should 
realize that any view of this conflict which regards it as 
merely social and hum an is superficial and fails to 
realize what was really going on.

Through the instrum entality of Moses and A aron, 
the Lord sends ten plagues on the land of Egypt. It 
would take up too  m uch space for us to consider the 
ten plagues in detail, but we shall m ake certain  ob
servations about this history as a whole.

1. All of the first nine plagues perfectly fit the 
Egyptian scene. Nothing foreign to  Egypt is in troduced. 
Thus, there was a plague of frogs. A country that is a 
narrow strip of land on both  sides of a great river will 
always have frogs. This tim e the frogs increased to  such 
an extent that they becam e a national problem . 
M oreover, they cam e and went away again at the 
bidding of Moses. Thus the m iraculous or supernatural 
features here seem to be in (a) the intensity of the 
affliction, and (b) the timing of the affliction. The 
intensity and the timing showed clearly the hand of 
God at work.

2. Each of the plagues hit at some feature of 
Egypt’s religion. Thus, there was a plague of flies; the 
fly was w orshipped in Egypt. There was a plague of 
darkness; they were sun-worshippers. T here was a 
plague on their cattle; they worshipped cattle. Thus the 
Lord struck at the very things Egypt relied on for 
protection  and help, and made these their trouble and 
ruin.

3. A sharp distinction was m ade between the 
people of Egypt and the people of Israel, as to  the 
plagues. Note 8:22,23, “And I will put a division be
tween my people and thy people. . .”. Thus the Lord 
acknowledged Israel to be His covenant people, the 
recipients of His special care and protection.

4. Some, at least, of the plagues involved both 
natural and supernatural elem ents. As already pointed
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out, in som e cases the supernatural elem ents may have 
been in the intensity and tim ing of the plagues.

5. The plague of darkness affected all the land of 
Egypt except G oshen where the people of Israel lived. 
In the judgm ent of the present writer, this must be 
regarded as wholly supernatural; it is difficult to 
conceive of any physical causes of darkness which 
would operate  so selectively. The same must be said 
about the ten th  and last plague, the death of the first
born. Some may attem pt to explain this as caused by 
som e sudden infection or virus. But this is futile. The 
plague affected both man and beasts —  it struck the 
firstborn of m an and beast, and the firstborn only. 
Even if there were a naturally caused disease which 
would attack  both  people and animals, it would not 
selectively smite the firstborn only. This tenth  plague, 
therefore, was a sheer m iracle, caused solely by the 
alm ighty power of God.

6. The first nine plagues produced a deep im
pression on the land and people of Egypt, and even on 
Pharaoh, the king of Egypt. They did not, however, 
p roduce any real repentance or change of heart. 
P haraoh  repeatedly  relented, then changed his mind 
again. Thus we see tha t the judgm ents of G od do not of 
them selves bring m en to  repentance. For that, 
som ething m ore is necessary, nam ely, divine grace. 
Judgm ents may convince people that they are in the 
wrong, they may lead to  m erely psychological in
tentions of am endm ent, but they do not change the 
heart, which, apart from  the gracious supernatural 
regeneration, still is a t enm ity with God.

The pressure of the Lord fell on the land of Egypt. 
It becam e increasingly c lear that a Person was at work 
against whom the gods of Egypt were powerless. The 
pressure becam e increasingly heavy until it was all but 
unendurable. No one in Egypt could ignore the God of 
Israel now. Even Pharaoh who had so proudly said 
“W ho is the L o rd ? .. . .  I know not the Lord,” now has to 
take the Lord seriously. Israel increasingly realizes that 
the covenant which the Lord had m ade with Abraham , 
Isaac and Jacob is a reality and will be im plem ented by 
the almighty power of the Lord G od on the field of 
hum an history. Thus the situation stands briefly as the 
Lord is about to  strike the final blow against Egypt.

Questions:

1. How can it be shown that the conflict between 
Israel and Egypt was basically a religious and spiritual
one?

2. W hat verse in Paul’s epistles proves that 
paganism involves a dem onic elem ent?

3. W hat is the sophisticated m odern attitude 
tow ard the gods and goddesses of the pagan world?

4. W hat is m eant by the statem ent that all of the 
first nine plagues perfectly fit the Egyptian scene?

5. W hat is the relation betw een the ten plagues

and the national religion of Egypt?

6. How did the plagues bring out the special 
relationship of Israel to the Lord?

7. If some of the plagues involved natural as well 
as supernatural elements, in w hat did the supernatural 
elem ents consist?

8. Why must the last two plagues have been 
entirely supernatural?

9. W hat impression did the nine plagues produce 
on Pharaoh and the Egyptians?

10. Why do the judgm ents of G od not lead 
people to  repentance?

11. To what extent did the first nine plagues 
change Pharaoh's attitude to  the Lord?

12. W hat tru th  would be deeply im pressed on the 
minds of the Israelites by the plagues?

LESSON 6 

ESCAPE FROM EGYPT AT LAST 

(Exodus Chapters 11-19)

The hardening of P haraoh’s heart has perplexed 
many people. If G od hardened P haraoh’s heart, why is 
Pharaoh then blamed for having a hard  heart and 
acting accordingly? The ob jection  sounds plausible, 
but it is very superficial and unrealistic. A ccording to 
the record, Pharaoh first hardened  his own heart by 
haughtily rejecting the dem and for an opportunity  for 
the Israelites to worship G od (Ex. 5:1-9). This was a 
grievous sin against God. G od has various ways of 
punishing people for their sins. One way is to  withhold 
all influences of divine grace from  the person, that is, 
just to  leave him alone in his stubbornness and sin. 
Thus left to  himself, he can only becom e m ore and 
more deeply sinful and rebellious against G od. This can 
properly be called G od hardening P haraoh’s heart. The 
only thing that could possibly have prevented 
Pharaoh’s heart from becom ing harder and harder was 
grace, the gracious working of the Holy Spirit leading 
to repentance and faith. But this was w ithheld — justly 
withheld —  from Pharaoh as a punishm ent for his 
original wrong attitude.

T hat the whole process was planned and 
foreordained by God does not diminish P haraoh’s guilt 
in the least. The relation betw een G od’s foreordination 
and hum an guilt is m ysterious to  us, but it is folly to 
deny either (1) that God has foreordained all that 
comes to  pass; or (2) that the sinner is guilty of the sin 
which he commits. The apostle Paul in Rom ans chapter 
9 discusses this problem , and affirms the sovereignty of 
God in spite of our difficulty in grasping it: “For the
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Scripture saith unto Pharaoh, Even for this same 
purpose have I raised thee up, that I might show my 
pow er in thee, and that my name might be declared 
throughout all the earth. Therefore hath he mercy on 
whom he will have mercy, and whom he will he hard- 
ene th” (Rom. 9:17,18, quoting Ex. 9:16). Pharaoh, of 
course, acted from his own sinful motives, not from 
zeal for displaying the sovereignty of God. He is judged 
and condem ned according to the m oral state of his own 
heart and life, even though it remains true that the 
entire process, including the fact that this particular 
man has been “raised up" to be king of Egypt, was 
planned and foreordained by God according to  His 
own wise and sovereign counsel.

.The first nine plagues had hit the Egyptians in 
their property  and their personal com fort, as well as 
striking dire blows against prom inent features of their 
religion. The tenth  plague strikes harder and deeper — 
it takes life, the finest life, the most precious life, the 
life of the firstborn of every family of Egypt, including 
even the royal family itself. G od had said to Pharaoh, 
“Thus saith the Lord, Israel is my son, even my first
born: and I say unto  thee. Let my son go, that he may 
serve me: and if thou refuse to let him go, behold, I will 
slay thy son, even thy firstborn” (Ex. 4:22,23). Thus 
Pharaoh was inform ed that Israel had a special 
relationship to  the Lord, a relationship which he could 
disregard only at his peril. He did disregard it, and 
finally the peril becam e an experienced reality.

T o escape the tenth plague, Israel was to observe 
the Passover, with the shedding of the blood of the 
lamb and placing the blood on the door. Many books 
on the Old Testam ent suggest that the Passover was 
originally a spring festival celebrating the birth  of 
young lambs. It is possible, of course, that there may 
have been such a festival and that the Passover as 
described in Exodus coincided with it in point of time. 
However, the Passover as it has been known in history 
is a religious ordinance com m em orating the 
deliverance of Israel from Egypt and anticipating the 
crucifixion of Christ, the Lamb of G od who takes away 
the sin of the world.

The great lesson taught by the Passover is that 
salvation com es only by the shedding of blood —  “It is 
by no breath , turn of eye, wave of hand, that salvation 
joins issue with death” (Browning). The key verse is Ex. 
12:13, "A nd the blood shall be to you for a token upon 
the houses w here ye are: and when I see the blood, I 
will pass over you, and the plague shall not be upon you 
to  destroy you, when I smite the land of Egypt.”

Blood shed means life given up in substitutionary 
death. M any people today react violently against the 
idea of atonem ent by blood, considering this a relic of 
savage barbarism . A prom inent New York clergym an 
called it “the theology of the butcher shop." The Jewish 
faith today observes the Feast of the Passover without 
the blood of the lamb. This is not surprising, since 
m odern Judaism  is as far from the religion of the Old 
T estam ent as east is from west. The religion of the Old 
T estam ent is essentially salvation by grace through

atoning blood; the religion of m odern Judaism is 
salvation by good works, law observance and 
character-building. Instead of divine grace, it is a 
system of self-salvation — a do-it-yourself type of 
religion.

Blood atonem ent o r blood sacrifice in som e form 
is found in nearly all the religions of the ancient world. 
Far from being a relic of primitive barbarism , blood 
sacrifice is the result of m an’s very deep feeling of guilt. 
The first example of blood sacrifice in the Bible is that 
offered by Abel (Genesis 4:4). There is no record  that 
God com m anded this, but Scripture tells us that Abel 
did it by faith (Hebrews 11:4) and that G od accepted  it 
(Gen. 4:4b). M odem  people who object to  the idea of 
blood atonem ent and call it “barbarous”, “crude”, and 
the like do not really have a better theology than that of 
Abel and other ancient people who believed in blood 
sacrifice —  they are just less sensitive to sin and so less 
conscious of their own desperate need before G od. 
Blood sacrifice m eets m an’s deepest need, the need for 
forgiveness, the need for reconciliation with G od on 
the basis of the death  of a Substitute acceptable to 
G od. The Passover was one of many blood sacrifices 
com m anded by G od in the time of Moses.

The Lord went through the land of Egypt at 
midnight and sm ote all the firstborn of Egypt. "And 
there was a great cry in Egypt; for there was not a 
house where there was not one dead" (Ex. 12:30). This 
was the judgm ent which the Lord had threatened when 
he said to Pharaoh “Israel is my son, even my firstborn 
. . . Let my son go, that he may serve me: and if thou 
refuse to let him go, behold, I will slay thy son, even thy 
firstborn” (Ex. 4:22,23).

“If A m enhotep II was the reigning Pharaoh of the 
Exodus, his eldest son was slain in the tenth plague. . . 
It is plain from the m onum ents that Thutm ost IV 
(1425-1412 B.C.), who excavated the sphinx, was not 
the eldest son of A m enhotep II” (M.F. Unger, Ar
cheology and the Old Testament, p. 142).

Those who adhere to  the “early” chronology of 
Old T estam ent history believe that the Pharaoh of the 
Oppression was Thutm ose III, while the Pharaoh of the 
Exodus was A m enhotep II. The dates of these 
Pharaohs are given as follows in Dr. W hitcom b’s chart 
of Old Testament Patriarchs and Judges:

Thutm ose III 1483-1450 B. C.
A m enhotep II 1450-1423 B. C.
Thutm ose IV 1423-1410 B. C.
Exodus of Israel from Egypt 1447 B .C .
Fall of Jericho ‘ 1407 B .C .

Obviously there must have been some preparations 
for the Exodus which are not recorded in Scripture. 
The organization must have been very well worked out. 
Soon afterw ards we find this great mass of people living 
in tents in the Sinai peninsula, but there is not a word as 
to when, where and how this equipm ent was acquired. 
Some of these questions have puzzled Bible students. 
We should realize, however, that many ordinary details
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and routine m atters may be om itted simply because 
they w ere not essential to  the central them e of the 
story, which is the redem ptive work of G od for Israel. 
A tten tion  is alm ost wholly cen tered  on this, and many 
m atters that we may be curious about are not discussed 
a t all.

Some m odem  Bible versions have translated 
“R ed Sea” as “R eed Sea” or “Sea of Reeds.” Recendy 
this has been publicized as a great m odern discovery, 
although as a m atter of fact there is nothing new or 
particularly  startling about it. The Hebrew  name is 
Yam Suph which m eans literally "Sea of Reeds.” 
A ccording to  ancient usage this nam e could be used for 
any part of any body of w ater that was in w ater contact 
w ith the Yam Suph. W hat is called the Red Sea today 
runs for 1400 miles betw een A rabia and Africa. At the 
no rthern  end this forks into the Gulf of Suez and the 
gulf of Aqaba. N orth of the Gulf of Suez there runs 
today the Suez Canal connecting the R ed Sea with the 
M editerranean . In Old T estam ent times there was a 
chain of shallow lakes in this area, some of which still 
exist. It is believed tha t Israel's crossing of the Yam 
Suph was at a point north  of the present northern  limit 
of the G ulf of Suez, w here there was anciendy an 
im passable body of w ater. The crossing was of course 
m iraculous. G od intervened by His almighty power and 
saved Israel from  the pursuing Egyptians. (For further 
discussion of the location of Israel’s crossing, see 
U nger, Archeology and the Old Testament, pages 136- 
139).

In the m orning Israel saw the Egyptians dead on 
the sea shore (Ex. 14:30,31). They were free people at 
last. H ow ever they still had a slave psychology and 
would need m uch education and discipline before they 
would be ready to  en ter the Prom ised Land. They were 
constantly  m urm uring and com plaining about tem 
porary  hardships or disappointm ents. The most direct 
rou te  to  Canaan would have been along the coast of the 
M editerranean  Sea. This, however, would have in
volved fighting almost im m ediately — som ething for 
w hich they were far from  ready. So Moses as directed 
by G od leads the people southw ard in the Sinai 
peninsula. At M arah they found the w ater bitter, and 
com plained until it was m ade sweet by a m iracle. A t 
Elim they found twelve wells of w ater and 70 palm 
trees. This place might be called the Palm Beach of the 
Sinai peninsula! H ere they paused and rested before 
resum ing their journey to M ount Sinai.

Som ething must be said about the m anna which 
G od supernaturally provided for Israel during the 40 
years of wandering in the Sinai peninsula. Nothing is 
com m oner in liberal books on the Old T estam ent than 
to  find naturalistic “explanations” of the manna. A 
com m on one is that it was a fuzz which appeared on the 
stem s of plants like milkweed, and that by running 
one’s thum b nail up the stem  m anna could be collected 
in the palm of one’s hand. The present w riter finds this 
sort of thing impossible to  believe. It is easier to believe 
the account of the m iracle as it stands than to accept 
such a childish “explanation” of it. The m anna was of 
course miraculous, and no  other “explanation” fits the

facts at all. For example, there was none provided on 
the Sabbath. W hat kind of milkweed or o ther plant 
produces fuzz only six days a week? Incidentally, the 
manna must have been a perfect and com plete food, 
containing all the nutrients, vitamins, m inerals and 
trace m inerals needed to keep the hum an body in life 
and health, for it formed alm ost the exclusive diet of 
the whole nation of Israel for som e forty years.

Questions:

1. W hat is the problem  about the hardening of 
Pharaoh’s heart, and how can it be solved?

2. W hat was the central tru th  taught by the 
Passover?

3. W hat m odern theory has been held by some 
scholars as to the origin of the Passover?

4. How do m odem  “liberals” regard the idea of 
blood atonem ent?

5. How does the religion of m odem  Judaism 
differ from that of the Old T estam ent?

6. W ho offered the first blood sacrifice in the 
Bible?

7. How is the prevalence of blood sacrifice in 
ancient religions to be explained?

8. W hat known fact concerning the succession to 
the throne of A m enhotep II confirm s the Biblical 
record of the tenth plague?

9. According to the “early” chronology, who was 
the Pharaoh of the Oppression, and who the Pharaoh of 
the Exodus?

10. W hat was the date of the Exodus, according 
to recent evangelical scholarship?

11. Why does the Biblical record  not tell us more 
about the organization and p reparation  of equipm ent 
for Israel’s departure from Egypt?

12. W hat is the literal m eaning of the nam e 
translated “Red Sea” in our Bibles?

13. W here, in all probability, did Israel’s crossing 
of the “Red Sea” take place?

14. Why would it have been unwise for Moses to 
lead Israel to Canaan by the shortest possible route?

15. How is the m anna to be regarded?

LESSON 7

DIVINE REVELATION AT MOUNT SINAI 

(Exodus, Chapters 20-27)
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At M ount Sinai, probably the range in the 
southern  part of the Sinai peninsula that is called 
“M ount Sinai” today, after a period of preparation , 
G od revealed His laws to Israel and entered into a 
form al covenant relationship with them.

The T en  Com m andm ents were written by G od on 
tablets of stone —  a m aterial indicating perm anence. 
They are given in full in Exodus 20:1-17, and are 
repeated  with slight verbal differences in a speech of 
Moses in D euteronom y chapter 5. The T en  Com 
m andm ents are a summary of G od’s moral law for 
mankind.

V arious churches divide the Ten Com m andm ents 
differently. The Bible itself speaks of “ten com 
m andm ents” but does not divide or number them . The 
verse num bers in Exodus are a m odern convenience, 
not a part of the inspired text.

It is com m on to divide the Ten Com m andm ents 
into two “tables.” O ften it is stated that the first table 
(Ex. 20:3-11) is our duty to  God, while the second table 
(verses 12-17) is our duty to man. In a sense this is true, 
but it is an over-simplification. Actually, being G od’s 
law, the entire Ten Com m andm ents are our duty to  
God. The first table (verses 3-11) is our duty to  G od 
directly, while the second table (verses 12-17) is our 
duty to  G od indirectly, that is, our duty to  G od in 
m atters within the sphere of human society. Even in 
these social obligations, it is because of m oral 
obligation to  G od that we should obey the Com 
m andm ents. We are not to steal, com mit adultery, bear 
false witness, etc., because GOD forbids these things; 
to do  them  would be to sin against God.

Note that the Introduction to the Ten Com 
m andm ents (Exodus 20:1,2) is essential to  the Ten 
Com m andm ents. This Introduction states the authority  
behind this code of laws, and the reasons why they 
should be obeyed. Note, too, that an experience of 
redem ption com es before obedience to  G od’s laws. 
The people were to keep these laws because G od by 
His pow er had redeem ed them from the slavery of 
Egypt. Similarly, the Christian is redeem ed from  the 
slavery of sin that he may live a good life and keep 
G od’s laws.

It is often  objected  to the Ten Com m andm ents 
that they are not suited to  our m odern world because 
they are too negative — their emphasis is on “thou shalt 
no t.” In answer to this it must be said that it is only in 
form that part of the Com m andm ents are negative. In 
m eaning, each negadve implies the corresponding 
positive. F or instance, “Thou shalt not kill” implies the 
duty of trying to  save your neighbor’s life if he is in 
danger and you can help him.

Also each com m andm ent implies o ther m oral 
duties of the same kind which are m entioned elsewhere 
in the Bible. “Thou shalt not bear false witness against 
thy neighbor” singles out and forbids one very flagrant 
kind of untruthfulness. It implies that all kinds of 
untruthfulness are forbidden and that it is our duty to

be honest and to speak the truth.

There are three kinds of laws found in the Books 
of Moses, namely:

1. Moral laws, of which the Ten C om m andm ents 
are an example. These are perm anent and un
changeable, because they are based on the essential 
difference between right and wrong; that is, they are 
based on the nature of G od Himself.

2. Ritual or Ceremonial laws. These concerned  
religious worship, offerings, priesthood, clean and 
unclean foods, and other related m atters. These laws 
were tem porary, for the Old Testam ent period only. In 
some way they all pointed forward to  Christ and His 
work of redem ption.

3. Civil or Judicial laws. These were the national 
or governm ent laws of the people of Israel, dealing with 
many m atters such as borrowing of money, paym ent of 
debts, dam ages for injuries done, treatm ent of servants 
and slaves, marriage and divorce, ownership of land, 
military service, etc. These laws were valid for Israel as 
long as Israel was a nation. They are only of historical 
interest today, though the general principles of equity 
on which they are based are of perm anent significance.

These various kinds of laws are not already 
separated and classified in the writings of M oses. They 
are however easily distinguishable according to  their 
subject m atter.

The purpose of the legislation given by G od to 
Israel through Moses was a fourfold one, as follows:

1. Civil and national. A nation needs a body of 
civil laws by which disputes can be settled, crim e 
punished and justice m aintained.

2. Typical, pointing forward to the com ing 
Christ. For instance, the tabernacle and its ritual set 
forth much tru th  concerning Christ and the way of 
Salvation.

3. Ethical, showing how a redeem ed people 
ought to live to show their thankfulness to G od for His 
gracious redem ption.

4. Religious, to  convict people of sin by showing 
them their failure to  live up to G od’s standard  of 
righteousness, thus making them conscious of the ir 
need of a God-given Substitute as their Saviour from  
sin.

The T abernacle was a portable sanctuary. It was 
different from churches of today in that there was no 
place inside it for the lay worshipper. Only the priests 
could en ter it; only the high priest could en ter the 
“Holy of Holies” or innerm ost sanctuary.

The Tabernacle was constructed of the best 
materials available, during the stay at Sinai. The 
religious message brought by the Tabernacle is that a
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mediated approach to God is necessary for sinful man.
Sinful m en cannot com e to God directly, but only 
th rough the divinely-appointed m ediation, which in
volved the shedding of the blood of a substitute. 
U ltim ately the T abernacle was typical of Jesus Christ as 
the M ediator betw een the holy God and sinful man.

Questions:

1. W here is M ount Sinai located?

2. W hat idea is suggested by the fact that the Ten 
C om m andm ents were w ritten on stone?

3. W hy is there disagreem ent between some 
churches as to  how to divide the Ten Com m andm ents 
in to  ten parts?

4. W hat is the m eaning of the traditional division 
of the Ten Com m andm ents into two “tables”?

5. Why is it inadequate to  say that the first 
" tab le” is our duty to  God, and the second our duty to 
man?

6. Give two reasons why the In troduction  is 
essential to  the Ten Com m andm ents.

7. How can we answer the objection  to  the Ten 
C om m andm ents on the ground that they are “too 
negative” for m odern conditions?

8. W hat three basic kinds of laws are found in the 
Books of Moses?

9. W hat is m eant by “m oral laws”, and why are 
they unchangeable?

10. W hat m atters were included in the Ritual or 
Cerem onial laws, and what was their religious 
significance?

11. W hat m atters did the Civil or Judicial laws 
deal with?

12. W hy are the Civil or Judicial laws in the 
Books of Moses not binding as laws today?

13. Name four distinct purposes of the legislation 
w hich G od gave Israel through Moses.

14. W hat is the difference betw een the ethical 
and the religious purpose of the legislation?

15. W hat was the religious message of the 
Tabernacle?

LESSON 8

ATONEMENT BY SHED BLOOD 
IN LEVITICUS

(Leviticus Chapters 16 and 17)

We have already noted  the concept of blood 
atonem ent in our study of the origin of the Passover. 
The Passover was, however, only one of the forms of 
blood sacrifice in the books of M oses. The fullest 
account of these sacrifices is found in the Book of 
Leviticus.

The key verse of Leviticus is perhaps 17:11, which 
sets forth  the idea of atonem ent by shed blood of a 
substitute: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood; and 
I have given it to you upon the a ltar to m ake an 
atonem ent for your souls: for it is the blood that 
maketh an atonem ent for the soul.”

The statem ent that “the life of the flesh is in the 
blood” in this verse is of course not intended as a 
scientific pronouncem ent in the field of biology. All the 
same, the statem ent certainly com es close to  being a 
scientific truth. Blood m akes the difference between 
life and death, and many a person is alive and well 
today because he received a transfusion of whole blood 
or plasm a when he needed it desperately. Flesh with 
blood circulating through it is alive; flesh w ithout blood 
cannot live, and is either dead or dying.

Since it is true that the life of the flesh is in the 
blood, it follows that blood shed m eans life given up. In 
the case of the animals offered in sacrifice, all of their 
blood was shed, and their whole life was given up in 
death. A tonem ent by shed blood therefore means 
atonement by the death of a substitute.

The word atonement m eans at-one-ment, that is, 
reconciliation between two parties who w ere at enmity 
with each other. In the case we are considering, these 
two parties are God and man, o r m ore precisely, the 
holy G od and sinful man. M an's fall into sin has put a 
barrier between him and G od. G od canno t look with 
com placence on any being who is sinful. G od’s holiness 
is part of His nature, which even G od canno t change or 
overlook. Therefore, “the w rath of G od is revealed 
from  h eav en  ag a in s t all u n g o d lin e ss  an d  
unrighteousness of men, who hold (down) the tru th  in 
unrighteousness” (Rom. 1:18). H ere “w rath” does not 
mean petulant anger or peevish loss of tem per, but an 
absolute reaction of G od’s nature against w hatever is 
contrary to His nature. G od could not avoid revealing 
His w rath against human sin any m ore than he could 
stop being God. To be G od, to  be holy and to  be ab
solutely intolerant of sin, are one and the sam e thing to 
Him.

Hum anity is therefore in the position of being 
under the wrath of God. This is taught throughout 
Scripture, not only in Paul’s Epistles as som e say. “He 
that believeth not the Son shall not see life, but the 
wrath of God abideth on him ” (John 3:36). There are 
many people today who tell us that G od does not need 
to be reconciled to the sinner; it is only the sinner that 
needs to be reconciled to G od. Such people say that a 
blood atonem ent is unnecessary; G od is always per
fectly ready to  forgive any and all sinners if they will 
only turn to him in repentance and faith; the obstacle is 
only in the mind of the sinner, who is cheating himself
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of the best in life by living without God, and who 
should be reconciled to  God by returning to Him. For 
this no blood atonem ent would be needed, it is said, for 
it is only the sinner himself who needs to  have his a t
titude changed.

Those who have this notion say that preaching 
the G ospel consists in telling everyone at hom e and 
abroad of the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood 
of man. All people are already the children of G od, 
only som e do not realize this and consequently are not 
living exactly as children of G od should live. 
M issionaries are to  tell the people of the non-Christian 
world that they are already children of the Heavenly 
F ather and that people of all religions (and none) are 
really b ro thers: This kind of error is com pounded by 
the trite saying that “G od loves the sinner but he hates 
the sin.” (This is m ere playing with words, dealing in 
unreal abstractions.) The sin has no existence in itself. 
It exists only as an act o r a state of some person who is a 
sinner. Sin in the abstract cannot be the ob ject of 
hatred; only persons can be objects of love o r hatred . 
The tru th  is that God loves the sinner in spite of the sin
— He loves the sinner in spite of the sin enough to give 
His Son to  suffer and die to  save sinners. It rem ains 
true, however, that God also hates the sinner, He is 
angry with the sinner (Psalm 7:11, “God is angry with 
the wicked every day.” See also I Kings 8:46; II Chron. 
6:36; D eut. 1:37; 4:21; I Kings 11:9; II Kings 17:18; 
Eph. 2:3; Col. 3:6; Rev. 6:16,17; 19:15). God loves and 
hates the sinner at the same time; in the case of the 
elect, the hatred  will be tem porary and the love will be 
eternal; in the case of the reprobate, the love will be 
tem porary and the hatred (wrath) will be eternal. In 
heaven there is no wrath, but only love; in hell there is 
no love, but only wrath.

T he tru th  is, therefore, that the anger o r w rath of 
G od against the sinner needs to  be removed. It is not 
just that the sinner needs to return to God; there is an 
obstacle in G od Himself that must be dealt with, 
otherw ise he could never forgive and receive the 
sinner. This obstacle is G od’s righteousness or justice, 
which has been contradicted by human sin. G od cannot 
forgive sin the way He created light, just by saying “let 
there be light, and there w^s light.” G od cannot just say 
“let there be forgiveness” ai.d then forgive people for 
their sins. Creating light was something in the sphere of 
power; G od could do that w ithout denying His own 
nature. But forgiveness is som ething in the moral 
sphere; G od could not forgive without denying 
Himself, that is, His attribute of absolute righteousness.

Theological liberals are fond of quoting the 
Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15) because in this 
parable the prodigal son simply arose and returned  to 
his father, and the father received him. So, they say, 
you see there was no need for any atonem ent or for any 
substitute to bear the penalty of the sin. They forget 
that this parable was told to drive home a single point; 
it does not purport to contain a com plete system of 
theology. If we are to make something of the fact that 
there is no atonem ent in the Parable of the Prodigal 
Son, we might also note that there is no Christ and no

Holy Spirit in the Parable of the Prodigal Son. So if this 
parable proves that we do not need an atonem ent, it 
also proves that we do not need a Saviour and we do 
not need the Holy Spirit! Of course, it really proves 
none of these things.

The righteousness of G od, then, requires that the 
sinner suffer the penalty of his sin. Strictly speaking, 
there is no such thing as the forgiveness of sins. O ne of 
the articles of the so-called A postles’ Creed is “I believe 
in the forgiveness of sins.” This is a tru th  if understood 
aright; strictly speaking, however, there is no such 
thing, and can be no such thing as the forgiveness of 
sins. W hat the W ord of G od teaches is the forgiveness 
of sinners —  the forgiveness of sinners whose penalty 
has been borne for them  by a Substitute.

G od's righteousness dem ands that the penalty be 
paid; His love impels Him to provide a perfect and 
acceptable Substitute, Jesus Christ, His Son and our 
Lord. At Calvary G od’s justice and His love m eet. The 
penalty is fully paid; justice is not m ocked; yet the 
sinner can be forgiven. This is the heart of the Bible, it 
is the heart of Christianity, it is what Paul called “the 
offense of the cross,” it is the pride-hum bling doctrine 
which keeps m ultitudes from becom ing Christians.

Against this concept hum an pride has raised 
num erous objections. First, it is ob jected  that we 
human beings forgive o thers w ithout requiring any 
atonem ent, so why cannot G od do so? Surely, it is said, 
we do not m ean to  represent G od as less loving than 
man is! In answer to this it may be said that the cases 
are not parallel. W e have nothing to  do with the 
judicial forgiveness of sin. W hat we forgive in o thers 
are injuries. We cannot injure G od, and we cannot 
(strictly speaking) sin against man. An injury can be 
forgiven without sacrificing the absolute justice of the 
moral Ruler of the universe. But sin is ano ther m atter. 
For G od to forgive sin (without a substitutionary 
atonem ent) would cause the entire universe to  vanish 
into nothingness in a split second. It would be the sam e 
as God Himself ceasing to  exist —  an impossibility, we 
may be thankful to  realize.

Secondly, it is ob jected  that God must be a harsh 
and vindictive judge if He will not forgive the sinner 
unless His own Son suffers and dies on the cross to  pay 
the penalty. This objection  overlooks the fact that the 
G od who dem ands that the penalty be paid is also the 
one who provides the Sacrifice. Suppose I am arrested 
by a police officer who takes me into court and testifies 
that I was driving my ca r above the legal speed limit. 
The judge asks me if I have any excuse, and I reply, 
“No, your honor, I did it; I must plead guilty.” The 
magistrate then says, “Fifty dollars fine." As I do  not 
happen to have $50.00, I will have to go to jail. 
Thereupon the judge steps off the bench, extracts his 
wallet from his pocket, takes out fifty dollars and hands 
them to the clerk of the court, saying, “Give this m an a 
receipt." I am now free to go home and attend to  my 
business. But suppose a new spaper reporter was 
present who wrote up the incident in a news item, 
adding the com m ent: “T hat harsh, vindictive judge
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would not allow a poor m otorist to go free unless 
som eone paid every penny of the fifty dollar fine.” No 
one would call a judge who himself paid a man's fine 
“harsh” or “vindictive”, yet there are people who speak 
thus about the Bible doctrine of substitutionary 
a tonem ent. They fail to realize that while G od’s justice 
dem anded  the paym ent of *he penalty. His love 
provided the Substitute.

A no ther objection  is that it was not fair for God 
to  take the sins of guilty m en and lay them on the in
n ocen t Jesus. This is easy to  answer. If Jesus Christ 
w ere com pelled against His will to  bear the sins of 
o thers, that would indeed be unfair. But such is not the 
case. Christ willingly undertook to  suffer and die for 
sinners. (John 10:17,18). T here is therefore no un
fairness involved.

Questions:

1. W hich of the books of M oses contains the 
fullest account of the various kinds of sacrifices?

2. W hat verse may well be regarded as the key 
verse of Leviticus?

3. How does Levit. 17:11 approach being a 
sta tem en t of scientific truth?

4. W hat is the theological m eaning of atonem ent 
by shed blood?

5. How can the m eaning of the word 
“atonem en t” be brought out by dividing the word into 
th ree  parts?

6. W hat two parties need to be reconciled to 
each  other?

7. Give a text which proves that G od regards the 
sinner w ith wrath.

8. Why is it wrong to  say that G od does not need 
to  be reconciled to  the sinner, only the sinner needs to 
be reconciled  to  God?

9. W hy is it wrong to  say that missionaries are to 
p reach  the Gospel of the Fatherhood of G od and the 
b ro therhood  of man?

10. W hy is “G od loves the sinner but hates the 
sin” an inadequate and misleading form  of statem ent?

11. W here will there be no wrath? W here will 
there be no love?

12. W hy could not G od forgive sinners without 
requiring an atonem ent?

13. How is the Parable of the Prodigal Son 
misused by some people?

14. How must the statem ent of the A postles’ 
Creed, “I believe in the forgiveness of sins”, be un

derstood if we are to be strictly accurate in our 
theological thinking?

15. How can we answer the objection  that we 
forgive others without an atonem ent, therefore G od 
should not need an atonem ent either?

16. How can we answer the objection  which says 
that the doctrine of the atonem ent represents God as 
“harsh” or “vindictive”?

17. How can we answer those who say that it was 
not fair for God to lay the sins of guilty m en upon the 
innocent Jesus?

LESSON 9 

ATONEMENT BY SHED BLOOD 
IN LEVITICUS, CONTINUED 

(Levldcus Chapters 16 and 17)

In the Hebrew of Levit. 17:11 the sam e w ord is 
used both  for “life” and for “soul.” This fact should help 
us to  understand the teaching of this verse. It brings out 
clearly the concept of substitution. The life is in the 
blood; the blood is poured ou t on  the altar (in death); 
the blood makes an atonem ent for the life (soul). Thus 
life is substituted for life. O ne life goes down in death, 
another life is spared to  live in fellowship with God.

The fact that only life given up (blood shed in 
death) can cancel sin shows w hat a terrible thing sin is 
in the Biblical view. Fools m ake a m ock of sin, and 
modern man represents it as a ra ther trivial evil. The 
Bible, on the other hand, regards sin as so bad that the 
sinner must suffer death. His right to  live has been 
forfeited by his committing sin. He has contradicted  the 
Supreme Ruler of the universe, and for this he deserves 
to die (eternally). This is the Biblical concep t of guilt.

A fter having been cast out on the theological 
scrap heap for a generation or two by liberals, the word 
guilt is now becoming respectable again through the 
developm ent of m odern psychiatry. It is again 
recognized that there is such a thing as guilt and that it 
is indeed something to be reckoned  with, som ething 
that can have the most terrib le consequences. M ore 
and m ore psychiatric books are appearing dealing with 
the them e of guilt. As Christians we perhaps tend, at 
first thought, to welcome this developm ent as a return 
to the teachings of G od’s W ord, the Bible. But, alas! the 
concept of guilt in Scripture and Christian theology is 
one thing, and that in m odern psychology is something 
else.

By guilt, the Bible m eans w hat might be called 
objective guilt, that is, that the person has really of
fended God and that because of this, G od is against 
him and will surely punish him, even to  the extent of 
eternal punishm ent in hell. It is not just that the person
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feels guilty or considers himself guilty, but that he Is 
guilty and that God regards and treats him as guilty. 
Thus, for exam ple, a person who has com m itted 
m urder or theft is guilty In God’s sight, regardless of 
w hether he feels guilty or not.

M odern psychology, on the other hand, deals in 
the concep t of subjective guilt, that is, the feeling of 
guilt. A person may be obsessed with a feeling of guilt, 
quite regardless of whether he is really guilty or not. 
G uilt feelings will have all sorts of bad effects in the 
personality. Psychiatry therefore attem pts, by one 
means or another, to get people free from guilt feelings. 
This may be done in various ways, but it is never 
(except in the case of a few Christian psychiatrists) 
done by leading the person to  faith in the crucified 
Christ as his substitutionary penalty-bearer. Thus the 
new empha'sis on guilt which is becoming so com m on 
tends to  keep people away from Christ rather than to 
lead them  to becom e believers in Christ. People will not 
com e to  Christ for cleansing by His blood if they can 
get rid of their guilt feelings in some way that is easier 
on their hum an pride, such as facing and talking out 
their troubles on a psychiatrist’s couch. (It should not 
be supposed that the writer is opposed to psychiatry. It 
has a legitim ate field and attains good results, 
especially in freeing people from subjective guilt 
feelings w here they are not really objectively guilty. 
But there is m uch confusion today because many 
people uncritically assume that the word "guilt” means 
the sam e thing to a psychiatrist that it means in the 
Bible).

Back of the ritual of blood sacrifice in Leviticus is 
the concept of objective guilt. The sinner is really guilty 
before the holy God, and because guilty, he is subject 
to  the w rath and curse of G od in this life and in the life 
to com e. Forgiveness is therefore, in the strictest sense, 
a life and death  m atter. G od’s love seeks that sinners 
shall live; His justice dem ands that sinners shall suffer 
death  (physical and eternal) unless an acceptable 
Substitute suffers this in their place. This the ritual of 
sacrifice in Leviticus depicts in type or pageant form. 
The blood of an animal of course could never really 
cancel the guilt of a hum an person, but the animal 
sacrifice illustrates the principle and rem inds the 
w orshipper that salvation comes not otherwise than by 
the sufferings and dea.h  — the shed blood —  of a 
Substitute provided by God.

M odern m an is offended by the ritual of anim al 
sacrifice as we find it in Leviticus, because m odern m an 
takes sin lightly and does not accept the Biblical 
concept of objective guilt. M odem  man thinks little of 
Jesus Christ because m odem  man has a false and 
superficial notion of what the real human problem  is. 
M an’s deepest and most urgent need is not political, 
econom ic, educational o r sociological; his deepest and 
most urgent need is to get right with God and this 
m eans accepting the God-given way by which G od’s 
justice is satisfied and His wrath against sinners can
celed.

It is precisely the doctrines at the heart of

Christianity that keep people from becom ing 
Christians. M ake no m istake, it is not the partly archaic 
language of the King James Version that keeps people 
from becoming Christians (though the present w riter 
believes that the King James Version can be im proved), 
but it is precisely the teachings of the Bible that are 
clear and plain that keep people from becom ing 
Christians. And it is especially, above all, the doctrine 
of the substitutionary atonem ent, with what it implies 
concerning hum an sin and divine wrath, that offends 
people and keeps them  from becoming Christians. If we 
want to make Christianity popular and pleasing to  the 
world, the first thing to  do is to  eliminate the doctrines 
of sin, objective guilt, divine w rath and substitutionary 
atonem ent from it.

The ritual of the Day of A tonem ent is set fo rth  in 
Leviticus chapter 16. Only on this one day in the year 
(16:34) was the high priest perm itted to enter the Holy 
of Holies or M ost Holy Place, behind the veil. In this 
inner sanctuary the ark of the covenant was kept, the 
gold-covered chest containing the original tablets of the 
Ten Com m andm ents. The ark rested upon the figures 
of cherubim , whose outspread wings above the ark 
formed the “mercy seat” or throne of God. Thus in the 
Holy of Holies G od's throne was founded upon His 
moral law. This room  would have been totally dark, 
except that at certain  times it was illum inated by a 
supernatural glow indicating the presence of G od. H ere 
the high priest was to  en ter on the Day of A tonem ent 
and sprinkle the blood of the sacrifice upon the m ercy 
seat. The symbolism here is that G od could dwell 
peaceably am ong His people, seated on a throne resting 
on moral law, with a satisfactory substitutionary 
atonem ent to  cancel the people’s guilt for having 
broken that law. Thus the Day of A tonem ent and the 
Holy of Holies set forth  the tru th  of an absolutely holy, 
righteous G od, reconciled to  sinful men and living 
among them on the basis of shed blood, that is, of 
accom plished substitutionary atonem ent.

The high priest was to  enter the Holy of Holies 
twice on the Day of A tonem ent, first to m ake 
atonem ent for his own sins and those of his family, and 
then again to  m ake atonem ent for the sins of the whole 
congregation of Israel. He was to be alone when he 
perform ed these acts (16:17), perhaps suggesting the 
truth that Jesus alone bore the wrath of God and made 
atonement for the sins of His people.

On the Day of A tonem ent there was also the 
ritual of the two goats. Lots were to be cast to  select 
one goat for the Lord and the other to be the scapegoat. 
The goat chosen “for the Lord” was offered as a sin 
offering. It was the blood of this goat that the high 
priest was to  sprinkle on the mercy seat on his second 
trip into the Holy of Holies, as shown by 16:15. The 
other goat, called the scapegoat, was to be led by 
someone appointed to  do it to  the wilderness beyond 
the limits of the cam p, and there released. "And the 
goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities into a land 
not inhabited” (16:22). Some have supposed that while 
the first goat (which was offered in sacrifice) 
represented  Christ, the second goat (or scapegoat)
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represen ted  Satan. This has been held by many Seventh 
Day Adventists. Their idea is that since it was Satan 
who in troduced  sin into the world, he deserves to  have 
the sins of the world laid on him and to go into oblivion 
with them  on him (cf. Levit. 16:21). It is possible that 
the w ord here translated “scapegoat” (Azazel) may 
som etim es m ean Satan, but it is not clear that it means 
this in Levit. 16. M oreover, Levit. 16 does not say that 
the second goat is Azazel, o r represents Azazel, but 
tha t it is FOR Azazel. V erse 10 is translated in the 
Revised S tandard Version: "But the goat on which the 
lot fell for Azazel shall be presented  alive before the 
Lord to  m ake atonem ent over it, that it may be sent 
away in to  the wilderness to  Azazel.” Verse 26 in the 
RSV says “A nd he who lets the goat go to  Azazel shall 
wash his c lo th es .. . ”. Thus it appears tha t even if Azazel 
m eans Satan in this passage, the goat itself is not 
Azazel, for the goat is “for” Azazel and is released to go 
“to ” Azazel. Because of such considerations as these, 
the traditional orthodox in terpretation  of the ritual of 
the scapegoat is that this second goat, like the first goat, 
represen ts Christ. The first goat (which was slain) 
represen ts Christ crucified for the sins of His people; 
the second goat (which was released in a desert area) 
represents Christ’s burial following His death  on the 
cross. T he idea may be tha t He took our sins into the 
dark  isolation of the tom b, and left them  there. Ob
viously a single goat could hardly portray both  Christ’s 
crucifixion and also His burial, if the slain goat was to 
be bu rn t as such sacrifices were.

A little boy in a Sabbath School class was asked 
by his teacher, “Is there anything tha t G od cannot do?” 
She expected him to say "No,” but to  her surprise he 
said, “Y es.” W hen she asked “W hat?” he replied, “G od 
canno t see my sins after they have been washed away 
by the blood of Jesus.” This is good theology — better 
than is taught in m any a theological seminary and 
church-related college Bible classroom  the*e days. 
W hen the C hurch loses its grip on the doctrine of 
salvation by the shed blood of a Substitute, it has lost 
the m ain thing in Christianity.

“None o ther Lamb, none o ther Name,
None o ther hope in heav’n o r earth  or sea;
None other hiding place from  guilt and shame — 

None beside Thee!”
(Christina Rossetti)

Questions:

1. W hat idea is brought out by the fact that in the 
H ebrew  of Levit. 17:11 the same w ord is used for both 
“life” and "soul”?

2. W hat is the typically "m odem ” view of sin?

3. W hat does the Bible teach concerning the 
seriousness of sin?

4. W hat does the word “guilt” m ean as used by 
present-day psychologists?

5. W hat is the m eaning of guilt in the Bible?

6. W hat is the difference betw een subjective 
guilt and objective guilt?

7. How does the ritual of blood sacrifice in 
Leviticus imply the idea of objective guilt?

8. Why does m odem  m an generally have a low 
idea of Jesus Christ?

9. According to  Christianity, w hat is really m an’s 
deepest problem?

10. W hat is the real obstacle which inhibits 
people from becoming Christians?

11. W hat change in Christianity would make it 
popular and pleasing to the world?

12. W hat objects were kep t in the Holy of Holies 
of the Tabernacle?

13. How was it shown tha t G od’s th rone rests on 
moral law?

14. Why did the high priest have to  en ter the 
Holy of Holies twice on the Day of A tonem ent?

15. Describe the ritual of the two goats.

16. W hat is represented  by the killing of the first
goat?

17. W hat is the probable m eaning of the ritual 
connected with the second goat?

18. How can it be shown from  Levit. 16 that the 
second goat did not represent Satan?

LESSON 10 

ISRAEL’S REBELLIOUS UNBELIEF 

(Numbers Chapters 11-14)

The Book of Numbers is a com bination of history 
and laws. In this lesson we shall limit ourselves to  a 
study of some of the history. C hapter 33 gives a  point by 
point log of the journeying of Israel from Egypt to  
Canaan. Forty-two places are nam ed, of which only 
twelve can be identified with certain ty  today. C hapter 1 
gives a census of Israel by tribes, w ith a to tal num ber of 
males over 20 years old of m ore than 600,000, not 
counting the Levites. This would imply a total 
population of men, women and children of a million 
and a half to  two million. M odem  rationalistic scholars 
have rejected  these figures as u tterly  incredible and 
fantastic. It cannot be denied that som e problem s are 
involved in the figures given, but there is no doubt that 
a people as vital and prolific as Israel could have in
creased to such a num ber during the centuries they 
were in Egypt. In the Bible record  two things are
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strongly stressed: the very great num ber of the people, 
and the supernatural provision m ade by God for their 
needs. It is therefore not a question of how many 
hundreds or perhaps thousands of people and animals 
the ra ther sparse vegetation of the Sinai peninsula 
could have supported; it is a question of what the 
pow er of G od could do. E ither one believes in miracles, 
or he doesn 't. If one does, then it must be adm itted that 
a big and long-continued m iracle is not any m ore 
difficult for G od than a small and transitory one. These 
critics of the Bible need to look a bit higher —  to get 
their eyes off the milkweed stems and sparse pasture of 
Sinai, to  the G od who created the universe and sustains 
it by His constan t providence.

The Israelites had been out of Egypt alm ost a 
year and a half. About a year had been spent near 
M ount Sinai where they were given G od’s laws, 
brought into a formal covenant relationship with Him, 
and organized as a nation. At the end of all this they 
reached K adesh-barnea (Deut. 1:19; Num. 12:16). H ere 
they were poised a mere 50 miles or so southwest of 
Beersheba (the traditional southern limit of Palestine). 
A t the com m and of the Lord, Moses appointed twelve 
men to  spy out the Promised Land (Num. 13:1,2). They 
w ere to note the characteristics and value of the land, 
what the cities were like, how well they were defended, 
etc., and to  bring back some samples of the fruit of the 
land.

These twelve “spies” accepted their com mission 
and carried  out the task. We may wonder how they 
were able to  accom plish this w ithout being cap tured  
and put to death  by the Canaanite rulers. It seems 
probable that they did not m arch in a group of twelve, 
but divided into sm aller units. A nother consideration is 
that there was no political unity at this time in the land 
of Canaan. Canaan was a dependency of Egypt, and 
Egypt w anted it kept weak, and therefore disunited, in 
case of a w ar with the Hittites or some other powerful 
enem y. A weak, divided Canaan would be a good 
buffer state for Egypt and could not defect to  the side 
of Egypt’s enem ies as a unity. Consequently, w henever 
anyone show ed signs of organizing anything like a 
“U nited States of Canaan,” the military forces of Egypt 
would prom ptly break it up. The result of this was that 
|oyalty was local, and no one bothered or cared too 
m uch about what went on over the next range of hills.

So the twelve “spies” accom plished their mission 
and retu rned  to  Kadesh. But when they cam e to 
present the ir report, it turned out to be a divided 
report, with ten men adhering to  the majority report, 
and only two (Caleb and Joshua) adhering to the 
m inority report.

There was some gross exaggeration in the 
m ajority report, such as their statem ent about the great 
sta ture of “all the people that we saw” (13:32) and the 
statem ent about the great size and fortifications of the 
cities (13:28). In general, however, the twelve men 
agreed concerning the facts, but they disagreed con
cerning the in terpretation of the facts. T here was 
general agreem ent that Canaan was a good country,

producing desirable products, that it was a land of 
walled cities defended by their inhabitants. The 
"giants” which they m entioned (Anakim) may have 
been rem nants of a pre-historic race of very tall men 
(like Goliath), but there is no reason to suppose that 
these were really very im portant in the total picture.

The spies differed as to  the feasibility of Israel 
occupying Canaan. And what led to this difference was 
the difference of viewpoint from  which they looked at 
the facts. The m ajority, o r the ten spies, viewed the 
m atter as simply a problem  in military science, on a 
human basis. They were pessimistic and held that Israel 
could not conquer Canaan. The two spies, Joshua and 
Caleb, while not disregarding the military aspects of the 
situation, viewed the whole m atter from the standpoint 
of faith in the covenant promises of God. G od had 
promised this land to  A braham  and his seed for an 
inheritance. Therefore, with the help and blessing of 
G od, they could expect to  take the land.

The m ajority group, too, showed a most abysmal 
lack of grasp of the lessons of their history. A fter all, 
God had repeatedly done the humanly impossible for 
them. They had escaped Egypt, crossed the Red Sea, 
been fed with m anna, been provided with w ater by 
miracle, had heard the living voice of the Lord of Sinai 
— all this, and they still did not believe that G od would 
give them the land of Canaan. Caleb and Joshua, on the 
other hand urged faith in the Lord and a resolution to  
go forward in faith. These two men rem em bered the 
lessons of history. But the great majority of the people 
sided with the ten. A great wave of self-pity swept with 
hypnotic force over the camp. “And all the 
congregation lifted up their voice, and cried; and the 
people wept that night” (14:1). H ere was mass 
psychology at work, and no doubt many who in their 
individual thinking might have had more faith and 
courage, were swept off their feet by the overwhelming 
sentim ent of those around them.

The next thing, in the morning, is a proposal to 
depose Moses, choose a new leader, and return  to 
Egypt (14:4). Think of it: they are actually proposing to 
return to  the cruel bondage of Egypt, and tell the 
Pharaoh A m enhotep II, We are sorry to  have caused 
you so much trouble. Now please take us back, let the 
past be forgotten, and we will be good slaves from  now 
on! In view of the fact that they had been brought out 
of Egypt by G od Himself this was nothing m ore nor less 
than the most abysmal apostasy from faith in the Lord.

Moses and Aaron go to prayer. Caleb and Joshua 
make a last desperate attem pt to  persuade the people 
to obey G od, “but all the congregation bade stone them 
with stones” (14:10). At this crucial m om ent the glory 
of God appears visibly in the Tabernacle in the sight of 
the people of Israel. The Lord said He would destroy 
the people, and make a new and better nation from the 
family of Moses. But Moses prayed for the people and 
God forgave them . However, because of their unbelief, 
they were condem ned to  wander about for forty years, 
until those of adult age at the time of this fiasco would 
all have died, after which their children and grand
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children could en ter the land of Canaan as G od had 
prom ised. This “forty years” must m ean to  com plete 
the forty year period from their Exodus from Egypt; a 
year and a half of it had already been spent.

The next m orning the wave of defeatism and self- 
pity had spent itself, and many of the people had 
retu rned  to  a saner judgm ent. They approached Moses 
(14:40) proposing to  go forward into Canaan after all, as 
urged by Joshua and Caleb. M oses replies that they 
canno t do so now, not afte r w hat has happened; to 
attem pt it now would be rebellion against the Lord, and 
they would not have His blessing and help. However 
som e of the Israelites attem pted to  go forward in spite 
of this warning, and soon were soundly beaten by a 
tribe of A m alekites and Canaanites. So the people 
realized at last that they must submit to  the will of God. 
They settle down to forty years of w andering —  motion 
w ithout true progress. Probably the thing that occupied 
m uch of their attention  was attending funerals. Except 
for the Babylonian Captivity, this must surely have 
been the m ost depressing period of all the long history 
of Israel.

The tragedy of all this was that it need not have 
been. It was not that the Canaanites were powerful, nor 
that G od was weak, but that Israel lacked faith. It need 
not have been. How often this has been true in later 
history, both in the Bible and in the Christian Church. 
Because of the unbelief of those who are called G od’s 
people, great opportunities are missed, people are 
depressed and unhappy, and Satan laughs. T here is an 
old couplet which reads:

Satan trem bles when he sees 
The weakest saint upon his knees.

This is certainly true, yet it may also be true that the 
devil laughs when he sees the Visible C hurch stalled in 
unbelief. W ithout faith it is impossible to please God. 
W ithout faith nothing right can be done, and without 
faith nothing can be done right.

Questions:

1. How many Israelites left Egypt?

2. How could such a great num ber have survived 
in the Sinai peninsula?

3. W hat was done at K adesh-bam ea?

4. W hat were the twelve m en appointed to do?

5. How can we explain the fact that the twelve 
spies were not arrested by the Canaanite authorities?

6. In what respects was the m ajority report 
apparently  exaggerated?

7. On what did the twelve men, in general, agree? 
In what did they differ?

8. W hat lessons of history should have prevented

the defeatist report of the m ajority?

9. W hat was the attitude of Joshua and Caleb?

10. W hat was the reaction  of the whole 
congregation of Israel to the report of the spies?

11. W hat new plan did the people propose in the 
morning?

12. W hat almost happened to  Joshua and Caleb 
when they urged the people to  have faith in God?

13. From what did the intercession of Moses save 
Israel at this juncture?

14. W hat must be the m eaning, presum ably, of 
the forty-year period of w andering to  which Israel was 
sentenced?

15. W hat was the attitude of the people on the 
second m orning after the report of the spies?

16. W hat did the people now propose to  do, and 
what did Moses say to them?

17. W hat was the result when part of the people 
attem pted to go forward tow ard Canaan?

18. W hat was the most tragic elem ent in this 
series of events?

LESSON 11 

BALAAM TRIES BUT FAILS 
TO CURSE ISRAEL 

(Numbers Chapters 22-24)

At last the forty year period of w andering was at 
an end, and Israel was to  take possession of the 
Promised Land. Starting from  K adesh-barnea they 
sought permission to  cross the territo ry  of the Ed- 
monites (descendants of Esau) directly south  of the 
Dead Sea. This was refused, w hereupon the people of 
Israel turned south to  the G ulf of A qaba, and then 
northward once more, passed along the eastern  border 
of Edom, entered M oab by crossing the river Zered, 
continued north along the w estern border of M oab, and 
crossed the A m on river into A m orite territory. 
Because they were kin to  the Edm onites (descendants 
of Esau), M oabites and A m m onites (descendants of 
Lot), Israel was forbidden by the Lord to attack  them. 
But when they had crossed the A rnon, Israel was a t
tacked by Sihon, king of the A m orites. Fighting back, 
they defeated him decisively. Pressing fu rther north
ward, on the east side of the Jordan, they fought and 
defeated Og king of Bashan at Edrei, not far from the 
Sea of Galilee. The territory east of the Jordan  was now 
in the hands of Israel, except that of the Am m onites, 
which lay to  the east of the kingdom of Sihon. (The
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A m m onites must be carefully distinguished from  the 
Amorites. The form er were kin to Israel, being 
descended from  Lot, A braham ’s nephew; the la tte r 
were kin to  the Canaanites, being thus partly of H am itic 
race, though having a Semitic language. God forbade 
Israel to  conquer the territory of the Ammonites (Deut. 
2:19), but He com m anded them to fight and conquer 
the A m orites).

Turning southw ard again, still on the east side of 
the Jordan, they paused near the northern end of the 
D ead Sea, opposite Jericho. This area was part of w hat 
Israel had conquered from Sihon, king of the Am orites, 
but it was still called “the Plains of M oab” because in 
form er tim es it had once been a part of the kingdom  of 
M oab. At this point Balak, king of M oab, becam e 
alarm ed against Israel. It is not clear just why he should 
have becom e alarm ed at this point, since Israel had 
already passed his kingdom without damage and had 
gone on no rth  to  fight Sihon and Og. Through all this 
Balak’s kingdom  had not been attacked by Israel, but 
w ith T ransjordan  north of the A rnon in Israel’s 
possession, Balak apparently feared that an a ttack  on 
his kingdom  (M oab) was imminent. Feeling powerless 
to  resist this vast m ultitude of Israelites by m ilitary 
force, Balak decided to  seek the aid of supernatural 
powers. He therefore sought the help of Balaam, a 
fam ous soothsayer whose residence was at P ethor on 
the E uphrates R iver (a long way off from Balak and his 
kingdom —  about 400 miles). The record describes 
Balaam as a kosem , that is, a soothsayer, diviner or 
fortune-teller. This man evidently had an international 
reputation  as a m anipulator of supernatural powers 
(Num bers 22:6b). A lthough there is no reason to 
believe that Balaam was a good man or really knew  the 
Lord, it is evident that the Lord did use him to deliver 
som e true prophecies. Balaam is called a prophet in II 
P eter 2:16. In both Testam ents Balaam is represen ted  
as a sordid lover of money, a man willing, even eager, 
to do  iniquity for financial gain.

Balak sent am bassadors to Balaam imploring him 
to com e and curse Israel. They reach Balaam, bringing 
“the rew ards of divination in their hand” (22:7), that is, 
money to be paid to  Balaam to retain his services for 
Balak. Balaam  puts ‘hem up overnight as his guests, 
and during the night the word of the Lord com es to  
him. He canno t curse Israel, for G od has blessed them  
(22:12). In the morning, Balaam announces this ou t
com e to  Balak’s messengers, who then return to  M oab 
with the repo rt that Balaam has refused to  com e. Balak 
in terprets this refusal as a bid for more m oney, 
evidently believing that every m an has his price, tha t is, 
that he had no t offered Balaam a high enough fee for 
his service. So a second embassy is sent, of higher rank 
than the first, with authority to  make a higher offer of 
paym ent. Balaam  again replies that the thing is out of 
the question, because the Lord is against it. Even if 
Balak were to  give Balaam his house full of silver and 
gold, it would be out of the question. However, Balaam 
covets the m oney, so he again puts the m essengers up 
overnight, saying that he will learn “what the Lord will 
say unto  me m ore” (22:19). This was very wicked on 
Balaam ’s part for he already knew perfectly well what

the Lord thought about the m atter. His looking for a 
“loophole" in the Lord's prohibition is nothing less than 
a wicked, deliberate tem pting of God.

This time the Lord grants Balaam a reluctan t 
consent to  go to  Balak, with the understanding that 
when he gets there, he is not free to say a single w ord 
except what the Lord com m ands him to say. Balaam  
tells this good (?) news to Balak’s am bassadors, who 
start back to M oab imm ediately, while Balaam follows 
a bit later, riding his donkey. This is rem arkable, for 
donkeys were not usually used for long journeys; but 
then, Balaam was no ordinary person. During the trip  
one thing after another happens to im press upon 
Balaam that the idea of cursing Israel is highly 
displeasing to G od and that the cursing must on no  
account be done. The climax of this series of events is 
the speaking of Balaam 's donkey. This episode has, 
quite needlessly, occasioned considerable scoffing. 
Note the reference to  it in the New Testam ent, II P eter 
2:16, which definitely proves that the event is historical 
and not merely lengendary.

J. Stafford W right in his book Man in the Process 
of Time suggests that the donkey brayed loudly ac
cording to its nature, but that God by m iracle enabled 
Balaam to hear the sounds as intelligible hum an 
speech. It is perhaps not very im portant w hether the 
miracle took place in the vocal apparatus of the donkey 
or in the auditory apparatus of Balaam — either way it 
would be a miracle w rought by the direct pow er of 
God. II Peter 2:16, however, seems to teach that the 
miracle was in the vocal apparatus of the donkey, 
although this consideration may not be quite con
clusive, for in the Bible phenom enal language is used 
and events are described as they were perceived by the 
human subject, not necessarily as they happened in 
objective fact. W e follow the same kind of usage today 
when we say that the sun rises or sets, when the ob
jective fact is that the earth  turns on its axis so tha t the 
sun appears to the hum an eye to  rise and set.

Except for the serpent speaking in Eden this 
speaking of Balaam ’s ass is the only instance in 
Scripture of an animal speaking in hum an words. 
Partial parallels may be found in John 12:27-30 and 
Acts 9:3-7; 22:6-9. A pparently bystanders heard  only a 
sound, while Jesus in the one case, and Paul in the 
other, heard intelligible speech. It is rem arkable that in 
the one case some of those present thought it had 
thundered. In the case of Balaam and his donkey, it 
may be that som ething objective (in the donkey’s act) is 
implied as well as som ething subjective (in Balaam ’s 
perception of the donkey’s act). In any case, the story is 
to be regarded as true and the event was a m iracle.

Balaam finally arrived at M oab and Balak was 
greatly relieved to  have him on the ground. Balaam 
assures Balak that no m atter what happens, he cannot 
deviate from the word of the Lord. This statem ent 
apparently makes no  im pression w hatever on Balak. 
Perhaps Balak thought this merely a piece of the usual 
ritual o r hokus-pokus of a magician such as Balaam. 
After a night’s rest, the two m en go out together. Balak
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takes Balaam  to a m ountain top from which he can 
view the vast cam p of Israel, poised across the border 
of M oab. Balaam requires seven altars and seven rams 
for sacrifice, and these are prom ptly provided. Balak 
rem ains by the altars, while Balaam moves a short 
distance away. Perhaps he fell prostrate on the ground 
in a psychic trance and his eye becam e glassy as 
consciousness of his surroundings faded away. At any 
rate , Balaam  returned  to  Balak and pronounced a 
w onderful blessing on Israel. Some have questioned 
tha t Balaam  really received revelations from God, in 
view of the fact tha t he was obviously a wicked man 
and certainly unregenerate. This consideration, 
how ever, is not conclusive. The record  repeatedly 
affirm s that G od revealed tru th  to  Balaam: “And God 
m et Balaam . . . and the Lord put a word in Balaam's 
m outh . . .” (23:4,5; com pare 23:16). In the Old 
T estam ent period being an organ or recipient of divine 
revelation did no t necessarily imply being in a 
regenerate  state. Note the prophetic activity of Saul, 
the wicked first king of Israel, as recorded in I Samuel 
10:9-13. It says that “G od gave him another heart” but 
his la ter history abundantly proves that this was not a 
case of old things passing away and all things becoming 
new. R em em ber that Saul ended his life in rebellion, 
apostasy from the Lord, and suicide.

Balak is naturally indignant. He had engaged 
Balaam  to curse his enemies, and now Balaam has 
actually  blessed them . Balak was evidently a very 
superstitious man, and he felt that the geographical 
orien tation  or angle of view might have som ething to  
do  w ith the possibility of an effective cursing of Israel. 
So he takes Balaam to a different m ountain top, from 
w hich only part of Israel's cam p will be visible (23:13) 
and asks that the attem pt be m ade from there. Again 
Balaam  blesses Israel. A nd this is repeated  yet again.

Some of the prophecies of Balaam are beautiful 
as language and literature, as well as precious for their 
con ten t of divine truth. The beauty and the spiritual 
sublimity of the prophecies are to  be attributed  to  the 
Holy Spirit of God, their true source, not to  Balaam, 
who was an unworthy hum an channel. W hen Balaam 
said “Let me die the death  of the righteous, and let my 
last end be like his!” (23:10) perhaps he saw a tent apart 
from  the rest of the cam p of Israel, which he surmised 
m ust shelter the m ortal rem ains of Joseph, the one-time 
great prim e m inister of Egypt. Balaam is the typical 
m an w ho wants to die the death of the righteous, but is 
no t willing to  live the life of the righteous. He wants to  
serve himself and the devil in this life, and then enjoy 
the peace and bliss of the righteous in the next life. 
How many like Balaam are living today!

One of Balaam ’s prophecies has com monly been 
regarded as a prediction of Jesus Christ. "I shall see 
him, but not now: I shall behold him, but not nigh: for 
there shall com e a Star out of Jacob, and a Sceptre shall 
rise out of Israel, and shall smite the corners of Moab, 
and destroy all the children of Sheth” (24:17). The next 
verse goes on to  declare that the land of Edom will be 
conquered and becom e Israel’s possession. This 
m ention of military conquests is a difficulty in the way

of regarding the “Star” as Jesus Christ, unless we 
translate the military conquest of M oab, Edom , etc., 
into spiritual terms. It is probably m ore co rrec t to 
regard the predicted Star as King David, who actually 
did conquer these places. As David was a type of 
Christ, the conquering King of kings, the m eaning of 
Balaam’s prophecy would still ultim ately be about 
Christ.

Balaam went his way, and Balak, refusing of 
course to  pay for such dubious services, w ent home. 
Later, however, Balaam taught Balak a m ore effective 
way to  gain an advantage over Israel. If Israel could be 
seduced into participation in the idolatrous and im
moral rites of the worship of Baal-Peor, then the curse 
of G od would com e upon Israel (Num. 31:16). Balak 
evidently thought this a good idea and tried it (Micah 
6:5), with devastating results to  Israel (Num bers 25). In 
the retributive war com m anded by G od Balaam was 
captured and slain by the Israelites (Num. 31:8). It is 
possible that they let him tell his story before putting 
him to death, and so events and prophecies of Numbers 
22-24 becam e a part of the H ebrew  Scriptures.

Questions:

1. W hat three kingdoms of people was Israel 
forbidden to  attack  and conquer, and for w hat reason?

2. Why was it found necessary to  go around 
Edom by a long detour?

3. W hat Amorite territories on  the east side of 
the Jordan were conquered by Israel during the life
time of Moses?

4. W hat was the difference betw een the Am
monites and the Amorites?

5. W hat region was called “the Plains of M oab”? 
Why was this area called “the Plains of M oab”, since it 
was not part of the kingdom of M oab?

6. W hat was the professional reputation  of 
Balaam?

7. How is the character of Balaam described in 
the Bible?

8. W hat action or saying of Balaam proves his 
extrem e wickedness?

9. W hat was the m eaning of the strange things 
that happened to Balaam on his way to  M oab?

10. W hat suggestion has been m ade as to the 
nature of the miracle of Balaam 's ass speaking?

11. W hat equipm ent did Balaam require before 
he could prophesy?

12. How can it be shown that the fact that 
Balaam was a wicked man does not imply that he could 
not receive revelations from  God?
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13. W hat statem ent o r action of Balak shows him 
to have been a superstitious man?

14. How can  we account for the literary beauty 
and spiritual sublimity of the prophecies u ttered  by 
Balaam?

15. W hy could Balaam not expect to die the 
death  of the righteous?

16. W hat prediction u ttered by Balaam has 
com m only been regarded as a prophecy of Jesus 
Christ? W hat difficulty exists in the way of regarding it 
as directly prophetic of Christ? If not directly 
p rophetic, in .what sense is it truly prophetic of Christ?

17. W hat m ethod did Balaam suggest to  Balak as 
a way of gaining an advantage over Israel?

18. Instead of dying the death of the righteous, 
how did Balaam actually end his earthly life?

LESSON 12 

SALVATION UNTO GOOD WORKS

(Deuteronomy)

The Book of D euteronom y has been called “the 
football of the higher critics.” There is perhaps no o ther 
Old T estam ent book which has been so vigorously and 
persistently attacked  by critics as Deuteronom y. 
A lthough the book purports to  be by M oses, and 
universal Jewish and Christian tradition holds that 
M oses was its author, and the New Testam ent 
repeatedly cites parts of it as the genuine writing of 
M oses, still negative critics feel absolutely certain  that 
Moses did not w rite it. The com mon “critical” view is 
tha t D euteronom y was the “Book of the Law” found in 
the Tem ple in the time of Josiah (7th century before 
Christ) and that it had only recently been written. It is 
held that D euteronom y was “ghost-written” as if by 
M oses, but actually by one or m ore pious priests of the 
7th cen tury  B.C. who wanted to reform  religion am ong 
the Jews. In plain language, the critics hold that 
D euteronom y is a literary fraud or forgery (though it is 
not considered genteel in liberal seminary classroom s 
to  use such words as “fraud” and "forgery”). T here are 
many good reasons for believing in the genuineness of 
D euteronom y as a writing of Moses. The student is 
referred  to  E. J. Young, Introduction to the Old 
Testament; The Book ol the Law: Studies In the Date 
of Deuteronomy, by G. T. Manley (both published in 
U.S.A. by Wm. B. Eerdm ans Publ Co., Grand Rapids 3, 
M ich.) W e may note in passing that when our Saviour 
was tem pted by the devil, shortly after His baptism , he 
replied to  each  tem ptation by quoting a verse from 
D euteronom y. Obviously, Jesus believed D euteronom y 
to be a genuine book, not a fraud. The present w riter 
takes his stand with Jesus Christ against W ellhausen,

Driver and all the negative critics.

Recently an article in a popular magazine 
ridiculed the idea that M oses wrote D euteronom y, in 
view of the fact that the last chapter of the book 
describes his own death  and burial. Of course those 
who believe that M oses w rote D euteronom y do  not 
believe that he w rote the account of his own death  and 
burial. It is believed that this final chapter (34) was 
added by som eone else, possibly Joshua, after the death  
of Moses. This is not contrary  to  believing that M oses is 
the author of the book, any m ore than would be the 
case if a man writes a book today and dies before it is 
quite finished, and a friend undertakes to  com plete the 
book by a brief supplem entary note relating the tim e 
and circum stances of the au thor’s death. W e wish that 
liberals and m odernists would direct their attacks at the 
real beliefs of evangelical Christians, instead of setting 
up absurd distortions and caricatures and attacking 
these with so m uch zeal and gusto. But as we have 
rem arked before, there is no  consistency or logic in sin, 
so really we should not expect to find liberals and 
m odernists fair and reasonable in their m ethods of 
controversy. These m en are blind leaders of the blind, 
and while we deplore this fact, we should be realistic 
enough to  know tha t blind m en cannot see the light.

Does D euteronom y teach salvation by works? 
Superficial reading might suggest that it does. Note, for 
example, the strong em phasis on obedience as the 
condition of blessing (11:26-28 and many other places).

But a real understanding indicates that the op
posite is the case. The laws in D euteronom y are not 
presented as a way by which sinners can be saved, but 
rather they show how saved people ought to  live (in 
term s of the then existing historical situation, of 
course).

Salvation is by divine grace. That is, we do not 
earn it; it is a free gift of G od to  sinful man. This is 
typified both by the deliverance from Egypt a t the 
Exodus and by the nature of the fall of Jericho at the 
entrance to  Canaan (in the Book of Joshua). 
D euteronom y, w ritten just before the end of M oses’ 
career, contem plates Israel as already in Canaan, the 
Promised Land, and therefore as already the recipients 
of G od’s salvation.

Canaan is the inheritance of a people who are 
saved by grace and who live by faith, as shown by 
Jericho.

A lthough salvation itself is by grace, the en
joyment of blessings is dependent on consistency in 
obedience and righteous living. It was fitting and 
necessary, as a m atter of gratitude to G od, that Israel 
obey G od’s laws. Enjoym ent of blessings and 
obedience to  G od’s will go together. The good that we 
call blessedness (or happiness) is linked to  the good that 
we call righteousness, just as the evil that we call 
suffering is linked to  the evil tha t is called sin.

W hen Israel finally becam e unfaithful to  God,
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she could no t rem ain in possession and enjoym ent of 
the land that she had received by grace in Joshua’s day. 
T hen  the Babylonian Captivity took place and the 
people w ere transported  hundreds of miles from home 
to Babylonia.

It is a very com m on but superficial misreading of 
the Old T estam ent to  suppose that the strong emphasis 
on obedience and righteous living which is so pervasive 
in the Law and the Prophets implies that man can save 
him self by obedience to the law. This error is akin to 
the crude but com m on notion that while Christians are 
saved by grace, the Jews of the Old Testam ent were 
saved by good works of the law.

Salvation by w orks is an idea flattering to human 
pride and self-esteem. W e do not have to  go to church 
o r a theological sem inary to  learn this idea; we are born 
w ith it, and everyone tends to  cling to  this notion 
tenaciously until he is redeem ed from  it by the grace of 
G od. T here is a Jew in every one of us by nature. 
A m ong som e people who have been strongly in
fluenced by the rationalism  of m odern thought, that 
Jew inside is of the sect of the Sadducees, denying 
m iracles, the supernatural, life after death, etc. But in 
m ost ordinary people, including m ultitudes of church 
m em bers, the Jew who lives inside is a Pharisee, and his 
unquestioned creed is that salvation is a human at
ta inm ent and can  be earned by good works or 
“ch arac ter building.” W e tend naturally to  believe this, 
and it m ust be very pleasing to  the devil that we do. But 
by the grace of G od we can be redeem ed from this 
s truc tu re  of lies, and com e to grasp the tru th  that we 
are  saved by grace alone, and that good works are in no 
sense the source, ground or foundation of salvation, but 
ra th e r its p roper product and fruits.

D euteronom y should be read with this principle 
in m ind; the good w orks and good life that are insisted 
on are not p resented  as a way of earning salvation, but 
as a fitting response of gratitude to  G od on the part of 
those who have experienced salvation by the grace and 
pow er of God.

Questions:

1. Why has D euteronom y been called "the 
football of the higher critics”?

2. W hat is the com m on "liberal” belief about the 
Book of Deuteronom y?

3. How does our Saviour’s use of D euteronom y 
show that the book must be genuine?

4. If Moses is the au thor of D euteronom y, how 
can we explain the fact that the last chap ter of the book 
relates M oses’ own death and burial?

5. Why it is asking too  m uch to  expect liberals 
and m odernists to  be fair in their m ethods of con
troversy?

6. If Deuteronom y does not teach salvation by 
good works, then why is there such a strong emphasis 
on righteous living in the book?

7. How was it shown by historical events that 
Canaan is the inheritance of a people who are saved by 
grace and who live by faith?

8. Why can we not expect to  enjoy blessings 
regardless of the m oral quality of our life?

9. W hat happened to  the nation  of Israel when it 
finally becam e unfaithful to God?

10. Why is salvation by w orks a very popular and 
com mon notion?

11. W hat is m eant by saying that there is a Jew in 
every one of us by nature, and in most people this Jew is 
a Pharisee?

12. W hat principle must be borne in  mind as we 
read Deuteronomy?

The Westminster Confession of 
Faith in Modern English

Prepared by Dr. James A. Hughes

(Continued from  last issue)

(Continued from last issue)

Chapter XXX. Of Church Discipline

I. The Lord Jesus, as King and H ead of His 
church, hat appointed in the church a governm ent in 
the hands of church-officers, who are distinct from the 
civil m agistrate.

II. To these officers ecclesiastical authority is 
com m itted, by virtue of which they have the right to 
retain and rem it sins respectively: to shut the kingdom 
of heaven against the unrepentant, bo th  by the W ord 
and discipline, and to open it for repen tan t sinners, by 
the ministry of the gospel and by absolution from 
discipline, as occasion shall require.
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III. C hurch discipline is necessary for the 
reclaim ing and winning over of brethren who have 
offended; for deterring others from similar offences; 
for purging out the leaven which might infect the whole 
lump; for vindicating the honor of Christ and the holy 
vocation of the gospel; and for averting the w rath of 
God, which might justly fall upon the church, if they 
should allow His covenant and its seals to be profaned 
by notorious and obstinate offenders.

IV. For the better attaining of these ends, the 
officers of the church are to  take action by adm onition, 
exclusion from  the sacram ent of the Lord’s supper for a 
time and by excom m unication from the church, ac
cording to  the nature of the crime and offense of the 
person.

Chapter XXXI. Of Synods and Councils

I. For the better governm ent and increased 
edification of the church, there ought to be such 
assemblies as are com monly called synods or councils.

II. As m agistrates may lawfully call a synod of 
m inisters and other qualified persons to give him 
counsel and advice concerning m atters of religion, so if 
m agistrates are overt enemies of the church, the 
ministers of Christ may (either by themselves, by virtue 
of their office, or with other qualified persons 
delegated by their churches) m eet together in synods or 
councils.

III. I t pertains to synods and councils to  settle 
m inisterially controversies concerning doctrine and 
cases relating to  conscience; to  set down rules and 
directions for the better regulating of the public 
worship of G od and governm ent of His church; to 
receive com plaints in cases of maladm inistration and to 
settle authoritatively these cases —  such decrees and 
settlem ents, if consonant with the W ord of G od, are to 
be received with reverence and submission, not only 
because of their agreem ent with the W ord but also 
because of the authority by which they are m ade, 
synods and councils being an ordinance of G od ap
pointed  in His W ord to  settle controversies in the 
church.

IV. All synods or councils since the A postles’ 
time, w hether general o r particular synods, may err; 
and m any have erred. Therefore they are not to  be 
m ade the standard  for doctrine and practice but are to 
be used as a help in both.

V. Synods and councils are to  deal with or 
decide nothing except what is ecclesiastical; and they 
are not to  in terfere with civil affairs, which concern  the 
nation, unless by way of humble petition in ex
traordinary  cases, or by way of advice for the 
satisfaction of conscience, if they are required by the 
civil m agistrate to give advice.

I. The bodies of men after death return to dust 
and experience decay; but their souls (which neither 
die nor sleep), having an im m ortal subsistence, im
mediately return to  G od who gave them. The souls of 
the righteous, being im m ediately made perfect in 
holiness, are received into heaven, where they see the 
face of God in light and glory, waiting for the full 
redem ption of their bodies; and the souls of the wicked 
are cast into hell, where they remain in great torm ent 
and utter darkness, kept in store for the judgm ent of 
the great day. Besides these two places for souls 
separated from their bodies there are none 
acknowledged in Scripture.

II. At the last day, those who are found alive 
shall not die but be changed; and all the dead shall be 
raised up with the very same bodies (and not different 
bodies), although with different qualities, which shall 
be united again to their souls forever.

III. The bodies of the unjust shall, by the power 
of Christ, be raised to  dishonor; whereas the bodies of 
the just shall, by His Spirit, be raised to honor and shall 
be m ade conform able to  His own glorious body.

Chapter XXXIII. Of the Last Judgment

I. G od has appointed a day in which He will 
judge the world in righteousness by Jesus Christ, to 
whom all authority and judgm ent is given by the 
Father. In that day, not only shall the apostate angels 
be judged but also all persons who have lived upon 
earth  shall appear before the judgm ent-seat of Christ to 
give an account of their thoughts, words and deeds and 
to be recom pensed according to  what they have done 
in this life, w hether good or evil.

II. The purpose for G od’s appointing this day is 
to m anifest His glorious m ercy in the eternal salvation 
of the elect and His glorious justice in the con
dem nation of the reprobate, who are wicked and 
disobedient. F or then the righteous shall go into 
everlasting life and receive the fulness of joy and 
refreshm ent which shall com e from the presence of the 
Lord; but the wicked, who do not know G od and who 
do not obey the gospel of Jesus Christ, shall be cast into 
hell to be eternally and greatly torm ented and to  be 
punished with everlasting death coming from  the 
presence of the Lord and from His glorious power.

III. As Christ would have us to  be persuaded 
with certainty that there shall be a day of judgm ent, 
both to  deter all m en from sin and for the greater 
consolation of the godly in their adversity, so would He 
have unknown to  m en when that day shall be, that they 
may shake off all security stemming from the corrup t 
nature and may be always watchful because they do  not 
know at w hat hour the Lord will com e, and that they 
may be always prepared to  say; Come, Lord Jesus, 
com e quickly. Amen.

Chapter XXXII. Of the State of Men after Death; 
Of the Resurrection of the Dead

The End
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Religious Terms Defined
OBEDIENCE OF CHRIST. Christ's perfect 

fulfilm ent of all dem ands of G od’s law, not only for 
Himself as a hum an being, but also all dem ands of the 
law involved in the total redem ption of His people from 
their sinful and fallen condition to  righteousness and 
eternal life.

ACTIVE OBEDIENCE OF CHRIST. Christ’s 
fulfilm ent of G od’s law by His perfect life on earth.

PASSIVE OBEDIENCE OF CHRIST. Christ’s 
suffering the penalty of the broken law on behalf of His 
people, including all His sufferings, but especially His 
sufferings and death  on the cross.

OFFICERS OF TH E CHURCH. Those who, 
having been chosen by the m em bers and given 
authority  by Christ, have been set apart for the work of 
governing the C hurch and adm inistering its affairs, 
nam ely ministers of the G ospel, ruling elders, and 
deacons.

ORDINANCES OF G OD. Those institutions or 
p ractices which are of divine authority  in human 
society, such as the family, the church and the state; 
baptism , the Lord’s Supper; church governm ent and 
discipline; etc.

ORDINATION. The act of setting a person 
apart to  office in the C hurch by prayer and the laying 
on of hands. The ordained officers of the Church are

ministers (pastors, bishops or teaching elders), ruling 
elders, and deacons. A ccording to  the Presbyterian 
form of church government, ordination  is the act of a 
“presbytery”, that is, of a plurality of presbyters 
(teaching and ruling elders).

ORIGINAL RIGHTEOUSNESS. The real, but 
untested and changeable, righteousness of mankind as 
created by G od, before the fall into sin.

ORIGINAL SIN. The guilty and depraved 
condition in which we are bom  as the result of our 
representative, Adam, having disobeyed God and 
thereby broken the Covenant of W orks.

ELEMENTS OF O RIG IN A L SIN. "The sin
fulness if that estate w hereinto m an fell consists in the 
guilt of A dam ’s first sin, the want of original 
righteousness, and the corruption of his whole nature, 
which is commonly called original sin. . .” (Shorter 
Catechism, 18).

ORTHODOXY. Literally, “straight teaching” ; 
that is, religious doctrine which conform s to  a fixed and 
recognized standard. The true  standard  of orthodoxy is 
the W ord of God, by which all teachings are to be 
tested and m easured. Subordinate standards of o r
thodoxy, such as confessions of faith and catechism s, 
are valid and proper in so far as they are in accord  with 
G od’s revelation, the Holy Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testam ents.

Some N oteworthy Quotations

OUR W ISDOM SHOULD CONSIST in em
bracing with gentle docility, and w ithout any exception, 
all tha t is delivered in the sacred Scriptures.

—John Calvin

LET THY SCRIPTURES by my pure delights. 
Let me not be deceived in them , nor deceive o thers out 
of them .

— A ugustine of Hippo

THE GRACE OF GOD does not find men fit for 
salvation, but makes them so.

— A ugustine of Hippo

ALL MY HOPE is now here but in Thine ex
ceeding great mercy. Give what Thou com m andest, 
and com m and what Thou wilt.

— Augustine of Hippo

BLESSED W HOSO LOVETH TH EE, and his 
friend in Thee, and his enem y for Thee. For he alone

loses none dear to him, to  whom all are dear in Him 
who cannot be lost.

— A ugustine of Hippo

I GO TO YOUR G OD and my G od. D eath to  me 
is as a bed to the weary. Now, be not anxious, the Lord 
will maintain His cause and His own people; He will 
show His glory yet in Scotland; farewell.

—Jam es Renwick

CHRIST GIVES PEACE to the most sinful and 
miserable that com e to Him. He heals the broken in 
heart and bindeth up their wounds. But it is impossible 
that they should have peace, that continue in their sins. 
There is no peace between G od and them ; and as they 
have the guilt of sin rem aining in their souls, and are 
under the domination of sin, so G od’s indignation 
continually bum s against them , and there is reason why 
they should travail in pain all their days. (Isaiah 57:19- 
2 1 ).

— Jonathan Edwards



Reviews of Religious Books
The favorable reviewing of a book here does not 

imply approval of its entire contents. Purchase books 
from your book dealer o r from the publishers. Do not 
send orders for books to  Blue Banner Faith and Life.

JUST TH E GREATEST, by Carl Nelson. Inter- 
Varsity Press, Downers Grove, 111. 60515. 1972, pp. 96, 
paperback. $1.25.

H ere we_ have an attem pt to convey, in the 
language and term inology of m odem  young people, the 
significance of the crucifixion. This little book has a 
simple appeal. Regrettably, in his quest for simplicity, 
the au thor has m ade one or two statem ents against 
which one must place question marks. The booklet is 
further m arred  by the inclusion of several cartoons in 
the m odern m anner which are distracting, inap
propriate and intrusive.

—John M aclver

REV ISED  STANDARD VERSION BIBLE. 
Zondervan Publishing House, G rand Rapids, Mich. 
49506. 1971, pp. 899 plus 191, paper cover. Maps, 
references and Concordance. $5.95.

This is the Revised Standard Version, of which 
the New T estam ent was first published in 1946, and the 
entire Bible 1952. The present edition contains a 
fu rther revision of the New Testam ent part, dated  1971. 
The binding, though apparently paper, is tough and 
resem bles plastic. The maps are good, and the con
cordance, though of course not complete, is useful.

The Revised Standard Version is well known, and 
scarcely needs a review in this magazine. See the 
thorough article by the Rev. Lester E. Kilpatrick, in 
th ree parts, in our issues of January-M arch 1952 (pages 
16-18), April-June 1953 (pages 104-106), and July- 
Septem ber 1953 (pages 146-150).

It should be recognized that the Revised S tandard 
V ersion has many good features, along with some 
draw backs. This version was m ade almost entirely by 
theological liberals. It was inevitable that these m en's 
liberal bias would affect their work, no m atter how 
hard they might try to  be strictly objective in their 
translation. M en who do not believe in the plenary 
inspiration of the Bible (i.e., that all parts of the Bible 
are equally inspired by the Holy Spirit) also do not 
necessarily believe that the Bible is internally con
sistent and contains no real internal contradictions. 
Thus in Isaiah 7:14 they translate “A young woman 
shall conceive” (with “or virgin” in a footnote). A c
cording to  the Hebrew this is a possible translation. The 
Hebrew  w ord can m ean “young woman” or “virgin.” 
But this text in Isaiah is quoted in Matthew 1:23, and 
the G reek word there used can only mean a virgin 
(parthenos). The RSV translates it “virgin” in M atthew

and “young w om an” in Isaiah. But the Holy Spirit is the 
real author of both Isaiah and M atthew, and the 
translators should have chosen the option in Isaiah 
which accords with the wording in M atthew.

One m ore example of liberal bias in the RSV. 
This has been partly corrected  in the 1971 edition, but 
the objection still remains. In Rom ans 3:30 the RSV 
informs us that G od will justify the Jews “on the ground 
of their faith.” This is the wording in the 1971 edition. 
This translation is theologically heretical and 
linguistically incorrect. It cancels the main tru th  of the 
P rotestant Reform ation. The G reek is ek plsteoos, 
which means “from faith” or “out of faith." T o  m ean 
“on the ground of their faith” it would have to  read dla 
pistin (dla with the accusative). Faith is not the ground 
of justification; it is only the channel, m eans or in
strum ent. The only ground of justification is the blood 
and righteousness of Christ. This rendering of the RSV 
makes the ground of justificaton not som ething done 
by Christ, but som ething that we do ourselves 
(believing). The second half of the verse in the 1946 
edition repeated the same error, but this has been 
corrected in the 1971 edition to  “through their faith” 
(which is correct).

Those who wish to  use the Revised S tandard 
Version should use it as a help, not as an authority. 
There are o ther versions which are m ore faithful to  the 
theological teaching of the Bible.

—J. G. Vos

TH E PROBLEM OF ORIGINAL SIN IN 
AMERICAN PRESBYTERIAN THEOLOGY, by 
George P. Hutchinson. Presbyterian and Reform ed 
Publishing Company, P. O. Box 185, Nutley, New 
Jersey, 07110; pp. 119. $2.95.

This extensive, yet restricted, survey in historical 
theology covers the debate of the A m erican 
Presbyterian tradition concerning the m ode of union 
between Adam and the hum an race and the im putation 
of A dam ’s sin to  the hum an race. The debate is traced 
through Jonathan Edwards, H enry B. Smith, Charles 
Hodge, W G T Shedd, J. H. Thom well, R. W. Landis, R. 
L. Dabney, and concluding with John M urray. The 
author shows how each theologian made a distinctive 
contribution to  the issue as well as incisive criticisms of 
one another’s positions.

The debate in the Presbyterian family ultim ately 
revolves around and is rooted  in philosophical and 
theological epistomology. Between the extrem e
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rationalistic Realism of Dr. Shedd and the extrem e 
em pirical Nominalism of Jonathan Edwards lie the 
respective positions of the above m entioned scholars 
(pp. 109-110). The danger is clearly sounded by the 
au thor: the exegete must beware of expressing 
scrip tural con ten t in extra criptural forms of thought 
lest extra-scriptural forms lead us into anti-scriptural 
thought conten t (p. 110).

The au thor does not pose an "original” approach 
to  the problem  of original sin, but does provide 
searching and stimulating questions for further study 
on just how far one may push the parallel between 
A dam ic condem nation and Christie justification in 
R om ans 5:12ff.

— Lee P. B ittner III

FEED MY SHEEP, by Harold Camping. 
P resbyterian and Reform ed Publishing Company, P.O. 
Box 185, Nutley, New Jersey 07110; pp. 83. $1.95.

It is difficult to really grasp the au thor’s intent 
and purpose. It would seem that he seeks to dem on
strate  that the fall of m an is com m ensurate with his loss 
of vicegerency (kingship) over creation. This thesis is 
justified and perpetuated throughout the book with 
tenuous assumptions, half-truths, and sloppy exegesis. 
F or exam ple, the author com pletely ignores the im
po rtan t relationship between m an’s vicegerent office 
and his role (even after the Fall) as im age-bearer of 
G od. No m ention is m ade of the beginning of culture in 
G enesis 2-4 as the outworking of m an’s role as “image” 
of G od. The "sin” of Cain’s line (Gen. 4:16-24) is not in 
the ir developm ent of culture, but in their heart- 
relationship to the Creator. As long as m an is “image of 
G od”, he fulfills an “office” of subduing the earth, even 
though a covenant-breaker. And finally, the author 
com pletely ignores the thrust of Psalm 8 as a com 
m entary  on Genesis 1:26-31 referring to  the kingly 
office and role of post-Fall m an generically, and as this 
Psalm is ultim ately fulfilled in the “Last M an”, the 
M editorial King.

Jesus Christ becom es the one who "subdues” 
Satan, and therefore, is the King in A dam ’s place (pp. 
26-32). No one would deny this fact, but what, then, is 
the role of the believer who stands in Christ? Well, the 
believer may explore the creation (i.e., becom e in
volved in business, education, or science), derive food 
and shelter from  it, and use it to  help others. But, this is 
not “Kingdom activity” (p. 79):

The kingdom consists of 'feeding the 
sheep’ . . . And by using these products in this 
task of ‘feeding the sheep’ he (man) has 
corrected  the creation order, so that lower 
‘orders’ are used to serve the higher. By using 
these products, he is showing that all things can 
be ultimately used to praise G od . . .  (p. 79).

Such reasoning becom es com pletely contradictory! 
“Feeding the sheep” is, in reality, synonymous with 
m an’s role as vicegerent even though the au thor never

uses this word to describe the activities of post-Fall man 
and denies that generic m an (including the Christian) 
has any claim to the office a t all. Such gratuitous 
reasoning as this is multiplied throughout this work.

The man in Christ is called a “p rophet” and a 
“priest” (pp. 56-57), but, ironically, the author fails to 
point out that the believer is also a “k ing” whose role as 
true vicegerent has been restored  in Jesus Christ the 
King. As citizens of His Kingdom (I P eter 2:9,10; Rev. 
5:10) our labor becomes Kingdom -labor taking Christ 
into all of life, regulating it under the scrutiny of G od’s 
Law-Word (I Cor. 15:58).

— Lee P. B ittner III

H IS T O R IO G R A P H Y : SEC U LA R  AND 
RELIGIOUS, by G ordon H. Clark. The Craig Press, 
P.O. Box 13, Nutley, New Jersey 07110. 1971, pp. 381. 
$7.50.

G ordon Clark is probably the most embarrassing 
Christian writer of our time. He takes notions com 
monly held by Christians and draws from  them the 
absurd conclusions to  which they quite logically lead. 
The conclusions em barrass us but many of us cling to 
our unbiblical notions and conclude logic, or at least 
Clark’s logic, must be somehow wrong. Y et those who 
chip away at his logic, as some do  in THE 
PHILOSOPHY OF GORDON CLARK find that Clark 
is relentless in exposing slipshod reasoning no  m atter 
how respected the writer. Some dismiss him with a 
crushing “m ere hum an logic.” But logic, like truth, is a 
work of God. It is the challenge to  truth-logic that is 
merely human.

Clark has also exposed many secular and anti- 
Christian writers and he does so repeatedly  in this 
book. Why don’t they fire back at him? Because Clark, 
standing squarely on the w ord of G od w ritten and on 
the W estm inster creeds, is consistent; and their pagan 
foundation in experience, hum anism , em piricism and 
other faulty pre-suppositions is vulnerable to Clark’s 
sharp mind.

In this book he exam ines M arxism, positivism, 
physical determinism, objectivity, liberalism, and neo
orthodoxy and shows their absurdity. Every scholar 
should digest this book but perhaps should first read 
that epochal book W HAT DO PRESBYTERIANS 
BELIEVE?. It is less intricate . The chapter on 
Augustine in HISTORIOGRAPHY is alone worth the 
price of the book. For exam ple, “Augustine got his 
ideas from scripture as must be the case for everyone 
whose view is truly Christian . . . His fundam ental 
principles com e from the Bible alone . . .  If some 
modern historiographers call them selves Christian and 
yet obtain their framework from  som e o ther source, 
one must investigate w hether they misuse the term  
Christian and what the nature of their source is.”

This is a book for thinkers.

— H ow ard Long
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D ecem ber 5, 1972, are gratefully acknowledged.

December, 1972. No. 2455, $2.50. No. 2456, 
$7.50. No. 2457, $2.50. No. 2458, $2.50. No. 2459, $2.50. 
No. 2460, $5.00. No. 2461, $5.00. No. 2462, $40.00. No. 
2463, $11.00. No. 2464, $3.50. No. 2465, $3.50. No. 2466, 
$5.00. No. 2467, $5.00. No. 2468, $5.00. No. 2469, 
$10.00. No. 2470, $5.00. No. 2471, $2.50. No. 2472, 
$2.50. No. 2473, $2.50. No. 2474, $2.50. No. 2475, $7.50. 
No. 2476, *10.00. No. 2477, $2.00. No. 2478, $10.00. No. 
2479, $25.00. No. 2480, $25.00. No. 2481, $2.50. No. 
2482, $50.00. No. 2483, $10.00. No. 2484, $5.50. No. 
2485, $3.00. No. 2486, $10.00. No. 2487, $10.00. No. 
2488, $7.50.

January, 1973. No. 2489, $2.50. No. 2490, 
$25.00. No. 2491, $7.50. No. 2492, $.50. No. 2493, $2.50. 
No. 2494, $2.50. No. 2495, $1.00. No. 2496, $10.00. No. 
2497, $7.50. No. 2498, $12.50. No. 2499, $20.00. No. 
2500, $15.00. No. 2501, $2.50. No. 2502, $2.50. No. 2503,

$50.00. No. 2504, $15.00.

February, 1973. No. 2505, $5.00. No. 2506, 
$5.00. No. 2507, $10.00. No. 2508, $1.00. No. 2509, 
$5.00. No. 2510, $10.00. No. 2511, $2.50. No. 2512, 
$20.00.

March, 1973. No. 2513, $15.00. No. 2514, 
$25.00. No. 2515, $25.00. No. 2516, $200.00. No. 2517, 
$5.00.

April, 1973. No. 2518, $25.00. No. 2519, $7.50. 
No. 2520, $100.00.

W ithout such generous contributions as these it 
would hardly be possible to continue publishing the 
magazine, as subscriptions and sales of back issues and 
reprints provide only about half of the am ount needed. 
Many thanks to  all who have helped. Y our con
tributions, incidentally, are deductible from taxable 
income.

—J. G. Vos

Though we live in the Space Age, a m an’s vision 
seems very limited indeed. The “m edia” has brain
washed its gullible public to be more concerned about 
the press in their pants or the whiteness of their teeth  
than w here they will spend eternity.

W e are m ore concerned with m an’s miniscule 
accom plishm ent (com pared with the vastness of the 
universe) in reaching the moon than with the G od who 
m ade  th e  u n iv e rse . S ecu la rism , h u m an ism , 
materialism , and epicureanism have so captivated 
A m erican thinking especially, that we have even 
"turned  off” our young people.

Sadly, the Church has often followed suit and 
becom e earthbound. We are com fortable here on earth
— there is not m uch of the pilgrim about us. T rue, we 
give verbal assent to  certain  Confessions and to  the 
G rea t Commission, but the “here” and the “hereafter” 
are two separate entities as far as our everyday life is 
concerned, and we live for the former.

Yet G od has told us in His W ord that “our 
citizenship is in heaven,” “our conversation (walk) is in 
heaven.” W e are adm onished to “set bur affection on 
things above w here Christ is”; and we are further told 
that though “now we see through a glass, darkly,” one 
day face to  face with Christ we shall know even as we 
are known, and that we are not even able to  imagine 
the things the Lord has prepared for them that love 
Him.

The “here” and the “hereafter” are a continuum , 
even as seed time and harvest, youth and old age. O ur 
life, now hidden with Christ, will be fully revealed and 
consum m ated only when we m eet Him in our Heavenly 
Home.

How m uch we miss, how much we suffer, how 
m uch we grieve the Lord because we are so ear
thbound, who can say? But we do know that until 
Christians becom e pilgrims and strangers on the earth  
(and not perm anent earthbound residents) we will fall 
far short of our high calling.

This new year would be a good time to  set our 
sights on our Heavenly Hom e, where Christ is seated at 
the right hand of G od, then to  live in the light of the day 
when we will join Him there. This will enable us to  drop 
off m uch of the seeming im portant im pedim enta of 
earth , to run with patience the race set bofore us, to 
rise up with wings as eagles, and for the joy set before 
us to  endure the lim itations and humiliations of earth  
even as Christ did.

Are you earthbound? Or do you fly free today? 
Look to heaven w here Jesus is. He is the author and the 
finisher of our faith and He alone can set us free from 
our earthbound condition.

W. A. Mahlow
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K eep in g  Our Vows to God
By I. G. Vos

“And the inhabitants of Jerusalem  did according 
to the covenant of God, the G od of their fathers.” II 
Chron. 34:32b

Josiah was king of Judah 639-608 B.C., on the 
verge of the Babylonian Captivity. During his reign 
there occurred  the last religious revival before the 
captivity. A t the age of 16, having been king 8 years, 
Josiah undertook the religious reform ation of his 
kingdom. W hen a king and his people set their heart on 
consistently living according to  G od’s will, G od m et 
them with help and blessing, and prospered their ef
forts. T here was a spirit of zeal, unanim ity and spon
taneous eagerness in their service of G od. This was 
nothing m echanical of artificially worked up. It was 
real, it cam e from  their hearts by the work of the Holy 
Spirit.

FALSE RELIGION CLEARED AWAY

Read II Chron. 34:3-7. The idolatrous religion 
was ancient, custom ary and deeply em bedded in the 
life of the people. Only a king and people united in 
honestly turning to  G od could elim inate it. It is very 
difficult to change that which has the sanction of an
tiquity, custom , long usage and popularity. H ere no 
Josiah’s reform  we see the victory of principle over 
popularity —  som ething m uch needed today. W hen we 
get a revival like that, there will be sweeping changes in 
religious life, custom s and worship. The unscriptural 
worship of centuries will be swept away with a return  to 
the reign of Scriptural principles.

GOD’S HOUSE WAS REPAIRED

For long years this had been neglected, but a 
people with a mind to  return  to  G od soon put the 
temple in repair again. 'Hie workm en wrought faith
fully. It was not necessary to audit their accounts for 
they worked conscientiously. A  similar revival in our 
own day would no t only take care of the physical repair

of church buildings, but would provide for the proper 
support, in proportion to our real ability, of the whole 
program of the Church and the K ingdom  of G od.

G od’s work requires not m erely money, but 
money willingly given by a people who have set their 
heart on the true progress and welfare of G od’s C hurch 
and Kingdom.

ATTENTION GIVEN TO THE 
WORD OF GOD

II Chron. 34:14-28. For years the W ord of G od 
had been lost and neglected. The roll of the Book found 
was perhaps one lost or hidden during M anasseh’s 
reign, o r one placed in a cornerstone when the tem ple 
was built by Solomon. A t any rate , when found it 
produced a trem endous effect. Those people really 
took Scripture seriously. T o them  the W ord of G od was 
not a mere ornam ent or form ality. It m ade a profound 
impression on king and people. This would be true in a 
similar revival today. It may be questioned w hether the 
present revival movem ent in A m erica is producing a 
real return to Scripture. The attitude tow ard Scripture 
seems still to  be a formal and conventional one in many 
cases.

In Josiah’s day, covenant vows w ere solemnly 
taken by king and people (II Chron. 34:29-33). Divinely 
appointed worship, long neglected in whole or in part, 
was once more observed in an adequate and Scriptural 
manner (35:1,2,17-19). In this revival, conscientious 
devotion to  God overcam e (1) popular false worship 
and practices; (2) gross ignorance of G od’s will; (3) long 
continued neglect of divinely appointed worship.

The revival A m erica needs is along tin, same 
lines. How can we help? Not by doing som ething 
dramatic or spectacular, but by w hat Josiah is recorded 
as doing in II Chron. 34:2,3. If we will be faithful and 
consistent in keeping our covenant vows to  G od, He 
will work in a m ysterious way His wonders to  perform .

The Christian man finds in the Bible the very 
W ord of G od. Let it not be said dependence upon a 
book is a dead o r an artificial thing. The Reform ation 
of the sixteenth century was founded upon the 
authority of the Bible, yet it set the world aflame. 
D ependence upon a w ord of m an would be slavish, but 
dependence upon G od’s W ord is life. Dark and gloomy 
would be the world, if we were left to  our own devices, 
and had no blessed W ord of God. The Bible to  the 
Christian is not a burdensom  law, but the very M agna 
Charta of Christian liberty.

J. G resham  M achen

He who does not renounce everything and is not 
willing to  sacrifice everything for Christ’s sake is, as a 
disciple, just as valueless as salt that has gone stale.

Norval G eldenhuys

The people know it is impossible to govern rightly 
without God and the Bible.

G eorge W ashington

A man that has got his pardon is not troubled 
though he lose his glove or handkerchief, nor though it 
should prove a rainy day.

John Trapp
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M an C reated  in the Image o f God
By I. G. Vos

A ccording to  the Bible, m ankind was created in 
the “im age” and “likeness” of G od (Gen. 1:26,27)^ Of 
all G od’s creatures, only m an is said to  have been  
c reated  thus; only man is a sort of small-scale copy of 
G od. Perhaps “im age” and “likeness” are intended as 
exact synonyms, the idea being repeated  for emphasis 
as is often done in the Bible; o r we may take “likeness” 
as a m ore exact specification of m an’s similarity to 
G od, indicating that the resem blance is a close one. 
E ither way, the Bible teaches that man is uniquely 
sim ilar to G od.

It would be wrong to  suppose that m an’s 
resem blance to  G od is a physical one, for God is a pure 
spirit having no  body. The resem blance pertains, 
ra the r, to  m an’s m ental and spiritual nature. The 
S horter Catechism  analyzes it as “knowledge, 
righteousness and holiness.” A nother way of stating it is 
to  say that man, like G od but unlike the animals, has a 
rational nature, a m oral nature and a spiritual nature. 
Y et ano ther form  of statem ent is that man, like God 
but unlike animals, possesses personality and 
character. The image of God, then, m arks the human 
race  off as different from the animals and as similar to 
G od.

j

Evolutionistic science regards man as merely a 
m ore highly developed animal. Typical college text
books on psychology never even m ention the image of 
G od, but have m uch to  say about conditioned reflexes 
and the like, and approach the study of human 
behavior from the standpoint of experim ents on rats 
and dogs. Something valid can be learned from such 
experim entation, no doubt, but the trouble is that while 
strongly stressing m an’s physical and nervous similarity 
to  animals, nothing w hatever is said about m an’s 
existing uniquely in the image of G od. The impression 
m ade on the student is that man is just a m ore complex 
kind of animal and that he differs from other animals 
m erely in degree ra the r than in essential constitution or 
nature.

Some Christian scholars feel hard  pressed by

science and are inclined to  say that G od created  
mankind from an animal ancestry by a . process of 
evolution. If they are asked how this can account for 
m an’s rational, moral and spiritual nature , they reply 
that m an’s physical organism evolved from  the an
thropoids, but at some point in the long process God 
intervened by His creative pow er and endow ed some of 
these evolving creatures with a soul, o r with per
sonality, and that from this point they could be 
regarded as truly human —  Homo Sapiens. This 
am ounts to explaining m an’s body by biological 
evolution from the animals, but a ttributing  man's soul 
to a direct creative act of G od.

We should note the weakness in this type of 
thinking. Obviously man resem bles the higher animals 
in many ways. We breathe the same air, have ap
proximately the same body tem perature , many of the 
same organs and require, m ore or less, the same 
nutrients. These similarities to  the anim als do  not prove 
our descent from them; they only indicate that God 
intended us to  live in the same world with them . But it 
is not these physical characteristics that make us 
human. W hat makes man hum an is the possession of 
personality and character —  a rational, moral and 
spiritual mind or soul. And a t this crucial point — the 
specific thing that makes us hum an —  evolution breaks 
down and the direct, creative pow er of G od has to  be 
brought into the picture if m an is to  be explained in 
terms, not merely of his body, but of his to tal being.

Of course, it is possible to be a m aterialist and 
deny that m an has a soul. W e could say that per
sonality, free will, conscience and all the rest are 
merely an illusion. One scientist said tha t the brain 
secretes thought as glands secrete saliva. But no 
Christian can be a materialist. M an does not live by 
bread alone, and he is not m ade of m atter alone. It is 
along this line that we should challenge the confident 
evolutionism of our day. Evolution cannot really ac
count for man because it cannot account for m an’s 
mind or soul. There are many weaknesses in the theory 
of evolution. We should not be intim idated into ac
cepting it on the authority of teachers or professors.

W restle, fight, go forward, watch, fear, believe, 
pray; and then ye have all the infallible symptoms of 
one of the elect of Christ within you.

Samuel Rutherford

“Before its fulfilment in history there is no perfect 
understanding of the Scripture; while the history itself 
is not to  be understood w ithout the Scrip ture.”

Rudolph Stier
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From C ovenant Times
By Hugh C. Wilson

Awake, my harp! Ring out thy notes, ring out thy richest strain,
O’er those who boldly dared  for love of G od’s cause to  be slain;
Tell thou each Christian of today, who by the wayside faints,
Of times when Scotland's plaid was dyed with life-blood of the saints;
W hen everywhere, by hill and glen, within the stricken land,
W ho held the Bible, also held their life within their hand;
W hen righteous m en were hunted down like wild beasts of the field—
Brave men, who in the cause of tru th  would rather die than yield.

Lo! deep from wild sequestered glen, amidst the Sabbath calm.
Arises through the early mists to Heav’n the morning Psalm;
Then on the sward, when knees are pressed and every heart aware.
Their hearts rise with the speaker’s voice, up to  the throne in prayer.
The aged pastor reads the w ord from G od's own sacred page—
Perhaps, where David sought the Lord to  quell the heathen’s rage;
Again a Psalm they sweetly chant, then kneeling down to pray:
“Oh! help us, Lord, to  do thy will —  protect us through this day."

W ith Bible placed upon a rock, he then expounds the word:
But, hark! like wind am ong the trees, a murmuring is heard,
As when far out the sailor hears across his trackless path 
The tem pest breathe o ’er ocean vast a telegram of wrath.
An awful stillness intervenes, then borne along they hear,
M uch louder now, like troubled winds, the m urm ur coming near.
Each heart stands still, the cheeks are blanched, the speaker's voice is dum b; 
Their sentry calls from off the height, “T he king’s dragoons — they com e!”

“Be calm, be calm , my children dear, and on the Lord rely;
He ever ready is to  save the needy when they cry;
M ysterious unto  us His ways, but, blessed be His name,
We yet may w ear a robe of light —  our foes a crown of shame.
Adown the glen now while ye may, seek safety all in flight,
But draw your blades, ye trusty few, who yet may have to fight;
The aged and the feeble first; haste! for they hurry near;
The women and the children next; ye strong men, guard the rear.”

The holy man, when left alone, sank down behind a rock.
“H eed, heed not me, O Lord!” he cried, “but spare, oh spare Thy flock!
Thy hand lies heavy on the land, oh lift Thy chastening rod,
If 'tis Thy holy will to hear my humble prayer, O God!
And bless w herever met this day, in cave or lonely glen,
Thy chosen few, and teach them . Lord, to bear themselves like men;
And help Thy hum ble servant now, and hear his earnest cry;
If in his en ’my’s hand he fall, oh give him strength to  die!”

The captain cam e. “Now, hoary scamp, to flames thy Bible fling,
And on your knees go down and swear allegiance to the King.”
“To heaven’s high King alone; but not to  false King James, or thou,
While life-blood warms this aged frame, these knees will ever bow.”
“Form round, and ready then, my lads, his blood be on his head.
King James or death?” “H eaven’s King alone! I have already said.”
Flash! went the guns, down sank the saint, thrust by the tyrant’s rod,
W ith horrid oath  into his ears, before Thy throne, O God!
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The Human Soul
By I. G. Vos

In the King Janies Version of the Bible, the word 
soul occurs over 450 times; the related term  spirit also 
occurs over 450 times; and the term heart occurs over 
850 times. By no means all of these occurrences have 
reference to  the hum an personality. Nearly all of them 
are used as translations of three Hebrew words and 
three G reek  words. In the great m ajority of instances of 
the use of the term  soul it refers to  an aspect o r a 
com ponent of the hum an personality.

C hristian theology has been concerned with the 
question of Dichotomy versus Trichotom y. Does the 
hum an personality have two com ponents, nam ely body 
and soul-spirit-mind, or does it have three com ponents, 
nam ely body, soul and spirit? It is not the purpose of 
the presen t article to  discuss Dichotomy versus 
T richotom y. Throughout the entire history of Christian 
theology, the most widely held view has been 
D ichotom y; Trichotom y, on the other hand, has always 
been a definitely minority view. Readers will find this 
question fully discussed in standard works on 
System atic Theology; a briefer discussion will be found 
in Blue B anner Faith and Life, April-June 1969 
(Volum e 24 Num ber 2), pages 71-72.

In the present article we are concerned, rather, 
w ith the m ore basic question: Does man have a soul at 
all, and if so, what does Scripture teach about its 
nature? Discussion of this is necessary because it is 
being said in some circles that man does not have a soul 
as a distinct elem ent or com ponent of hum an per
sonality. The view is presented that the "soul” of man is 
m erely m an regarded as a unitary living person; it may 
be affirm ed that man is a soul, but not that man has a 
soul; the term  soul seems to be used as approxim ately 
equivalent to  “living human personality.”

Those who m ake this sort of statem ent seem to be 
unaw are of the many problem s in Biblical exegesis and 
System atic Theology which their novel view of the soul 
involves. H istorically Christianity has always affirmed 
the d istinct existence of the soul as a definite elem ent of 
the hum an personality. Classic Reform ed theology has 
always held this. The present article will a ttem pt to 
show, in a very brief and incom plete way, that the Bible 
itself teaches it inescapably.

A visiting lecturer addressed an audience of 
students and faculty at Geneva College and argued

persistently that the hum an soul is not a distinct 
elem ent of personality. This speaker com pletely 
ignored the questions and problem s which immediately 
arise in the minds of hearers com m itted to  historic 
Reform ed theology when such categorical statem ents 
are m ade. Afterwards, when there was some op
portunity  for discussion, he was asked, “How do you 
explain M atthew  10:28, ‘And fear not them which kill 
the body, but are not able to  kill the soul: but rather 
fear him which is able to  destroy both soul and body in 
hell’ ”? He replied, "That text is an em barrassm ent to 
m e.” W hen pressed further by persistent questioning, 
he adm itted that the Christian dead are with Christ 
(Phil. 1:23) and that this means their souls without their 
bodies. How this is to  be reconciled with the statem ent 
that the soul does not exist as a distinct elem ent of 
personality, he did not explain.

Later a representative of the same school of 
thought in a personal le tter to  the present writer made 
the statem ent: “ ‘The substantive existence of the soul’ 
is a rem nant of G reek thought in orthodox theology.” 
This correspondent quite ignored the exegetical and 
theological problem s and difficulties involved in such a 
statem ent.

The present article will undertake to show that 
“the substantive existence of the soul” is a concept 
derived from the Bible, not primarily from 
philosophical sources; secondly, that this concept is 
affirm ed as tru th  in the historic Reform ed creeds, 
confessions and catechism s; and thirdly, that it is af
firm ed as truth in the standard works of recognized 
Reform ed theologians.

1. THE DISTINCT EXISTENCE OF 
THE SOUL TAUGHT IN SCRIPTURE

It must be realized that the revelation of G od is 
progressive; later parts go beyond earlier parts, and in 
particular the New Testam ent goes beyond the Old. 
The relation between the earlier and the later is not 
that between false and true, but that between less 
com plete and m ore com plete revelation of tru th  by 
God.

The com m on word translated “soul” in the Old 
Testam ent is nephesh, which occurs hundreds of times. 
It is not limited to m ankind, but is also used of animals,
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and sometim es even of God. The basic idea of nephesh 
is principle of life or anim ating principle. Thus we read 
in Genesis 2:7, “And the Lord G od form ed man of the 
dust of the ground, and breathed  into his nostrils the 
breath of life; and man becam e a living soul.” H ere man 
is spoken of as a living being, without distinction 
between soul and body. M any Old T estam ent texts 
where nephesh is used of m an are sim ilar to this in 
import.

The Hebrew noun ruach occurs in the Old 
Testam ent 381 times, of which 232 are translated by 
“spirit.” As in the case of nephesh, the term  is not 
limited to  man; is used also of G od, angels and evil 
spirits.

In the New T estam ent the w ord psyche (or 
psuche), occurring 102 times, is variously translated by 
“heart”, "life” (40 times), “m ind”, and “soul” (58 times). 
This term psyche is approxim ately but not precisely 
equivalent to the Hebrew nephesh; the idea of its 
distinct existence as an elem ent of personality is m ore 
prom inent than is the case with nephesh.

In the New Testam ent, the G reek noun pneuma 
occurs some 384 times. Of these it is translated “spirit” 
151 times; “Spirit” with “H oly”, 137 times; “G host” with 
“Holy”, 89 times. Pneuma corresponds approxim ately 
to  the Hebrew ruach.

All four of these Hebrew and G reek term s are 
used to  mean that part or elem ent of the hum an per
sonality which is not form ed of m aterial elem ents 
(“dust of the ground”) and which possesses a natural 
imm ortality and survives the death of the body. (With 
regard to the various senses in which man may 
correctly be affirmed to be mortal o r im m ortal, see 
G eerhardus Vos, Biblical Theology, pages 49-51.) Note 
that there is a true sense in which “every hum an being 
is under all circum stances ‘im m ortal’ ” (p. 49), but the 
regenerate man, while still m ortal as to  his bodily 
organism, has within him the principle of com plete 
victory over death, or the certainty of ultim ate im
mortality. “In this case the co-existence of mortality 
and immortality is based on the bipartite nature of 
m an” (p. 50).

We shall now take note of som e texts in both 
Testam ents which teach or clearly imply the sub
stantive existence of the soul, o r that the hum an soul is 
a distinct elem ent or com ponent of the hum an per
sonality. While soul and body are not separable except 
by death, they are distinguishable and not merely two 
aspects of a single unitary existence.

I Kings 17:21,22

“And he stretched himself upon the child three 
times, and cried unto the Lord, and said, O Lord my 
G od, I pray thee, let this child’s soul com e into him 
again. And the Lord heard the voice of Elijah; and the 
soul of the child cam e into him again, and he revived.” 
This certainly seems to imply that the child’s soul had 
left the body, and in answer to the p rophet’s prayer,

came back into it again. (The H ebrew  w ord in both 
verses is nephesh).

Mlcah 6:7

“Shall I give my firstborn for my transgression, 
the fruit of my body for the sin of my soul?” (“Soul” 
here is the Hebrew nephesh). Certainly we have here a 
clear distinction between soul and body; the body is 
m entioned in connection with its reproductive func
tion, while the soul is m entioned in connection  with sin 
and guilt.

Ecclesiastes 3:21; 8:8; 12:7

“W ho knoweth the spirit of m an that goeth 
upward, and the spirit of the beast tha t goeth  down
ward to  the earth” (3:21). H ere “spirit” both  of m an and 
beast is the Hebrew ruach. (See Leupold’s excellent 
Exposition of Ecclesiastes for the exegesis of this verse. 
It teaches a radical distinction of nature betw een man 
and beast).

“There is no man that hath  pow er over the spirit 
to  retain the spirit; neither hath  he pow er in the day of 
death. . .” (8:8). Here again the H ebrew  word is ruach. 
When death com es, the spirit canno t be retained; it 
inevitably departs, leaving the body dead. This verse 
thus speaks of the hum an spirit (or soul) as som ething 
which remains in or with the body during a person’s 
earthly lifetime, but “departs” at the m om ent of death.

“Then shall the dust return  to  the earth  as it was: 
and the spirit shall return unto G od who gave it” (12:7). 
H ere spirit and dust, o r soul and body, are clearly 
distinguished. W hen death occurs, the body becom es 
subject to  decay and returns to  its constituen t m aterial 
elements, but the spirit or soul en ters the transcendent 
realm of reality and m eets G od, who gave it when the 
person's life began.

Matthew 10:28

“And fear not them which kill the body, but are 
not able to kill the soul: but ra the r fear him which is 
able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” H ere we 
have a clear distinction between body and soul. The 
body can be killed, but not the soul, though G od can 
destroy both in hell. If “soul” here (the G reek psyche) 
m eant simply the animating principle by w hich m an is a 
living being, then to “kill the body” would certainly also 
involve destroying the life (or soul). T here  is som ething 
in man which death  cannot kill. T he Christian is not to  
be afraid of violent persecuting enem ies, because they 
cannot touch his soul; it will survive bodily death 
unharmed. If this does not imply the substantive 
existence of the soul, words have lost their meaning.

Luke 23:46

“And when Jesus had cried with a loud voice, he 
said, Father, into thy hands I com m end my spirit 
(pneuma).” After saying this Jesus died (“gave up the 
ghost”; G reek, exepneusen, “expired”, “breathed  his
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last.”). Jesus’ dead body was still on the cross, and later 
was buried in the tomb; but His spirit (or soul) he had 
com m ended to  the F ather’s hands. How can this be 
reconciled  with the idea of the non-existence of the 
soul?

Acts 7:59

“A nd they stoned Stephen, calling upon G od, and 
saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” H ere the same 
com m ents apply as in the case of Luke 23:46. If we hold 
the m ost widely held view as to human personality, 
nam ely D ichotom y, “spirit" here is equivalent to 
“soul”; the two term s can be used interchangeably, with 
d ifferences of emphasis, but both connoting that 
elem ent of hum an personality which is not “dust of the 
g round” and which death cannot kill. In a few m om ents 
S tephen 's body would lie lifeless on the ground, but his 
spirit would be received by the Lord in heaven. O r shall 
we say that Stephen was m istaken in believing that he 
had a spirit which the Lord could and would receive? 
And in that case, must we also say that Jesus was wrong 
and m istaken in His dying prayer, “Father, in to  thy 
hands I com m end my spirit”?

1 Corinthians 6:20

“F or ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify 
G od in your body, and in your spirit, which are G od’s.” 
H ere again, if we adhere to  Dichotomy, “spirit” is 
equivalent to  “soul." But if the soul (or “spirit”) is not 
distinguishable from the body regarded as a living 
entity, then what is the difference between glorifying 
G od “in your body” and glorifying G od “in your spirit”? 
The Christian is com m anded to  do both, and surely 
there is a distinction between them. Then how can men 
who profess to hold the Reform ed Faith and the 
inerrancy of Scripture blandly tell us that the whole 
idea of m an having a soul distinct from the body is a 
g reat m istake —  a hangover from Greek philosophy?

Hebrews 12:23

". . . the spirits of just men made perfec t.”

This text speaks of the Christian dead, who are 
not really dead except as to their bodies, but are with 
the Lord in heaven, having been made perfec t in 
holiness. But these “spirits of just m en” were not always 
in heaven; before being “made perfect” they lived on 
this earth , in vital union with human bodies. Do people 
begin to  have a “soul” or “spirit” only when they die? Of 
course, the spirit o r soul is not separable from the body 
except by death, but the fact that it is separable by 
death  surely implies that it is distinguishable before 
death. T he author of the Epistle to the Hebrews did not 
get this concept from G reek philosophy; he got it by 
revelation from the Holy Spirit.

2 Corinthians 5:1-8

“F or we know that if our earthly house of this 
tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of God, a 
house not m ade with hands, eternal in the heavens. For

in this we groan, earnestly desiring to  be clothed upon 
with our house which is from heaven: if so be that being 
clothed we shall not be found naked. For we that are in 
this tabernacle do  groan, being burdened: not for that 
we would be unclothed, but clothed upon, that m or
tality might be swallowed up of life...........Therefore we
are always confident, knowing that, whilst we are at 
hom e in the body, we are absent from the Lord: (for we 
walk by faith, not by sight:) we are confident, I say, and 
willing ra ther to  be absent from the body, and to  be 
present with the Lord.”

On the com plex problem s involved in the 
exegesis of this passage, see G eerhardus Vos, The 
Pauline Eschatology, pages 185-198. Paul is uncertain 
w hether he would live until the Lord’s second coming, 
o r die before that great event. In the form er case, he 
would receive his resurrection body immediately, 
w ithout an interval of being “unclothed” or “naked” 
during the interm ediate state between death  and the 
resurrection. But in the la tter case he would indeed be 
“unclothed” or “naked” until the resurrection at the 
Lord’s second coming. He views this second alternative 
as definitely less desirable than the first alternative. But 
he regards the second alternative as certainly possible.

The hum an soul o r spirit can exist in a condition 
of being “unclothed” o r “naked” during the in
term ediate state. This is not only a condition of being 
“unclo thed” or “naked” (without a bodily organism) 
but also a state of being “present with the Lord.” In this 
present life we are "at hom e in the body”, but it is 
possible for a human being to be “absent from the 
body.” How can these Biblical data possibly be 
reconciled with the novel teaching that the soul or 
spirit does not have a substantive existence which is 
distinguishable from bodily life?

Luke 23:43

“And Jesus said unto him, Verily I say unto  thee, 
Today shalt thou be with me in paradise."

In a few hours the lifeless bodies of both Jesus 
and the crucified thief would be taken down from the 
crosses and buried. But Jesus tells the thief, and 
reinforces his statem ent with a “Verily” (“am en”, 
“truly”), that that very day both of them  shall be 
together in paradise (or heaven). Surely this saying of 
our Lord proves that there is a com ponent in human 
personality which bodily death cannot kill, and which is 
not ultim ately dependent on a bodily organism for its 
existence. W hat did Jesus mean when he said this to  the 
dying thief, if the soul o r spirit is not distinguishable 
from the body?

Phillppians 1:23,24

"For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a desire 
to  depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better: 
nevertheless to  abide in the flesh is m ore needful for
you.”

The com m ents on 2 Corinthians 5:1-8 are also
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applicable here. To depart and be with Christ is to 
cease to  “abide in the flesh.” It implies the substantive 
existence of the hum an spirit or soul.

2 Corinthians 12:3

"And I knew such a m an (w hether in the body, or 
out of the body, I cannot tell: G od know eth .”)

H ere Paul speaks of an ecstatic experience, and 
says that he cannot tell w hether he was in the body or 
out of the body at the time of this experience. Surely 
this implies that being “out of the body” is a possible 
state of human existence. And this in turn  implies that 
there is som ething in hum an personality which can 
transcend the limiting link to  a bodily organism which 
is the norm al condition in our present life.

2 Peter 1:13,14

“Yea, I think it m eet, as long as I am in this 
tabernacle, to stir you up by putting you in rem em 
brance: knowing that shortly I must put off this my 
tabernacle, even as our Lord Jesus Christ hath  showed 
m e.”

In the next verse (15) Peter speaks plainly of his 
“decease”, which obviously refers to the idea of putting 
off his tabernacle. So the body is spoken of as a 
" tabernacle”, in which a person dwells for a time, but 
which must finally be “put o ff  by death. If the taber
nacle is the body, then the “I” dwelling in the taber
nacle must be the soul-spirit elem ent of personality, 
which will finally leave the body.

Zecharlah 12:1

. . the Lord, which. . . .form eth the spirit of 
m an within him .”

H ere “the spirit of m an” is distinguished from 
m an as a total personality, for the spirit of m an is 
“within him .” This again proves the distinct existence of 
the hum an soul or spirit.

Hebrews 12:9

“Furtherm ore, we have had fathers of our flesh 
which corrected  us, and we gave them  reverence: shall 
we not m uch rather be in subjection unto the F ather of 
spirits, and live?”

H ere “spirits” and “flesh” are certainly 
distinguished. G od is called “the F ather of spirits”, 
because the human spirit (or soul) is that elem ent of our 
personality which most fully and directly makes 
con tac t with G od. A ccording to the novel doctrine 
which we are discussing, G od should be called in this 
text simply “the Father of people”, o r perhaps “the 
F ather of believers", o r "the Father of the elect.” There 
must be "spirits” distinguishable from “our flesh"; 
otherw ise why should God be spoken of here as “the 
F ather of spirits”?

THE HUMAN SOUL IN THE 
HISTORIC CREEDS AND CONFESSIONS

The First Helvetic Confession, A.D. 1536

“Homo. . . ex anima et corpore constans, quorum  
hoc mortale, illud im m ortale est. . (“M an, consisting 
of soul and body, of which the la tte r is m ortal, the 
former im m ortal.”)

The Second Helvetic Confession, A.D. 1566

“Dicimus autem , constare hom inem  duabus ac 
diversis quidem substantiis, in una persona, anima 
immortali, u tpote quae separata a corpore, nec dormit, 
nec interit, et corpore m ortali, quod tam en in ultimo 
judicio a m ortuis resuscitabitur, ut to tus hom o inde, vel 
in vita, vel in m orte, aeternum  m aneat.” (“M oreover we 
affirm that man consists of two d ifferent substances, in 
one personality: an im m ortal soul, which when 
separated from  the body does not sleep nor cease, and 
a mortal body, which shall be raised from  the dead at 
the last judgm ent, so that the whole m an, w hether in 
life or in death, shall rem ain for ever.”)

The Belgic Confession, A.D. 1561

. . (Christ) being conceived in the womb of the 
blessed Virgin Mary, by the pow er of the Holy Ghost, 
without the means of man; and did not only assume 
human nature as to  the body, but also a true human 
soul, that he might be a real m an.” (Em phasis added) 
(Article XVIII).

The Heidelberg Catechism, A.D. 1563

0- 57. “W hat com fort does the resurrection of 
the body afford you? A. T hat not only my soul, after 
this life, shall immediately be taken  up to Christ, its 
Head; but also that this my body, raised by the power of 
Christ, shall again be united with my soul, and made 
like unto  the glorious body of Christ.”

The Westminster Confession of Faith 
and Catechisms, A.D. 1647

“He created man, male and female, with 
reasonable and im m ortal souls. . (C. of F. IV.2).

“The bodies of men, after death, return  to  dust 
and see corruption; but their souls (which neither die 
nor sleep) having an im m ortal subsistence, im m ediately 
return to G od who gave them. . (C. of F. X X X II.1).

“ G od . . .c re a te d  m an, m a le  a n d  fem a le ; 
. . .endued them with living, reasonable, and im m ortal 
souls. . .” (L.C. 17).

"The com munion in glory with Christ, which the 
members of the invisible Church enjoy im m ediately 
after death, is, in that their souls are then m ade perfect 
in holiness, and received into the highest heavens, 
where they behold the face of G od in light and glory;
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waiting for the full redem ption of their bodies, which 
even in death  continue united to Christ, and rest in 
their graves, as in their beds, till at the last day they 
shall be again united with their souls" (L.C. 86).

“T he souls of believers are, at their death, made 
perfect in holiness, and do immediately pass into 
glory. . .” (S.C. 37).

“Christ, the Son of G od, becam e man, by taking 
to  himself a true body and a reasonable soul. . .” (S.C. 
22).

The Reformed Presbyterian Declaration 
and Testimony, A.D. 1806

“W e therefore condem n the following errors, and 
testify against all who maintain them: 1. ‘T hat m an has 
no soul distinct from his bodily organization.’ ” 
(II.E rro r 1).

“M an is created with a rational and im m ortal 
soul. . .” (II. 1).

“. . . the im m ortal soul, leaving the body dead 
upon the earth , retains its consciousness and shall 
im m ediately be rew arded according to its works: the 
spirits of the just made perfect are received into 
H eaven, and the souls of the wicked are cast into Hell" 
(X IX .l).

“W e therefore condem n the following errors, and 
testify against all who maintain them: 1. ‘That the soul 
continues in a state of inactivity from death  until the 
resu rrection ’ ” (XIX, E rror 1).

STATEMENTS OF REFORMED THEOLOGIANS 

Abraham Kuyper

“T he hum an soul stands in organic relation to the 
hum an body, and that body stands in every way 
organically related to the several kingdoms of nature 
round about us.” (Encyclopaedia of Sacred Theology, 
1898, p. 68)

“W ith Jesus it has gone the length to the 
separation  of soul and body. Even His separated body 
has been laid in the grave.” (His Decease at Jerusalem,
p. 278).

Herman Bavinck

“He has a soul which, in essence, is a spirit. This is 
evident from  what the Holy Scripture teaches con
cerning the origin, essence and duration of the human 
soul. . . Because of its spiritual nature the soul of man is 
im m ortal. . . It cannot, like the body, be killed by 
m en.” (Our Reasonable Faith, p. 211.)

John Calvin

"M oreover, having already shown from Scripture 
that the substance of the soul is incorporeal, we must 
now add, that though it is not properly enclosed by 
space, it however occupies the body as a kind of 
habitation, not only animating all its parts, and ren
dering the organs fit and useful for their actions, but 
also holding the first place in regulating the conduct.” 
(Institutes, Book I, Chap. XV, Section 6. Beveridge 
translation).

Archibald Alexander Hodge

“The duality of hum an nature, as consisting of 
two separable elem ents — a soul and a body — having 
distinct and independent attributes and subsistence, is 
taken for granted and constantly implied in the 
language of Scripture.” (The Confession of Faith, on 
W estm inster Confession XXXII. Banner of Truth 
edition, p. 381).

Louis Berkhof

“Body and soul are distinct substances, which do 
interact, though their mode of interaction escapes 
human scrutiny and rem ains a mystery for us. The 
union of the two may be called a union of life: the two 
are organically related . . . . This view is certainly in 
harmony with the representations of Scripture on this 
point. A great deal of present day psychology is 
definitely moving in the direction of materialism. Its 
most extrem e form is seen in Behaviorism with its 
denial of the soul, of the mind, and even of con
sciousness. All that it has left as an object of study is 
human behavior.” (Systematic Theology, pp. 195-6).

“Dichotomy. . . is in harmony with the self- 
consciousness of man, which clearly testifies to the fact 
that man consists of a m aterial and a spiritual element. 
It is also borne out by the study of Scripture, which 
speaks of man as consisting of ‘body and soul’ 
(Manual of Christian Doctrine, p. 121).

In Conclusion

The substantive existence of the human soul is 
taught in the Bible, affirmed in the historic creeds and 
confessions, and defended as truth by the most learned 
and orthodox Reform ed theologians. To call this truth 
an error derived from Greek philosophy is to  deny 
recognized Christian truth and to tolerate the germs of 
a destructive heresy.

For further reading the reader may consult: The 
New Bible Dictionary, J. D. Douglas, editor, article 
“Soul”, pp. 1208-9; Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, 
article “Soul”, pp. 491-2. Loraine Boettner, Im
mortality, Eerdm ans Pub. Co., G rand Rapids, Mich. 
49502.
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Human O r ig in -b y  Creation or E volu tion?
By I. G. Vos

Theories of evolution go clear back to the ancient 
G reeks, but Charles Darwin popularized the idea by the 
publication of his book The Origin of Species in 1859. 
This popularity increased rapidly until almost the 
whole scientific world was com m itted to  the 
evolutionary theory of hum an origin, the general public 
scarcely ventured to  challenge the scientists, and 
theologians and Biblical scholars felt the pressure to 
adjust their teachings to  the evolutionary view. We 
should be clear at the outset that this prevalent bias in 
favor of evolutionism is not based on proved scientific 
fact. The alleged evidence for it is circum stantial, not 
dem onstrative, and its real roots are found not in 
scientific data or observation, but in philosophical 
postulates. It is held that evolution must be true 
because there is no  available natural alternative to it; 
the only possible alternative is Creationism  which 
implies belief in G od and a supem aturalistic world
view. Current literature on the question, which will be 
listed at the close of this article, makes this abundantly 
clear.

We should realize, also, that a whole generation 
and m ore of students have been “brain-washed” on this 
subject. Many a high school student who has com 
pleted a course in life science will affirm acceptance of 
evolution, but can give no better argum ent for it than 
the m ere say-so of his teachers and textbooks. Such 
students have not even been exposed to  a fair 
presentation of the argum ents pro and con about 
evolution. They have been told that “Science has 
proved it," that “All scholars accept it,” and those who 
have ventured to challenge it have been m ade to  ap 
pear as ignorant fools. Anti-evolutionism has been 
unfairly caricatured; straw men have been set up and 
then knocked down; and the uninform ed have been 
given the impression that to  disbelieve in evolution is 
on a par with believing that the earth  is flat.

In recent years there has appeared an increasing 
crop of scholarly literature challenging the evolution 
theory. Some of this literature is by men of 
unquestionable scientific stature and scholarship, with 
doctorates from great universities such as Johns 
Hopkins, the University of Pittsburgh, and others. The 
scientific world has largely ignored this new 
developm ent of scholarly anti-evolutionistic literature, 
but is now beginning to have to  face it. It becomes 
increasingly clear that it is not knowledge of factual 
data, but philosophical presuppositions from which the 
facts are approached, that determ ines whether a 
scholar will be a Creationist o r an Evolutionist.

The entire subject has been confused by semantic 
ambiguities. The term “Evolution” has been used to

denom inate something which practically  nobody 
denies or questions, and the term  “E volution” has been 
used to denom inate something which is unproved, 
highly debatable, and fraught with the gravest problem s 
and difficulties.

A distinction is made between “M icro-evolution” 
and “M acro-Evolution” (also called “M ega-evolution”). 
An outstanding British scholar, G. A. K erkut, uses the 
term “Special theory of evolution” for “M icro
evolution” and “G eneral theory of evolution” for 
“Macro- o r M ega-evolution.”

M icro-evolution is certainly a fact, has been 
overwhelmingly dem onstrated to  be true, and can be 
confirmed in some cases by experim ents at the present 
day. It is doubtful, though, w hether it ought to  be called 
“evolution” at all. M icro-evolution is genetic change on 
a relatively small scale, within a definite boundary line 
or limit, which cannot be shown ever to  have been 
crossed. For example, the dog, wolf, and coyote have 
almost certainly com e from a com m on ancestral stock. 
The different races of man — black, white, A m erican 
Indian, Polynesian, oriental, e tc., have surely com e 
from a com m on ancestral stock, as the Bible itself 
indeed teaches (Acts 17:26). The twenty wild species 
and about 10,000 cultivated varieties of the plant 
Saintpaulia (African Violet) have alm ost certainly 
com e from a com m on ancestral stock, found in 
Tanzania and Kenya. No one w ho is well inform ed 
questions o r denies this kind of genetic change. It ought 
not really be called “evolution” —  it should rather 
be denom inated differentiation within the genetic 
potential of the “kinds” originally created  by G od. It is 
always within fixed limits.

Because M icro-evolution is unquestionable fact, 
the public has been misled into believing that Mega
evolution is also unquestionable fact. M ega-evolution is 
the amoeba-to-man kind of evolution —  the theory that 
all living things, both plant and anim al, are descended 
from a single genetic source, which itself originated 
from inorganic m atter. The transition from M icro
evolution to Mega-evolution is easily and smoothly 
made, and it is represented that the sam e kind of 
changes that have produced 100 breeds of chickens 
from an original wild type, have produced birds from 
reptiles, and man from non-hum an animals. This is 
unproved, and as writer after w riter has pointed  out, 
physical or structural similarity does not prove com 
mon descent; it only suggests it to  people already 
com m itted to the evolution theory.

From the Christian and Biblical standpoint, 
perhaps the greatest difficulty in accepting M ega
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evolution is in the philosophy of history which it im
plies. A ccording to  the Bible, man originated on his 
highest plane, moral and civilized (though not 
technological,) and by revolt against God, fell to  a 
condition of sin, unhappiness, and generally anti-social 
behaviour. From  this fallen condition, Jesus Christ is 
redeem ing men, restoring them to a right relation to 
G od. A ccording to  the evolutionary view, on the o ther 
hand, Man originated at his lowest, barely above the 
brutes, and has ever since been slowly rising, im
proving, and becoming more and more truly human. 
The poet Tennyson voiced this view in his poem “In 
M em oriam :”

“M ove upward, working out the beast,
And let the ape and tiger die."

These two philosophies of history are obviously 
irreconcilable; if one is true, the other must be false.

T he phrase “after its kind” which occurs 
repeatedly  in the first chapter of Genesis, certainly 
implies that G od created kinds which cannot m erge or 
develop in to  radically different kinds. The “kinds” 
which G od created  must not be equated with the 
species of m odern scientific classification. T here is very 
good reason to hold that the term  “kind” as used in 
G enesis 1 is a m uch broader term than species as used 
in m odem  biology. Still we must maintain that the term 
“k ind” has a meaning, and is not a fluid concept 
w ithout limits.

A com m on and popular view among Christian 
believers who feel hard pressed by the claims of 
scientists is theistic evolution. This is the idea that back 
of the evolutionary process from am oeba to man was 
not chance but the mind of God. It is no doubt 
religiously better to  be a theistic evolutionist than an 
atheistic o r materialistic one —  obviously it is better to 
believe in G od than to  believe in chance as the ultim ate 
explanation of things. It is however questionable 
w hether theistic evolution is a consistent form of the 
evolution theory, and whether it can really do justice to 
the Biblical data involved. The com m on form  of 
theistic evolution holds that man’s physical organism 
(or body) was produced by evolutionary developm ent 
from  an anim al stock; then God added a mind (or soul) 
so that these organisms becam e persons —  man in the

image of God. But it is precisely the possession of 
personality — a mind or soul — that makes us human. 
This is what sets us apart from the animals and marks 
our resem blance to  G od. If we have to posit the direct 
creative activity of G od to account for the one thing 
which above all else m akes people human, then it has 
really been conceded that evolution cannot account for 
the existence of the hum an race. The only possible way 
to avoid this dilem m a is to  accept some of the most 
extrem e forms of m odem  philosophy and psychology, 
and deny that people really have a mind or really are 
persons.

Bibliographical References
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G . A. K erkut, Implications of Evolution. By an
evolutionist who adm its that the theory of Mega
evolution is based on unproved and unprovable 
assumptions.

Bolton Davidheiser, Evolution and Christian
Faith. By a Ph. D. in genetics from Johns Hopkins 
University, who was a convinced evolutionist, but 
becam e a creationist after his conversion to Jesus 
Christ.

John Klotz, Genes, Genesis and Evolution.
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doctorate  from the University of Pittsburgh.

Russell W. M aatm an, The Bible, Natural Science 
and Evolution. By a professor of science. Strongly 
oriented to  a Christian world and life view.

W ayne Frair and P. William Davis, The Case for 
Creation. A popular level treatm ent (small paperback) 
by two Christian professors of biology.
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Inevitable or Inexcusable? and Scriptural Revelation 
and the Evolutionary World View. Two booklets 
available from Blue Banner Faith and Life. Single copy 
of each free. Q uantity prices on request. 3408 Seventh 
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Religious Terms Defined
PAGANISM . The religious belief and practice 

of those who worship false gods.

PANTHEISM . The false system which holds 
that everything is divine, or that God is the soul of the 
universe, attaining personality and self-consciousness 
only in man.

PAPYRUS. A material used extensively for 
writing before the invention of paper. Produced from a

large plant by pressing together crossed strips of the 
pith, papyrus form ed a serviceable writing material. It 
was an im portant article of com m erce in the ancient 
world. Owing to  its perishable nature, most papyrus 
m anuscripts perished long ago, but in Egypt, w here the 
climate is extrem ely dry, many have survived to  the 
present day in a good state of preservation. O ur oldest 
New T estam ent m anuscripts are on papyrus.

PARABLE. A story told to bring out or em 
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phasize some point of religious truth. Parables differ 
from fables in that everything in a parable could occur 
in real life, whereas in fables things occur which could 
not occur in real life.

PARADISE. Originally, a park  or garden. The 
Septuagint, earliest G reek translation of the Old 
Testam ent, calls the G arden  of Eden the Paradise of 
Eden. In the New Testam ent, Paradise m eans heaven, 
as shown by 2 Cor. 12:4 com pared with 12:2, and Rev. 
2:7 with 22:2.

PARDON. The forgiveness or remission of sin. 
It is a mistake to  use the term  pardon  as equivalent to 
justification, as is often done. Justification is a broader 
term  and includes m ore than pardon. P ardon includes 
only the remission of sins.

PASSION OF CHRIST. The sufferings of 
Christ as our Saviour, especially His death  on the cross 
and the sufferings which shortly p receded  this.

PATIENCE. “T hat calm and unruffled tem per 
with which a good m an bears the evils of life” (Buck’s 
Theological Dictionary).

PATIENCE OF GOD. G od’s longsuffering or 
forbearance, by reason of which He waits long before 
visiting His judgm ents on men, that they may have 
opportunity to repent, o r be left w ithout excuse.

PATRIARCHS. Heads of families, especially 
those who lived before the time of M oses, as A braham , 
Isaac and Jacob.

Some N otew orthy Quotations
LET US BE SOBER, and aw ake from the in

toxication of those who have becom e drunk on the 
wine of science.

— A braham  Kuyper

CREATION HAS M ADE RO O M  for Evolution, 
and with surprising rapidity vast m ultitudes have made 
this transition from creation  to  evolution, because, in 
fact they never have believed in creation , o r because 
they had, at least, never assimilated the world of 
thoughts which this word C reation em braced. As 
natural as it has been, therefore, that in the dom ain of 
science both circles have been one thus far, it is equally 
natural that the unity of this com pany should now be 
irreparably broken. He who in building upon the 
foundation of creation thinks that he builds the same 
wall as another who starts from evolution, rem inds one 
of Sisyphus. No sooner has the stone been carried up 
than relentlessly it rolls back again.

— A braham  Kuyper

“. . . THE APOSTLES did not deny, ignore, or 
neglect the facts of Christianity but. . . they fully 
honored them and penetrated  their spiritual 
significance. No trace is to  be found in them  of any 
separation or conflict between the redem ptive event 
and the redem ptive word, however m ust some in the 
past have tried to postulate such a conflict. The 
redem ptive event is the actualization of the redem ptive 
w ord; in the second the first takes on its real and 
concrete  form and is at the sam e tim e therefore its 
illum ination and interpretation.

— H erm an Bavinck

W E KNOW THAT HE is the faithful and true, 
who conducts His warfare in no o ther way than in 
righteousness; the sharp sword which proceeds out of 
His m outh is the sword of the W ord (Rev. 19:11,15,21). 
Hence at the end of time, w hether willingly or un
willingly, every knee shall bow in the nam e of Jesus and

every tongue confess that Christ is Lord to  the glory of 
G od the Father (Phil. 2:11). The punishm ent of the 
wicked is not in itself the final purpose, but the glory of 
G od which in the victory of Christ is m anifested over all 
His enemies. The sinners will be consum ed out of the 
earth, and the wicked will be no  m ore. Bless thou the 
Lord, O thou my soul. Hallelujah! (Ps. 104:35).

— H erm an Bavinck

TH E SCRIPTURES to the unregenerate  m an are 
like light to the blind. They m ay be felt as the rays of 
the sun are felt by the blind, but they canno t be fully 
seen. The Holy Spirit opens the blinded eyes and gives 
due sensibility to the diseased heart; and thus assurance 
comes with the evidence of spiritual experience. W hen 
first regenerated, he begins to set the Scriptures to  the 
test of experience; and the m ore he advances, the more 
he proves them true, and the m ore he discovers of their 
limitless breadth and fulness, and the ir evidently 
designed adaptation to  all hum an w ants under all 
possible conditions.

— A rchibald A lexander Hodge

THE WISDOM OF GOD
(Based on Jam es 3:17)

G od’s wisdom from above is pure;
Minus partiality,
And easily entreated;
W ithout hypocrisy.
It's peaceable and gentle,
Full of good fruits, we know,
Abounding, too, in mercy —
And we have found it so.
Such wisdom is to be desired 
More than rare gems of gold;
Its start will be the fear of God:
So in His W ord we're told.

— Esther B. Heins
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LIK E A  ROARING LION, by George Otis. Time 
Light Division of Bible Voice, P.O. Box 3521, Van 
Nuys, Ca. 91407. 1973, pp. 179, paperback. $1.95.

The title is taken from 1 Peter 5:8, where the devil 
is com pared  to  a roaring lion seeking whom he may 
devour. T he book contains much needed warnings 
against the wiles and deceits of the devil. Christians are 
w arned against such perils as astrology, spiritualism 
and o ther Satanic traps.

The book is m arred, however, by the au thor’s 
repeated  simplistic lumping together of w hat is really 
dem onic and some things that may be ethically neutral. 
F or exam ple, he treats extra-sensory perception, 
psychical research  and the study of parapsychology as 
all w orks of the devil. The reader is even w arned 
against reading books or articles about parapsychology 
and extra-sensory perception (page 121). But such 
phenom ena as telepathy and precognition are not 
necessarily evil or of the devil, though of course like 
everything hum an in our fallen race they can be used 
for the service of evil. The same is true of reading 
books, eating, operating an automobile, earning and 
spending m oney, becoming a professional athlete. Such 
phenom ena as telepathy and precognition are not 
necessarily evil or of the devil; rather, they are bor
derline pow ers of the mind which some people have; 
they are not necessarily dem onic any more than for a 
person to be color-blind or tone-deaf. Probably most of 
the readers of this review have m ore than once had the 
experience of starting to dial a friend’s telephone 
num ber, only to  have the telephone ring before the first 
digit is dialed, and there is the friend’s voice on the line. 
O r you have been sitting near your wife or husband and 
thinking about some particular m atter, and just as you 
open your m outh to  m ention it, your mate speaks about 
the very same m atter. Is this sort of experience a work 
of Satan? In the persecuting period of Covenanter 
history A lexander Peden was noted for his rem arkable 
pow er of precognition; he was called "the prophet of 
the C ovenant”, and surely he was a godly m an and not a 
dupe of the devil.

This book is also m arred by several incorrect 
definitions and labels, and some statem ents which show 
sim ple ignorance. On page 172 Hinduism is said to  be a 
m ixture of Brahm an Buddhism and other philosophies. 
But in point of fact, Buddhism is younger than H in
duism, and originated as a Hindu heresy. On page 173, 
“M oham m edanism ” should be Islam. The term 
"M oham m edanism ” is definitely incorrect, and of
fensive to  all Muslims. On page 174 we find the term 
"Shintoism .” This is a common blunder; it should be 
simply Shinto. The ending -to in “Shinto” m eans Ism.

Therefore to  say “Shintoism” is like saying Mor- 
monismism. On page 173 psychical research is said to 
be “the study of supernatural things that indicate that 
mind and m atter have powers beyond those which are 
presently know n.” Does this imply that mind and 
m atter are supernatural? As a m atter of fact, psychical 
research is investigation of alleged paranorm al 
phenom ena, w ithout com m itm ent to  any theory of 
their character or origin.

Also on page 173, Pantheism is incorrectly 
defined as “The worship of all gods.” This is quite 
wrong, even though a further statem ent clears the error 
som ewhat. In the “Devil’s D ictionary” at the end of the 
book parapsychology is defined as “The study that 
investigates the psychological aspect of supernatural 
phenom ena such as telepathy, clairvoyance, ap
paritions, and so forth .” Here again paranorm al 
phenom ena are classed as “supernatural” with no proof 
beyond the au thor’s opinion. U nfortunately, he has not 
given us any definition of the term  supernatural.

In conclusion, I would like to call attention  to 
some o ther books on the same general subject —  books 
which in my opinion are Biblically sound and at the 
same time free from the crude errors and confusions of 
Like a Roaring Lion. These are: Man in the Process of 
Time, by J. Stafford W right (now out of print); 
Christianity and the Occult, by J. Stafford W right 
(M oody Press, 75 cents); Demons in the World Today, 
by M errill F. U nger (Tyndale Press, $1.95); Prin
cipalities and Powers: a New Look at the World of the 
Occult, by John W arwick M ontgom ery (Bethany 
Fellowship, $4.95). M ontgom ery’s book especially 
presents a vast am ount of thorough research, with 
conclusions in term s of Biblical faith. Stafford W right’s 
Christianity and the Occult is a popular level treatm ent, 
very readable, which warns against the spiritual perils 
of the occult, while carefully distinguishing the occult 
from the psychic as such.

—J. G. Vos

T H E  A M ST E R D A M  P H IL O S O P H Y : A 
PRELIM INARY CRITIQUE, by J. M. Fram e and L. J. 
Coppes. Harm ony Press, R. D. 2, Phillipsburg, N.J. 
08865. 1972, pp. 55, paperback. $1.00.

This little volume consists of papers by John M. 
Fram e (Assistant Professor of Systematic Theology in 
W estm inster Seminary) and Leonard J. Coppes. Mr. 
Coppes writes an Introductory Evaluation of the 
Am sterdam  School of Philosophy and the rest of the 
book is by Mr. Frame.

The A m sterdam  Philosophy is based on the work
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of H erm ann Dooyeweerd, Em eritus Professor of Law at 
the Free University (Am sterdam). M any good things 
have been taught by this school. F or exam ple, it has 
stressed G od’s sovereign control of all things. Indeed, 
this school of thought a t its beginning was full of 
prom ise. But M r. Coppes accuses it now of ignoring the 
effect of sin on the mind of man and of m aking nature 
equal to  (or even superior to) Scripture as a source of 
truth.

Prof. Frame gives a list of people of note in 
Holland, South Africa, U.S.A. and Canada who are 
adherents of this school. Prof. C. V an Til of W est
m inster Seminary was at one time its leading exponent 
in the U.S.A., but in recent years he has becom e in
creasingly critical of it.

The A m sterdam  Philosophy, says Prof. Fram e, is 
com plicated, som etim es lacking in clarity and “bur
dened with an often baffling technical term inology” (p. 
2). M ore serious still, “the writings of the m ovem ent 
contain a substantial am ount of dem onstrably un- 
scriptural, and therefore false, teaching” (p. 5).

Dooyeweerd “objects strongly to Van Til's 
assertion that a Christian philosopher must subm it to 
the ‘thought-content of Scripture’ ” (p. 25). This clash 
of opinion can be seen in the volume “Jerusalem  and 
A thens” dedicated to Dr. Van Til on the occasion of his 
75th birthday.

A pparently there are those in this A m sterdam  
School who uphold Bible infallibility and there are 
those who do not. Prof. Fram e affirms his conviction 
(shared by others) that “the philosophical prem ises of 
the A m sterdam  School tend to  underm ine the authority 
of the Bible” (p. 32). The approach of some of the 
Am sterdam  philosophers "elevates hum an reason as 
the ultim ate rule for Christian faith and life” (pages 39-
40).

This little volume is —  in parts —  not easy 
reading, but it is dealing with a com plex and intricate 
subject. It gives a warning that where the aims of this 
School prevail, it would be to the overthrow  of the 
R eform ed Faith as we have known it.

— William J. G rier

Note: The foregoing review is reproduced here, 
with grateful acknowledgm ent, from The Evangelical 
Presbyterian (Belfast, N orthern Ireland). — Editor.

JUSTIFICATION, by M arkus Barth. William B. 
Eerdm ans Publishing Co., G rand Rapids, Mich. 49502.
1971, pp. 90, paperback. $1.95.

M arkus Barth, in this useful book, has followed 
an unusual m ethod of dealing with his subject. As he 
says in his introduction: . . . ‘W ho can say what is 
unspeakable, and who can describe what no eye has 
seen?’ . . . and so he turns to dram atising what he has 
set out to illustrate.

In the book, the parties concerned in the

justification, and the events leading up to, and 
culm ination in, the justification, are m ade to  pass 
vividly before the reader, each event depicted  as a ‘day’ 
in God’s judgment.

Five such ‘days’ depict five aspects of the 
judgm ent. On the first, the judgm ent is at hand; on the 
second day the M ediator is appointed, acts and dies; on 
the third ‘black thoughts’ about death ; on the fourth  the 
verdict is carried out; and on the fifth, the events of the 
last day and the final judgm ent in the hands of Christ.

It is Justification in Pauline Theology that Barth 
seeks to expound, and at every step of his argum ent he 
keeps in view the Old Testam ent background from 
which the apostle takes so m any of his key w ords and 
his key thoughts.

The ruin of man, and the im possibility of 
reconciliation except by the M ediation of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, are brought out very clearly in the book, 
and it is probable that those who are used to  reading 
about justification as it is ordinarily trea ted  in most 
books, will find this m ethod novel and interesting.

There are sentences here and there in the book 
that startle the reader. For exam ple, dealing with the 
‘cursed dea th ’ on the Cross, the w riter says, ‘This does 
not mean that the accursed Christ dies in the place of 
those whom He represents . . T here are other 
unhappy expressions, nevertheless, the w ork has 
considerable merit.

— D onald Gillies

H E G E L ’S D IA L E C T IC A L  M E T H O D , by 
William Young. The Craig Press, Box 13, Nutley, N.J. 
07110. 1972, pp. 135, paperback. $4.95.

G eorge W. F. Hegel was one of the greatest of 
Germ an philosophers. He was bom  in 1770 a t S tuttgart 
and in 1788 he becam e a student in the Tubingen 
Theological Institute. He was a family tu to r for six 
years during which time he studied the life of Christ and 
the philosophy of religion. It was during his 
professorship at Heidelberg that he developed his 
com plete system of philosophy. His lectures in Berlin in 
1818 which were delivered in a stam m ering voice and 
without technical ornam ent a ttrac ted  hearers from all 
quarters. In the midst of an active life he was suddenly 
cut off by cholera in 1831 at the age of 61.

Hegel’s philosophy is difficult to understand as 
one requires some considerable knowledge of 
philosophical terms and m odes of thought. Indeed one 
cannot expect to get a proper grasp of H egel's idealism 
without some acquaintance with the philosophy of his 
predecessors going back as far as Plato. W e must also 
take into account that some of the philosophers, and 
this includes Hegel, do not reason as ordinary people 
do, and consequently they are not understood. Perhaps 
it would not be an exaggeration to  say that one cannot 
review the philosophy of Hegel with m uch success 
unless he knows as much about H egel’s philosophy as 
he does himself. In this volume Hegel's D ialectical
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M ethod is reviewed by Mr. William Young and from 
what we know of Mr. Young we can have com plete 
confidence in his review.

Hegel m ade a trem endous im pact upon his 
readers som e of whom have been influenced by the 
religious aspect of his philosophy. O ur reviewer points 
out that H egel’s view of religion is negative rather than 
positive, and we wonder if this was partly due to the 
liberal clim ate of religion which he was subjected to. In 
any case, we give several examples quoted by Mr. 
Y oung w hich serve to  prove to us that Hegel’s emphasis 
on his philosophical ideas took the edge of his religious 
perceptions.

“N otw ithstanding the Biblical echoes in Hegel’s 
o racu lar u tterance, the kernel of thought turns out to 
be akin to  the outlook of G reek tragedy rather than 
G od and the W ord of God. (page 31) “The Christian 
faith with its positive evaluation of individuality is 
resolved by Hegel in term s of a modern humanistic 
vision in which the G reek elem ents predom inated 
notw ithstanding the incorporation of features con
tr ib u te d  to  C h r is t ia n ity .” (page  39) “ H egel 
displays . . .  a radical aversion to the Biblical doctrines 
of sin and grace” (page 40). “H egel’s vitriolic treatm ent 
of the Christian religion does not spare the person of 
Jesus, w ho is contrasted unfavorably with Socrates in a 
striking passage” (page 62).

The first of Hegel’s writing is a study in the life of 
Christ and in it there is no recognition of the tran
scendence of the Person of Jesus Christ or the 
supernatural character of His deeds. The miracles are 
passed over in silence or explained as natural events!

In conclusion we ask the question as to  what 
benefit will a reading of Hegel’s Dialectical M ethod 
bestow upon the ordinary reader. We think very little if 
a t all, except perhaps to show us that if Hegel had spent 
m ore tim e on the religion of the Bible and less upon the 
philosophy of religion he would have understood m ore 
about the W ord of God.

The purpose of Mr. M urray in his review of 
H egel’s D ialectic, which we think he has accom plished 
with fairness and dignity is: “T hat some hints may be 
provided for disintangling what makes sense from the 
nonsense in the philosophy of Hegel, as well as for 
discrim inating behavior insights indited by the general 
illum ination of the Spirit of T ruth and distinctions due 
H egel’s aversion to the Special Revelation inspired by 
the Spirit” (Preface, page VII).

W e cannot recom m end this book to the ordinary 
reader, and we w onder if a reading of it by a would-be 
philosopher will not confuse him m ore in his 
philosophic ideas. Apart from his error on religion, 
Hegel seem s to us at times to violate principles of 
epistem ology and logic. Even so, it may be that a 
reading of this book along with the excellent review of 
it by M r. Young will be a good training of the mind.

— Wallace Nicholson

AN ESCHATOLOGY OF VICTORY, by J. 
M arcellus Kik. The Presbyterian and Reform ed 
Publishing Co., P. O. Box 185, Nutley, N.J., 07110. 1971, 
pp. 268, paperback. $3.95.

H ere is a book that is scholarly and reverently 
Evangelical by a convinced postmillenialist. One feels 
that the w riter is concerned to be guided by Scripture 
a t every step, instead of trying to impose his own 
meaning upon the W ord of God.

In the first section the author deals with the 
history of the Reform ed position with reference to the 
last things, and quotes from such stalwarts of the faith 
as the Hodges, the A lexanders, W arfield, Dabney and 
Jonathan Edwards, as well as from Reformed 
theologians from Holland and Britain, all of them men 
who have shed lustre on Reform ed Theology by their 
labours.

The second section of fourteen chapters, deals 
with M atthew, chapter twenty-four, a portion that has 
suffered at the hands of premillenialists. With care and 
reverence the au thor goes through this im portant 
chapter, showing convincingly that its teaching lends 
no support w hatever to  the premillenial view. The great 
tribulation, for exam ple, is very satisfactorily dealt 
with.

The third section is devoted to the expounding of 
the tw entieth chapter of the Book of Revelation, and 
the au thor’s treatm ent of it is, we feel, as satisfying as 
anything that has com e our way.

This is a book that all pastors and Christian 
teachers ought to  possess, and moreover, it is written in 
a way that the average layman can understand. We 
heartily com m end this book to  all who desire to  know 
more about the doctrine of the last things, and about 
the basis of the postm illenial standpoint.

— Donald Gillies

A R G U IN G  W IT H  G O D : A C h ris tian  
Exam ination of the Problem  of Evil, by Hugh Silvester. 
Inter-Varsity Press, D owners G rove, 111. 60515. 1972, 
pp. 128, paperback. $1.50.

This book is the outcom e of an honest attem pt to 
get to grips with the problem  of evil in the world, by 
one who can say, ‘It is my own conviction that the Bible 
is G od’s way of revealing Himself to us.’

Such questions as the validity of our standards of 
judgm ent, the objective and subjective sides of truth, 
etc., com e under scrutiny as the author paves the way 
for dealing with his main thesis.

The w riter could not be expected to give the last 
word on the difficult problem  that he examines, but his 
book is stimulating and sometim es com forting, and 
makes interesting reading.

— Donald Gillies
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THE DOCTRINE OF TH E W ORD OF GOD, by 
Thom as A. Thom as. Presbyterian and Reform ed 
Publishing Co., P. O. Box 185, Nutley, N.J. 07110. 1972, 
pp. 114, paperback. $2.50.

This book is up to  the standard  that we expect 
from the In ternational Library of Philosophy and 
Theology. The au thor teaches System atic Theology in 
Baptist Bible College, Clarks Summit, Pennsylvania, 
and is, therefore, not only a m aster in his field, but is 
conversant with the many subtle deviations from true 
Christian thinking that are in vogue in the theological 
world today.

The opening chapter begins with an exam ination 
of why Christians believe the Bible to  be the W ord of 
G od, and in the following chapters are  discussed such 
doctrines as Inspiration, Revelation, A uthority, etc. 
Every student of Theology knows that these are areas 
concerning which some sincere believers are sadly 
ignorant.

The perusal of this book will co rrec t many 
m isconceptions, and prove a blessing to  any who desire 
m ore light on the question of the authority  and in
spiration of the Scriptures. W ritten in language in
telligible to  the average layman, the book will 
nonetheless be useful for pastors and for teachers of 
Bible classes.

T h e re  a re  v a lu ab le  a p p e n d ic e s  on 
C H R IS T IA N IT Y  AND E D U C A T IO N  an d  
CHRISTIANITY AND PHILOSOPHY, illustrating the 
practical application of the principles of Biblical 
authority  as set forth  in the chapters dealing with these 
m atters. This book will prove of im m ense value to all 
who are interested in the doctrine of the W ord of God, 
and we com m end it most heartily.

— D onald Gillies

IS REVOLUTION CHANGE?, edited  by Brian 
Griffiths. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers G rove, 111. 
60515. 1972, pp. I l l ,  paperback. $1.25.

This is a symposium of five essays w ritten in
dependently  of each o ther, but dealing with aspects of 
the problem  posed in the w ords of the title. The essays 
are edited by Brian Griffiths, who also writes the 
concluding chapter, entitled T h e  Christian W ay.’

As might be expected, practically all the 
problem s that cause unrest in our present-day society 
are referred to, along with the m ethods that are 
som etim es tried in o rder to  get rid of them. M oreover, 
the writers, in com m on with the rest of us, agree that all 
too  often the expected  rem edies have failed.

This book, however, does com e up with an an 
swer to  the whole problem . It is that revolution cannot 
bring the  needed change, because the root trouble is 
m an’s alienation from God. The rem edy, therefore, is 
repentance of sin, and acceptance of Jesus Christ. And 
this is the unchanging tru th  that the Church must be

careful to  proclaim  at all times. A truly useful book that 
we have pleasure in recom m ending.

— D onald Gillies

CONTEMPORARY W ORLD TH EO LO G Y : A 
LAYM EN’S GUIDEBOOK, by H arvie M. Conn. 
Presbyterian and Reform ed Publishing Com pany, P. O. 
Box 185, Nutley, N.J., 07110. 1973, pp. 155. $2.95, 
paperback.

The laymen or pastor who wishes to  "brush up” 
on what has taken place within the theological clim ate 
of world Christendom  over the past seventy years will 
greatly profit from this book. Professor Conn discusses 
through clearly written sum m aries and concise essays 
such topics as Neo-Orthodoxy, Form  Criticism , the 
theologies of Chardin and Tillich, as well as Dispen- 
sationalism and neo-Fundam entalism  just to  cite a few 
of the twenty-one essays. He concludes with a call to 
em brace the Reform ed faith (Biblical Calvinism) as 
opposed to, on the one hand, “m odern  theology which 
squeezes the Bible into the stra itjacke t of preconceived 
opinions and ideas. . .” (p. 144); and, on the o ther, a 
"conservative theology” which “guards ra ther than 
prom otes, retrenches rather than advances, com m ands 
by word rather than by exam ple” (p. 143). Professor 
Conn exhorts that the scriptural and historical pulse of 
true Biblical Calvinism calls the Body of Christ to 
action as an "expression of the com m union of the saints 
in the home, in education, in politics, in journalism , in 
art, in science” (p. 146).

— Lee P. B ittner III

AN IN T R O D U C T IO N  T O  C H R IS T IA N  
ECONOMICS, by G ary North. The Craig Press, P. O. 
Box 185, Nutley, New Jersey, 07110. 1973, pp. 413. 
$9.95.

The title reflects the au tho r’s attem pt to  set forth 
a biblical view of m onetary policy as well as a general 
critique of Marxist-revisionist and neo-Keynesian 
econom ic policy. The book is basically a collection of 
the author’s articles which have appeared  over the last 
few years in various econom ic journals.

The author clearly sees econom ics as a proper 
field for Christian reflection and scholarship, in 
contrast to the inheritance of a pietistic “social an- 
tin o m ian ism "  w hich  h as c r ip p le d  ev a n g e lic a l 
Christianity. On the o ther hand, he ridicules those 
Christians who, while saying that the Biblical data “is 
neither capitalistic nor socialistic”, are really trying to 
make their own socialistic tendencies seem  more 
Biblical (p. 211). This criticism is aim ed at the “guild 
socialism” of the North A m erican neo-Dooyewerdians 
(pp. 211; 353-360). This becom es a valid point only 
when we, as Christians, recognize that the “free m arket 
system” can likewise becom e the dom inating reUglo* of 
man and society. Christ and M am m on are mutually 
exclusive w hether co-habiting under capitalism  or 
socialism.

In ultimately evaluating any endeavor into
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Christian principles of economics, we must constantly 
keep before us that such term s as “capitalism ”, 
“socialism ”, “free m arket”, and “inflation” are com- 
paritively m odern terms which have largely grown out 
of the rise of the m odern European nation-state. Thus, 
forcing the Scriptures into an American capitalistic, 
free-enterprise mold is just as idolatrous as imposing a 
socialistic centralization upon the inspired texts. To 
exercise caution  in the reading of these culturally 
defined term s into the fabric of the Old and New 
T estam ents is not simply "social antinom ianism ”, but 
careful and Biblical scholarship.

— Lee P. B ittner III

INSIGHT, AUTHORITY, AND POW ER, by 
P eter Schouls. W edge Publishing Company, 229 
College St., Toronto  2-B, Ontario, Canada, 1972, pp. 46. 
$1.95 paperback.

The relationship between "insight", "authority”, 
and “pow er” becomes the thesis of this incisively 
w ritten booklet: “to the extent that one has insight, to 
that extent one possesses authority, and to that extent 
one ought to  be given pow er” (p. 25). Building upon the 
authority  of Jesus Christ, Dr. Schouls applies the 
supposition that to the extent one has insight, to that 
extent one possesses authority, to the church, the 
hom e, and the school. The “office-bearer” w hether 
elder, parent, or teacher holds authority in so far as he 
yields obedience to G od’s norms in His W ord. Thus, if I 
as a m em ber of a congregation find the officers wanting 
in insight and authority, I am not obliged to  obey them 
(p. 33). O r, in the home “if the parents. . .do not have 
the vision of the coming Kingdom. . .then they can no 
longer legitim ately dem and that their children 
obey. . .” (p. 36). Likewise in the school, if the studen t’s 
insight exceeds that of the teacher, the student 
possesses authority  and power should be on his side (p.
41).

Dr. Schouls has m ade a valid contribution to  this 
sub ject w hen he concludes:

Only those who gain knowledge of G od as the 
creator-redeem er of life really know what 
reality is all about. They alone gain the 
authority  which results in the pow er of 
redem ptive action in all of a m an’s life. (p. 46).

“C ounterfeit authority” and an illegitimate expression 
of pow er occur when the “office-bearer” lacks insight 
into the regulating authority of G od’s W ord. Ignorance 
of G od’s will and word yields that powerless authority 
which does not have the right to be obeyed (cf. pp. 
22,25,26). Reform ed Presbyterians will find Dr. 
Schouls’ contribution to this question similar to the 
thinking and action of the seventeenth century 
C ovenanters, who refused to obey a king who usurped 
authority  from “King Jesus.” Dr. Schouls and Richard 
Cam eron, though separated by many centuries, 
similarly touch upon the question of legitim ate (i.e., 
G od-ordained) expressions of insight, authority, and 
power.

Two m ajor questions, however, must be posed to 
Dr. Schouls. Can we say that the non-Christian “office
bearer” (i.e., ruler, parent, teacher) possesses no 
authority because he lacks that Spirit-imbued insight 
into G od’s W ord? Com pare Romans 13:1,2. Do we not 
run a danger of breaking down the com munal “one 
m an" in Christ Jesus (Eph. 2:15,20-23; 4:11-16) by 
imposing an “elite h ierarchy”, seemingly more akin to 
the structure of P lato’s Republic than to Christ’s body, 
and thus setting up the “enlightened few” scholars and 
“bright students" who arrogate authority and power 
over their pastors, parents, and teachers?

— Lee P. Bittner III

LAMPS ARE FOR LIGHTING, by Louise A. 
C attan. Wm. B. Eerdm ans Pub. Co., G rand Rapids, 
M ichigan, 49502. 1972, pp. 123, paperback. $2.45.

Helen B arrett M ontgom ery and Lucy W aterbury 
Peabody were both  born in 1861. This is the story of 
their contribution  to  world missions. Mrs. M ontgomery 
becam e a licensed p reacher and the first woman to 
serve as the head of a m ajor denom ination in America. 
On the one hand, their accom plishments were 
m onum ental and no one can doubt their zeal for Christ. 
But on the o ther hand, the book is written from a 
perspective that encourages involvement in women’s 
lib, participation  in the world council of churches, and 
emphasis on organizational improvements of social 
conditions ra ther than stressing the need for the 
doctrinal purity of the gospel message as a means of 
changing the inner man.

— Donald W eilersbacher

CHRISTIAN LIVING IN THE HOME, by Jay E. 
Adams. Presbyterian and Reformed Publ. Co., P.O. 
Box 185, Nutley, New Jersey 07110. 1972, pp. 143; 
paperback, $2.50; cloth, $3.95.

Singles, newlyweds, and those long m arried could 
all profit from a study of this book. Adams deals with 
the basic problem s of com m unication, discipline, 
loving leadership, etc. He has a refreshing style of 
presenting his m aterial that offers keen insight into the 
Scriptural principles involved and some practical 
suggestions on how to implement them.

— Donald W eilersbacher

JEH O V A H ’S WITNESSES AND PROPHETIC 
SPECULATION, by Edm ond C. Gruss. Presbyterian 
and Reform ed Pub. Co., P.O. Box 185, Nutley, New 
Jersey 07110. 1972, pp. 483, paperback. $2.95.

There are two tests that should be applied when 
determ ining w hether a self-proclaimed prophet is really 
G od’s messenger: (1) Does what he predict come to 
pass? (Deut. 18:20) and (2) Does he attem pt to lead you 
astray from what God has already revealed about 
Himself in the Scriptures? (Deut. 13:1,2). Gruss has 
exam ined the teachings of the Witnesses concerning 
the second com ing of Christ in 1914 and their recent 
speculation that A rm ageddon is due in the mid- 
seventies. In both cases he clearly proves that the
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Witnesses are in error. Exceptionally well done!
— D onald W eilersbacher

LIVING AND LOVING, by A. N. T riton. Inter- 
Varsity Press, D ow ners G rove, Illinois 60515. 1972, pp. 
95, paperback, $1.25.

Basically this book presents the Christian view of 
sex to  those tha t are in college and under a lot of 
pressure about this subject. He deals with petting, p re
m arital sex, existential ethics, and related  topics. It is 
done simply and with reverence. Very good.

— Donald W eilersbacher

YOUR MIND M ATTERS, by John R. W. Stott. 
Inter-Varsity Press, Downers G rove, Illinois 60515,
1972, pp. 64, paperback. $.95.

Two heresies that have constantly  plagued the 
Church are “D ead O rthodoxy”, and “Mindless 
C hristianity.” In the first there is knowledge without 
devotion and in the second, devotion without 
knowledge. Stott deals with this second error. He 
dem onstrates that G od com m ands us to  use our mind 
and that knowledge is essential to  worship, faith, 
holiness, and evangelism. M oreover, it is pointed out 
that teaching the tru th  is one of the highest gifts of the 
Spirit. Highly recom m ended!

— D onald W eilersbacher

W HERE DO I GO TO BUY HAPPINESS? by 
Elizabeth Skoglund. Inter-Varsity Press, Downers 
G rove, Illinois 60515. 1972, pp. 157, $3.95.

The intent of the au thor is to  provide a book on

te en a g e  co u n se lin g  w h ich  c o m b in e s  good  
psychological principles and Christian beliefs. This she 
attem pts to do by copious illustrations from  her own 
personal practice. Basically her objective is ac
complished. However, I reject her thesis that a non- 
Christian psychiatrist can and will respect the beliefs of 
his Christian patients and work within the ir system. 
Sooner or later the presuppositions of the counselor 
tend to  becom e those of the counselee, w hether he 
knows it or not.

— D onald W eilersbacher

R O M A N S: A L E T T E R  T O  N O N 
CONFORMISTS, by Robert H. Baylis. Inter-Varsity 
Press, Downers Grove, Illinois 60515. 1972, pp. 70, 
paperback, $1.25.

This guide provides 23 studies designed to  lead a 
discussion group through Rom ans 1-8, 12-16; without 
advance preparation  by group m em bers. A glossary of 
difficult term s is provided. T here are  3 review tests by 
which the group can m easure its progress. Very 
elementary.

— D onald W eilersbacher

SUICIDE, by Henri Blocher, translated  by Roger 
V an Dyk. Inter-Varsity Press, D ow ners G rove, Illinois 
60515. 1972, pp. 21, pam phlet, $.25.

Although suicide is the m ajo r cause of death  for 
those between the ages of twenty and twenty-four, very 
few people are willing to  talk about it openly. Even less 
attem pt to deal with it from the Biblical perspective. 
You'll find this little pam phlet exceedingly helpful.

— D onald W eilersbacher

The S a d d est D ays
By the Rev. John C. Rankin

“T he m elancholy days are com e,
The saddest of the year:

O wailing winds, and naked woods,
And meadows brown and sere .”

W ith these lines one of our early A m erican poets 
begins one of his poems. (The Death of the Flowers. 
William Cullen Bryant). O thers, too, have m ourned the 
coming of the dark N ovem ber days. They evoke a 
feeling of sadness because of the pleasant hours of 
sum m er that are past and because of the season of icy 
cold that lies ahead. Just so.

But there are o ther days of sorrowful im port and 
association; and, as a m atter of fact, “all our days are 
passed away in w rath.” O ur nom ination for the 
doubtful distinction of “the saddest days” would be 
those which are com m only regarded as the brightest 
and best. Our choice of days for special m ention as 
truly worthy and most deserving of this description 
would be “Christm as,” "E aster” and “G ood Friday.”

W e realize of course that not only to  people 
generally, but also to  the vast m ajority  of the believers 
themselves, such an assertion will seem  very strange; 
shocking in fact. Y et so it is in our belief and conviction 
and we have no choice except to  give expression to it 
and to try to explain our attitude and give our reasons.

O ther days of special religious observance could 
of course be m entioned. These th ree stand out because 
of their supposed connection and custom ary 
association with three events of suprem e and tran
scendent im portance; namely, the birth  of Christ, his 
death, and resurrection from the grave.

As to  why we designate these days not only as sad 
but as the saddest of all days, the answ er can be given in 
a word. Why, just for the reason that they are wrong; 
yes, wrong indeed, in spite of the fact that to the 
generality of the believers they seem  so right. But if 
they are wrong, by so much as they seem  to us to be 
right so much the more are they wrong in G od 's view of
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things and displeasing in his sight.

A clear indication of the wrongness of the 
observance of these days is to be seen in the trouble 
which otherw ise orthodox and faithful Christians are 
always having with them. There is always the problem  
of trying to  divide between what is wrong about them 
and w hat is supposed to be right. The fact of the m atter 
is how ever that they are wholly and com pletely wrong, 
so that no  concession is to  be made to them  and no 
apology needs to  be offered for non-observance of 
them .

So we com e to the question why these days are 
wrong. If they are so, as we say they are, what makes 
them  so? W hat is there so wrong about them?

The question is plain and the answer may be 
plainly given. The answer is that these days are wrong 
simply because there is no Scriptural authority for them 
w here Scriptural authorization and prescription ought 
to be. If there were anything to them at all they would 
have to be regarded as belonging to the sphere of 
religious and spiritual observance.

But all truly “good and acceptable” spiritual 
observance must possess and must be able to  plead 
clear and unm istakable Scriptural appointm ent. Any 
observance of the kind must have Scriptural 
authorization. It must have clear and unquestionable 
Scriptural foundation and support.

But this is exactly what is lacking in all of the 
cases m entioned. Such authorization is som ething no 
one has ever been able to discover for the simple 
reason tha t it isn’t there. And its non-existence as any 
part of Scripture teaching is prima facie evidence 
against it as having any place whatever in the will of 
G od for Christian conduct and behaviour.

All tha t God wills for m an’s salvation, faith and 
life is som ew here, somehow set forth in his W ord. The 
worship of G od, in particular, comes in for definite 
prescrip tion  and appointm ent. G od has clearly and 
distinctly m ade known in his W ord just w hat he intends 
that our worship is to be; just what the pattern  is which 
is to  be followed; just what parts of worship are to  be 
included and w hat their content is.

As for the parts of worship; prayer, praise in song 
as p rescribed in the W ord, Scripture reading itself as 
provided in the W ord itself and preaching: these four, 
no m ore, are the parts prescribed.

As for special seasonal observance, the Lord’s 
Supper has been instituted, the holy Com munion has 
been appointed as a recurrent blessed m em orial of the 
Saviour’s atoning death for the sins of his people. This 
seasonal observance, and this alone, is the only one of 
its kind to  be found laid down in the teaching of G od’s 
W ord. This being the case, we properly and necessarily 
conclude that all o ther observance of the kind, that is 
to say, any memorial of any other great event in the

history of divine revelation and redem ption, is to be 
excluded.

The case against all o ther memorial observance 
stands secure in its own strength and rightness. 
H owever our belief and conviction in the m atter is 
reinforced by thoughtful consideration of the whole 
conten t of worship as set forth in the W ord. W e are 
taught that all is to  be in G od's own chosen and ap
pointed way and not in ours.

But m odern worship conduct and behaviour is 
m arred by a variety of deviations and departures from 
the right ways of the Lord. Among these are all those 
im proprieties that contravene the will of G od with 
respect to  the conten t of worship. We have in mind the 
public worship of G od especially, although personal 
and family worship are also more or less involved.

Points of deviation from the pattern  of pure 
worship in com m on use today may be listed as follows: 
extra-Scriptural songs and hymns, musical ac
com panim ent of hymns and songs, plus a variety of 
vocal and instrum ental presentations.

T here is of course the use of images and pictures 
of Christ, crosses, crucifixes and the like —  all of which 
clearly violate the com m andm ent of G od relative to 
w hat is p roper and right in the mode and content of 
worship.

Let us now pause to  reflect for a m om ent on the 
benefit derived from  the practice of Scriptural worship, 
with special reference to the use of the psalms in 
worship. By this means, and by this alone, do we truly 
praise the Lord “according to  his excellent greatness.” 
The im m ediate consequence is that G od does not fail 
to  honor our praise and to  bless with inward 
blessedness as the present reward of faithfulness. 
Bound as the w orshipper is by the bonds of the law of 
G od upon him he finds true liberty, true joy and peace 
in hum ble com pliance with the will of God. He is m ade 
conscious of the fact that here is liberty, true liberty, 
first of all in relation to  G od, but also in relation to 
himself and to  o thers and in all of life's relationships.

And he finds that his heart is exalted, his soul is 
lifted up to behold the glory of the Lord and gaze upon 
the brightness of his face. The use of the psalter im parts 
a transport of holy awe and wonder in the Presence of 
G od, otherw ise unknown and unattainable. W here in 
all the songs and hymns of any day and age is there 
anything to uplift the m ind and heart to G od in such 
high and holy ecstasy; in such pure reverence, love and 
praise, as is found in the psalms? By this means a sense 
of suprem e exaltation of spirit is engendered. There is 
an uplift of the soul to  G od which excells all other; an 
uplift directly related  to a form of praise which alone is 
proper and suitable to  the great O bject of all glory and 
praise.

O bservation and experience confirm this. “I t is 
good to sing praises unto our God; for it is pleasant;
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and praise is com ely” —  especially so when our praise 
is voiced in the use of the songs provided for the 
purpose by the Lord and appointed in his W ord. So 
doing G od himself is exalted in our hearts as he is; and 
as he should be praised. A t the sam e tim e tha t the Lord 
is exalted there is also cultivated a high and holy a t
titude and spirit in the worshipper. This, then, we 
conclude, is the worship of the Lord “in the beauty of 
holiness.” This is the worship of the F ather “in spirit 
and in tru th .”

W hile speaking about the things to  be excluded 
from worship we would like to record  the fact that what 
is said about things that are out of place in worship 
signifies nothing against them  elsew here o r otherwise. 
The w riter himself is a music lover and from  boyhood 
and youth has had m uch to  do with organ and piano 
music. There is nothing in Scripture to  m ilitate against 
any of these things in their own p roper tim e and place.

Again, there is nothing against feasting, m em orial 
celebrations as such, and happy social and family 
gatherings. Feasting, dancing and music of various 
kinds figured prom inently in the worship of G od in Old 
Testam ent times. The Lord himself attended  feasts and 
was feted at times, and began his public ministry by 
attendance at a wedding feast. G od does not frown 
upon good times; his W ord sanctions happy occasions 
and days and hours of recreation  and enjoym ent.

O ur spirits magnify the Lord and rejo ice in the 
G od of our salvation as we join in the worship of G od 
according to  his W ord and as we realize how it is that 
"no good thing will he w ithhold from  them  that walk 
uprightly.” W hich being the case, all the m ore are we 
saddened by the thought of w hat o thers lack and fail to 
obtain because of their deviation from  the ways of God.

They have their Christmas, their Easter and G ood 
Friday. But we have the b irth  of our dear Lord and 
Saviour, his death for our sins and his resurrection  for 
our justification and new life in him all through all 
Sabbaths and all days of the year. They have their songs 
and hymns of praise and we have ours. They have 
music, such as it is, in their worship, but we have the 
sweetest music ears can hear and heart can  know; none 
other than that of “m elody in our heart to  the Lord.”

Full and due appreciation  of the blessings we 
receive and the blessedness we enjoy is the best 
p rotection  from the ever presen t tem ptation  to  w ander 
and to go astray. And yet in spite of everything, we do 
just that; and the history of G od’s people from 
beginning to  end, as well as all personal experience in 
our religion, witnesses to  such a tendency. “P rone to 
wander. Lord I feel it; p rone to  leave the G od I love." It 
behooves us at all tim es to be on guard.

“My soul be on thy guard;
Ten thousand foes arise;

The hosts of sin are pressing hard
To draw thee from  the skies.”

So it has ever been and so it is today. Young and

old are ever subject to  the tem ptations of deviation and 
departure. Parents and teachers should be wise to 
instruct those com m itted to their care and to  pro tect 
them  from themselves; that is, from  the wayward 
desires and devices of their own hearts and from  the 
ways of the world.

To those who know and understand the will of 
God in respect to purity of worship, it is only too 
evident that the Christian church of today, even the 
Calvinistic and Reform ed branch  of the church, 
otherwise and in the main true and faithful to  the 
Word, is caught and entangled in ways m ore congenial 
to  the world and to  the worldliness of their own hearts, 
than to God.

The pressures of the present day to  yield to  the 
trend of the day and to  the clim ate of opinion 
everywhere operative in the world of today, is nothing 
less than terrific. In spite of all of the m eans of grace so 
richly provided, and in spite of all tha t the sanctifying 
influence of the Holy Spirit has so far w rought in us, the 
tendency is to  go along in conform ity to  the fashion of 
the hour and in concession to  the inclinations of the 
sinful depravity and carnality w hich yet rem ains in all 
our hearts.

We may enlarge no further on these deviations 
from the perfect pattern  given in the W ord and set 
forth in the original Reform ed concept of w orship. But 
one thing to rem em ber is that deviationism  is ever with 
us so that deviation is to  be expected  and we need not 
be surprised when it appears. Also we must believe and 
ever keep in mind that God knows best, and tha t he has 
richly ordained and prescribed good things for us, 
indeed the best things for his people.

Not only pastors, parents and teachers, but also 
children and youth should learn to understand  that the 
right and the good always go together. “T o  the law and 
to  the testim ony” is the rule not only for righteousness 
but also for the best and purest en joym ent of the things 
of God.

Any com prom ise and all concession to  anything 
untaught and unprescribed is concession to  the ad
versary. The good is ever the enem y of the best. It is a 
sop to Satan. It is a case of giving place to  the devil and 
to evil. And com e what may, the servant of the Lord 
may in no way give way at any point. For, “what 
fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? 
and what com m union hath light w ith darkness? — 
W herefore, com e out from am ong them , and be ye 
separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean 
thing; and I will receive you, and will be a F ather unto 
you, and ye shall be my sons and daughters, saith  the 
Lord Almighty.”

We conclude with the thought that while God 
wants us to be firm and uncom prom ising in the position 
we advocate and in the stand that we take, we are also 
to  be meek and forbearing. O ne w ho holds the views 
which we advocate doesn’t have to  be unkind, un
sympathetic and inconsiderate in relation  to  those with
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whom we differ and who differ with us.

W e may be narrow and we are. Why not? For, 
“strait is the gate, and narrow is the way that leadeth 
un to  life, and few there be that find it.” But we do not 
have to be obtrusively narrow. We need not be proud 
and bigoted about it. A fter all, we have to  live with 
ourselves, and with others, and with the world, as and 
where we are, and as we find it. We are to live each day 
of our lives in dem onstration of the Spirit and of power.

in daily exem plification of the fruit of the Spirit, 
knowing that the Lord on high is m ightier far not only 
than the waves of the sea but also than the ways of men. 
W hich being the case, what m atters the persons, the 
ways, the opinions of men?

“T herefore, b rethren , stand fast, and hold the 
traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word 
or our epistle.” “Stand fast in the Lord, dearly beloved.”

The S till Sm all Voice
A Consideration of I Kings 19

By Joseph P. Duggan
From  Beersheba south and west the prophet 

went. He was no longer a young man. He was old and 
he was tired. He was tired because of the rigors of the 
long trek which had brought him some eighty or m ore 
miles south from Jezreel. Even more was he tired by 
way of reaction  to the great energy and enthusiasm  
exerted  there and at Carmel earlier. And the ultim ate 
goal was yet forty days journey, perhaps 200 miles, 
away. He had only begun.

At Beersheba he left behind his servant and “went 
a day’s journey into the wilderness, and cam e and sat 
down under a juniper tree: and he requested  for 
himself that he might die; and said, It is enough; now, O 
LORD, take away my life; for I am not better than my 
fathers.” As the Psalmist in Psalm 90, ascribed to 
M oses, declares:

“The days of our years are threescore 
years and ten; and if by reason of strength they 
be fourscore years, yet is their strength labour 
and sorrow . . .”

Seventy years, maybe eighty —  life is long enough. 
W hy should Elijah be granted a long life? It apparently  
had not been that fruitful or worthwhile, so he prayed, 
“It is enough; now, O LORD, take away my life” — 
don 't prolong the disappointm ents of labour beyond 
the norm al span —  “for I am not better than my 
fathers.”

“And as he lay and slept under a juniper 
tree, behold, then an angel touched him, and 
said un to  him, Arise and eat. And he looked, 
and, behold, there was a cake baken on the 
coals, and a cruse of w ater at his head. And he 
did ea t and drink, and laid him down again.
And the angel of the LORD came again the 
second time, and touched him, and said, Arise 
and eat; because the journey is too great for 
thee. And he arose, and did eat and drink, and 
w ent in the strength of that m eat forty days and 
forty nights unto Horeb the mount of G od.”

From G od cam e no answer to  his plea for death, but 
ra ther the sustenance of w ater and a cake of bread to 
em power him to resum e his journey into the desolate 
Negev and Sinai. No word of encouragem ent is 
recorded, but only the leading of G od —  which Elijah 
had been trained for years to follow — to set off again.

From  Beersheba south and west. Alone. 
Doubtless still cast down to the depths of despair. Forty 
days and forty nights, and there could scarcely be many 
distractions. Down the bone-dry gullies, across a barren  
hillock, maybe through a patch of bram bles drawing 
w ater hidden far beneath . Plenty of time to  think. To 
think of the slaughter of the Lord’s prophets by Jezebel, 
to  rem em ber their righteous blood which had been 
poured into the earth , but also to  rem em ber the w ater 
which he had himself poured over the bullock on 
Carmel and into the d itch round about, to  rem em ber 
how he had m ocked Baal’s servants because Baal could 
not hear:

“Cry aloud: for he is a god; either he is 
talking, o r he is pursuing, or he is in a journey, 
o r peradventure he sleepeth, and must be 
aw aked.” (I Kings 18:27)

Perhaps time to  rem em ber his own m ajestic faith as he 
had called out to God:

“LORD God of Abraham , Isaac, and of 
Israel, let it be known this day that thou art 
G od in Israel, and that I am thy servant, and 
that I have done all these things at thy woi-d.”

(I Kings 18:36)

Certainly time to  recall the fire of the Lord falling from 
heaven and devouring Elijah's sacrifice. Certainly time 
to  recall the slaughter of Baal's prophets along the 
banks of the brook Kishon —  a bloody and violent deed 
almost universally condem ned by m odem  m an, even 
though Elijah himself be somewhat excused by som e 
because he was not only a product of his environm ent, 
but also had been subjected to  rather severe 
provocations.
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Forty days and forty nights into one of the world's 
most desolate wastelands. Sand. Rock. The m ud from 
last year’s rain baked as hard  as stone by the burning 
sun. The silence of the day broken only by a serpent 
slithering from the shade of a nearby boulder, and by 
the wind, and by the pebbles trodden under foot. The 
silence of the night broken only by the scream  of a 
rabbit seized by an owl, even as Jezebel would swoop 
down upon this man Elijah to  destroy his life. Alone. 
A lone with God. A lone with his thoughts. A lone with 
his discouragem ent. A lone with his despair.

Looking back through the centuries we can 
adm ire E lijah’s pow er and the glory of G od’s dealing 
with him, but, as James observed, “Elias was a man 
subject to  like passions as we are ,” that is, he was a man 
just like other men in so many ways. He was, however, 
also a man who knew intim ately the pow er of G od and 
the efficacy of the Lord’s righteousness, so tha t “he 
prayed earnestly tha t it might not rain: and it rained not 
on the earth  by the space of th ree years and six months. 
A nd he prayed again, and the heaven gave rain, and the 
earth  brought forth  her fruit” (James 5:17,18). Certainly 
E lijah had not forgotten the glory of G od’s past 
dealings, but as he pushed and dragged himself through 
the rocky ridges and ravines of the Sinai these things 
w ere far distant. The th reat of Jezebel to  slay him was 
also far distant. Now he was out of her clutches, but he 
had not come this far to  escape death. R ather he had 
com e to die. He would not, he could not perm it himself 
to  fall before her blood-soaked eyes, but to fall he must 
because his goal was utterly lost. Crushing defeat had 
swallowed up victory, and worst of all, there was 
nothing that he could do about it except to  die.

Before, after the reddening of K ishon’s waters,
then

“Elijah said unto  Ahab, G et thee up, eat 
and drink; for there is a sound of abundance of 
rain. So Ahab w ent up to  eat and to  drink. And 
Elijah went up to the top of Carm el; and he cast 
himself down upon the earth , and put his face 
betw een his knees, and said to  his servant, G o 
up now, look tow ard the sea. A nd he w ent up, 
and looked, and said, There is nothing. A nd he 
said, G o again seven times. A nd it cam e to  pass 
at the seventh time, that he said, Behold, there 
ariseth a little cloud out of the sea, like a man's 
hand. A nd he said, G o up, say unto  Ahab, 
P repare thy chariot, and get thee down, that 
the rain stop thee not. And it cam e to  pass in 
the m ean while, that the heaven was black with 
clouds and wind, and there was a great rain.
And Ahab rode, and went to Jezreel. And the 
hand of the LORD was on Elijah; and he girded 
up his loins and ran before A hab to  the en
trance of Jezreel.”

(I Kings 18:41-46)

Im agine what exhilaration of victory must have pulsed 
through E lijah’s veins. In revival meetings m en are 
often filled with grand enthusiasm  and as they go

thence to  their homes they are filled with an assurance 
that tom orrow  will be different, that the re  will be a new 
life of victory and that nothing can get in their way or 
G od’s. But in the cold light of m orning often it is seen 
that nothing really is changed. The sam e sins, the same 
temptations, the same dangers, the same prospects of 
defeat and failure are not only there, but loom bigger 
than ever. Frequently the pow er of earlier p rayer and 
faith has dwindled to  nothing.

Elijah was of a surer faith than this, but yet the 
prospect of the next day was horrible —  for w hat had 
really changed? Jezebel was still firmly in com m and of 
the situation and her threat, “So let the gods do to  me, 
and more also, if I make not thy life as the life of one of 
them by tom orrow about this tim e” (19:2), was not an 
idle one. She lacked nothing of pow er and of deter
mination to  slay the prophet so long as he rem ained 
within her godless realm.

W hat did Elijah expect? The wholesale con
version of his countrym en? An all-inclusive slaughter of 
Baal's servants? Did he think that the thunder and 
lightning would crush and devastate every tem ple of 
Baal? Did he think that the rain would no t only refresh 
the land, but also pierce the flesh of tha t evil person 
who sat upon the throne with A hab, so tha t the 
righteous might, as Psalm 68 foretells, dip his foot in the 
blood of his enemies and the tongue of his dogs in the 
same? Doubtless Elijah had not w orked out the details 
in his own mind, but only was filled with the confidence 
that now G od was in charge and that the land would 
not only be refreshed, but also purged from  its ob
scenity and pollution. W ere his expectations wrong? So 
it seemed, for the next m orning the re  was Jezebel 
strong as ever.

Elijah was m ore than ready to  die, but he would 
surrender his life to G od and not to  Jezebel. Up. Up 
into the barren rocks. Alone. A lone with G od. Alone 
with his thoughts, his pain, his w eariness, his physical 
exhaustion and his spiritual weariness. Up. U p into 
M ount H oreb. The battle was over. Jezebel still was 
free to degrade and pollute the land of prom ise with her 
alien religion. There now was nothing m ore that Elijah 
could do. Up. Up into M ount H oreb: there could be no 
better place on earth  to  die. H ere the Lord G od had 
appeared to  Moses in the flame of the burning bush, 
saying, “Draw not nigh hither: put off thy shoes from 
off thy feet; for the place w hereon thou standest is holy 
ground. M oreover he said, I am the G od of thy father, 
the God of Abraham , the God of Isaac, and the G od of 
Jacob.” (Exodus 3:5,6) H ere at H oreb, the holy 
mountain, God had made his covenant with E lijah’s 
fathers. H ere at Horeb he had spoken to  Israel with fire 
in the midst of heaven and out of the thick darkness. 
Here at Horeb cam e the pillar of cloud to M oses, and 
the words of life and of holiness. H ere had the glory of 
God Almighty been revealed to M oses protectively set 
in the crevass of the rock. Never before and never after 
to  the days of Elijah had m an seen so m uch of his 
majesty and terrible greatness.

In many ways this was truly the birthplace and
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ancestra l hom e of the heirs of Abraham . W hat more 
could E lijah desire than there to  die. Sam aria was 
pollu ted  and almost desolate of truth, honesty, 
righteousness and mercy. The populace had almost 
entirely gone over to serving the gods of the heathen, 
and the ruling dynasty’s insignia was ignominy and 
degradation . But here, a t Horeb, was a pure, holy and 
glorious place. M uch as was the case with M oses so 
now Elijah “cam e th ither unto a cave” —  a crevass in 
the rock  —  “and behold, the word of the LORD came 
to him , and he said unto him:

W hat doest thou here, Elijah? And he said, I 
have been  very jealous for the LORD G od of 
Hosts: for the children of Israel have forsaken 
thy covenant, thrown down thine altars, and 
slain thy prophets with the sword; and I, even I 
only, am  left; and they seek my life, to  take it 
away. A nd he said, G o forth, and stand upon 
the m ount before the LORD. And, behold, the 
LORD passed by, and a great and strong wind 
ren t the m ountains, and brake in pieces the 
rocks before the LORD; but the LORD was not 
in the wind: and after the wind an earthquake; 
but the LORD was not in the earthquake: and 
afte r the earthquake a fire; but the LORD was 
not in the fire: and after the fire a still small 
voice. A nd it was so, when Elijah heard it, that 
he w rapped his face in his mantle, and went 
out, and stood in the entering in of the cave. 
And, behold, there cam e a voice unto him, and 
said, W hat doest thou here, Elijah?”

(19:10-13)

The great and strong wind that tore the m ountains and 
broke apart the rocks, and the earthquake, and the fire, 
these w ere not the voice of God. They did not con
stitu te the explicit and specific message that the Lord 
had for E lijah. But what then were these things? They 
displayed the presence of G od and manifested his glory 
and om nipotence. The wind and the earthquake and 
the fire w ere thus a sure witness to the downcast spirit 
of E lijah tha t God was still God, that the O m nipotent 
still reigned, and that his pow er was fully as great and 
his glory fully as vast and terrible as in that time when 
he had called Israel out of Egypt to make them  his own 
peculiar people. W ho was this son of Omri? W ho was 
this princess of Sidon? They had power to  the eyes of 
m en, but to  G od they were as nothing. The power and 
the glory w ere G od’s and were only his and were fully 
his. They might send their soldiers and henchm en out 
to  w ork iniquity, but one breath  from the nostrils of 
G od’s w rath could —  when the time came —  destroy 
them  in a moment.

The message to Elijah was not specifically in the 
wind and in the shaking of the mountain and in the fire 
w hich burst forth from the depths of earth, but these 
were nevertheless sure witnesses to the prophet to 
G od’s pow er and glory. If we might take the liberty of 
translating them  into words, perhaps these would point 
us in the right direction: Elijah, do you think that my 
kingdom  on earth  is now consum ed by Jezebel? Have 
my purposes of redem ption and covenant salvation

been turned aside by m en like Ahab? See these things: I 
am G od: this is my power, this my glory, the strength of 
men cannot be com pared.

The still small voice. Some would have us say it 
over and over again in our minds: the still small voice. 
The quiet voice, The quiet voice of God: calm, serene, 
peaceful . . . gentle . . . gentle persuasions . . . the 
inner working of G od’s Spirit . . . peace . . . faith . . . 
love . . . forgiveness . . . the still small voice of God. 
Not the old ways of Elijah: fire and blood and slaughter 
and fiery denunciation and rebuke. Not the old ways of 
the law: the hurricane, the earthquake, the fire spewing 
from the earth , but instead the gentle light of the peace 
of G od from heaven. The still small voice is pictured as 
that of peace and grace, as a quiet word of faith and 
hope. This, we are often told, is the significance of the 
still small voice —  a gentle rebuke even to the fiery 
prophet Elijah.

W e must m ake no  mistake about it: the gospel of 
Jesus Christ —  and for that m atter the law even in the 
Old Testam ent —  requires of G od’s people patience, 
forbearance, love, m ercy and forgiveness. To Peter our 
Lord rightly said, "Put up again thy sword into his 
place: for all they that take the sword shall perish with 
the sword. Thinkest thou tha t I cannot now pray to  my 
Father, and he shall presently give me m ore than twelve 
legions of angels?” (M atthew  26:52,53) Ours is not the 
way of the sword, of retribution, of violence, of blood, 
but of prayer and righteous, calm, peaceable testimony 
to the grace of G od in Christ. But does that m ean that 
G od never put the sword into the hand of Samuel or 
David or even Elijah, that his own angels will not wield 
it, o r that his own A nointed will not com e splattered in 
the blood of his enem ies (Isaiah 63:Iff. and Revelation 
19:13) or that his R ighteous One shall not wash his feet 
in the blood of the wicked (Psalm 58:10)? For G od’s 
sake we must be w arned that our calling is to peace, but 
also we must not be deluded into thinking that we can 
put such pacifist restrictions upon G od who will 
execute his judgm ent when and where and how he 
pleases.

Was the still small voice a rebuke to Elijah and an 
exhortation to gentler m ethods? It is amazing! U n
believable! Shocking! That m en could force onto 
Scripture such an in terpretation  here. The wind and 
earthquake and fire witnessed wordlessly to  a basic 
principle, but the still small voice was words and the 
words were a message to Elijah and that message 
constituted the significance of the still small voice. We 
must not mumble over and over again, “the still small 
voice”, as if that voice simply cast an irenic m ood and 
did not say anything. We must not let our minds wander 
aimlessly, as some would have us do, with thoughts of 
peace and m ercy and love, as if G od’s voice m um bled 
and com m unicated no inform ation. If we would know 
what the still small voice said to Elijah we must listen to 
its words. W ithout the words it wasn’t and isn’t. The 
voice was words and w ithout hearing those words 
Elijah never could have known what G od was trying to  
tell him.
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Elijah apparently  heard the voice, but couldn’t 
understand the words from his hiding place in the inner 
recesses of the crevass, and thus it was that when he 
heard it “that he w rapped his face in his m antle” — only 
a fool would venture out into such a to rren t of divine 
self-m anifestation —  “and went out, and stood in the 
entering in of the cave.” W hy did he go out? Obviously 
so he could hear what G od was saying, so he could 
know the significance of the still small voice.

“And, behold, there cam e a voice unto 
him, and said. W hat doest thou here, Elijah?
And he said, I have been very jealous for the 
LORD G od of hosts: because the children of 
Israel have forsaken thy covenant, thrown 
down thine altars, and slain thy prophets with 
the sword; and I, even I only, am left; and they 
seek my life, to  take it away. And the LORD 
said unto him, Go, return on thy way to the 
wilderness of Damascus: and when thou 
com est, anoint Hazael to  be king over Syria: 
and Jehu the son of Nimshi shalt thou anoint to 
be king over Israel: and Elisha the son of 
Shaphat of Abelm eholah shalt thou anoint to 
be prophet in thy room . And it shall com e to 
pass, that him that escapeth the sword of 
Hazael shall Jehu slay: and him that escapeth 
from the sword of Jehu shall Elisha slay. Yet I 
have left me seven thousand in Israel, all the 
knees which have not bowed unto Baal, and 
every m outh which hath not kissed him .”

(19:13-18)

Love, peace, forgiveness, gentle persuasions: 
certainly this is the message of G od and we must be 
intim ately acquainted with it as it turns men by the 
pow er of the Holy Spirit from death into the life which 
is in Jesus Christ. But this is not in all times and in all 
circum stances and in all places the message of God. 
Specifically it was not the message of that still small 
voice that not only encouraged Elijah by reminding 
him of the 7,000 faithful who had not bowed unto Baal, 
but also which sent him to set in m otion that chain of 
events which would make the little incident on the 
banks of the brook Kishon seem, in com parison, like a 
Sunday School picnic. Certainly the day would come 
when the gentler aspects of the ministry of Elisha would 
be required, but not now. W hat was now required — at 
least according to the words which the still small voice

spoke — was something very bloody and violent lest 
the people of God be wholly swallowed up by Baal.

Similarly Jesus has com e into the world to bring 
peace and the good will of G od tow ard men, to  send his 
Spirit to turn us by faith and repen tance unto  the Lord 
God O m nipotent by finding cleansing in the blood of 
his own body. But is it then inconceivable that he 
should say that he brings the sword? Are we to  suppose 
that at the right time and place and circum stance he 
will not pour out the vials of his w rath upon earth?

In conclusion, three things: First, go by the words 
of Scripture and do not be led about by vague and 
formless thoughts as to what kind of a G od we would 
like to  have or how he will in differing situations and 
times further and protect his redem ptive work. Second, 
know that in the day of the Lord’s judgm ent there is not 
only vindication of his own people, but also their 
deliverance from those that oppress and afflict. Third, 
in contem plating the blood of A hab pulsing on to  the 
floor of his chariot, and in considering that gruesom e 
feast enjoyed by the dogs of Jezreel, know that by our 
own merits the wrath of God is also ours —  except that 
in Jesus Christ, whose way is p repared  by his prophets, 
we are cleansed from our own m erits and receive in
stead life and hope and peace and a full m easure of that 
glory shown to Moses and Elijah and in these latter 
days even more clearly revealed in the person of our 
Saviour.

The Old Testam ent is a bloody book —  but then 
again, so is the New Testam ent. M aybe we would like it 
better if we could delete certain  passages of Paul and of 
Peter and maybe most of Revelation and, above all, 
certain of Christ’s discourses . . . and clean up Elijah 
and Moses and Joshua and Isaiah and Jerem iah and 
Ezekiel and, of course, David. M aybe so, but if, con
versely, we accept G od’s revelation for w hat it is and as 
it is, then in these things so distasteful to m an we at 
least ought to be able to do this much: to learn of the 
gruesome, terrible, bloody nature of sin, and in so 
doing to have a somewhat better understanding of and 
appreciation for the work of Jesus Christ in our behalf 
both past and future, both on that hill above Jerusalem  
and also at A rm ageddon (The hill of M egiddo), that 
pleasant city looking down upon the banks of the 
Kishon.

WORRY

Esther B. Heins

A tiny little worry grows 
Into a great big thorn,
That turns into a burden 
Too heavy to be borne.

Bowed low to carry such a load, 
We only see the ground,
And so we miss G od’s promises 
W hich in His W ord are found.

Our worries clip the wings of faith; 
Sap strength, vitality,
So that we cannot soar into 
The realms of victory.

G od’s promises are diam onds;
Like stars in m idnight’s blue!
Look Heavenward and claim them. 
For they are m eant for you!
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Studies in C ovenant H istory: Joshua to Elijah

LESSON 1 

THE LORD GIVES ISRAEL 
THE LAND OF CANAAN

(Joshua)

T he book of Joshua contains the history of the 
conquest and occupation of Canaan by Israel under the 
leadership of Joshua. It will be recalled tha t part of the 
Prom ised Land had already been conquered and oc
cupied by Israel during the lifetime of Moses, namely 
the part east of the Jordan River. After the death  of 
M oses, followed by a period of mourning, Israel 
crossed the Jordan and occupied the part west of the 
river.

C hapter 1-5 recount the confirm ation of Joshua as 
M oses’ successor, the crossing of the Jordan and the 
encam pm ent at Gilgal just west of the river. Chapters 6-
12 tell of the conquest of the land, including Jericho, 
Ai, southern  Canaan and lastly northern Canaan. In 
cluded in this section is an account of the erection of an 
altar a t M ount Ebal, and of the affair concerning the 
G ibeonites. The capture of Jericho and Ai are recorded 
in detail, w hereas the later campaigns in southern  and 
northern  Canaan are related in outline form only.

C hapters 13-22 record  the apportionm ent of 
territory  to  the various tribes and their settlem ent upon 
it. This p art of the book also tells of the appointm ent of 
cities of refuge and of the cities for the priests and 
Levites, and the return of the fighting men of the tribes 
of R euben, Gad and half of M anasseh to their land east 
of the Jordan, following the practical com pletion of the 
conquest of the land west of the river. The last two 
chapters of the book (23 and 24) are Joshua’s last 
message to  the people of Israel, together with an ac
coun t of his death and burial.

M oses, under God, was a many-sided genius: 
au thor, prophet, diplomat, adm inistrator, lawgiver, 
judge and military leader. Joshua, on the o ther hand, 
was prim arily a military com m ander, although he was 
certainly in the truest sense a God-given religious 
leader to  his people. As a military com m ander Joshua 
was a brilliant success. There was only one im portant 
point at w hich Joshua failed — his blunder of m aking a 
peace pac t with the deceitful Gibeonites (chapter 9) 
w ithout first taking time to ascertain the will of God 
concerning the m atter. This was a terrible blunder, not 
only because of the religious presum ption involved in 
it, but because it resulted in a piece of non-Israelite 
territory, which Israel was pledged by solemn oath not 
to elim inate, dividing between the northern  and 
southern  parts of the land. This problem was com 
pounded by the fact that for a long time Israel proved

unable to  conquer and hold Jerusalem, plus the fact 
that fu rther west, along the coast, was a strip of non- 
Israelite (Philistine) territory  which Israel did not ef
fectively conquer for centuries. This Jerusalem- 
G ibeon-Philistine band across the middle of the 
country was an em barrassm ent and a weakening force 
for Israel for a long time.

The city of Jericho has been shown by ar
chaeological excavation to  have been one of the oldest 
inhabited places on earth . It was already an ancient city 
in Joshua's day. The Jericho of New Testam ent times 
and of the present day are located near, but not exactly 
upon, the site of the Old Testam ent city. In the early 
years of this century  Dr. Garstang, a British ar
chaeologist, excavated the Old Testam ent Jericho and 
published his findings. He claimed to have discovered 
the very city destroyed by earthquake and fire at the 
time of Israel’s en trance to  Canaan under Joshua. A 
great deal was m ade of this finding in evangelical 
religious books. Hailey’s Bible Handbook is an 
exam ple. G arstang claim ed that his findings set the 
date of the fall of the city at 1401 B.C. Since his time, 
Jericho has been re-excavated by another British ar
chaeologist, Miss K athleen Kenyon. She claims that 
G arstang m isinterpreted his findings and that what he 
took to be the city of Joshua’s day was actually much 
older. Miss Kenyon holds that nothing whatever of the 
city of Joshua’s day has rem ained. It is possible that 
Miss K enyon’s own in terpretation  is colored by the fact 
that she holds the “la te” chronology of the Exodus, 
which would put the fall of Jericho at about 1250, or 
150 years later than the "early” figure held by Dr. 
G arstang. This m atter is still unsettled. There are very 
good reasons, however, for holding to  the “early” 
chronology, which according to the latest conservative 
scholarship sets the Exodus at 1447 B.C. and the fall of 
Jericho at 1407 B.C.

The destruction  of Jericho by the power of God 
(ra ther than by hum an military force) teaches the 
lesson tha t Canaan is the inheritance of a people who 
live by faith. Israel had to fight in many later battles, 
but this fortress which barred the way to the main part 
of the prom ised inheritance was reduced by the power 
of G od. This also explains the curse pronounced by 
Joshua on the rebuilding of the city at any future time. 
(6:26). The ruins were to  be left untouched as G od’s 
m onum ent o r m em orial to  the fact that Israel had 
entered  Canaan by grace —  not by human achievem ent 
but by the pow er of God. Incidentally, the curse came 
true centuries la ter when Hiel, the architect of Bethel, 
undertook the rebuilding of Jericho in the days of the 
wicked Ahab (1 Kings 16:34).

Som ething must be said about the m oral problem 
involved in G od’s com m and for the total destruction of
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the Canaanites. The destruction  of the Canaanites 
cannot be justified on ordinary ethical principles, and it 
would not be justifiable today. I t is not attributable to 
Israelite savagery. The Israelites w ere not a savage and 
blood-thirsty people. Actually, they w ere m ore ready to 
m arry the Canaanites than to  kill them .

The destruction of the Canaanites was specially 
com m anded by G od, and should be regarded as a 
pageant or preview of the Judgm ent Day at the end of 
world history. It was not m urder and it was not ordinary 
w arfare; rather, it was the execution of divine justice or 
judgm ent. The Canaanites had forfeited every right to 
live on in G od’s world. The Israelites exterm inated 
them  only because G od had com m anded that this be 
done. M oreover the evidence indicates that the 
Israelites did a very incom plete job  of exterm ination. 
Considerable num bers of Canaanites w ere left alive and 
becam e a serious problem  in the la ter history.

We may easily fail to realize the u tte r vileness of 
the Canaanites o r A m orites (each of these nam es serves 
as a blanket designation for most of the non-Israelite 
inhabitants of the land of Canaan). In  A braham ’s day 
their iniquity was not yet full (Genesis 15:16). 
Discoveries at Ras Sham ra (the ancien t Ugarit) in 
northern  Syria have served to bring out the utter 
vileness and corruption  of these people and their 
religion. Their religion was the worst thing about them, 
being saturated wdth such revolting practices as 
prostitution and infant sacrifice.

G od allowed the Canaanites 400 years in which to 
repent, then finally sent judgm ent upon them . It is a 
strange fact that those w ho strongly condem n the 
destruction of the Canaanites, often  justify horrors of 
m odern warfare which have m uch less justification — 
for example, mass bom bing of cities with their 
m ultitudes of helpless civilians including women, 
children, hospital patients, etc. Those who wish a more 
detailed account of the abom inable character of the 
Canaanite religion are referred  to Archeology and the 
Old Testament, by M. F. U nger (Zondervan Publishing 
H ouse, G rand Rapids 6, Mich. $4.95. C hapter XV, 
“The Religion of the C anaanites”, pages 167-178).

Questions:

1. W hat part of the Prom ised Land was gained by 
Israel before the death  of Moses?

2. Of what two cities is the cap tu re  and 
destruction  recorded  in detail in Joshua?

3. W hat was the prim ary function of Joshua as 
the successor of Moses?

4. W hat one serious blunder did Joshua commit?

5. W hat bad consequences resulted from this 
blunder?

6. W hat did Dr. John G arstang claim to  have 
found in Jericho?

7. How is G arstang’s claim  disputed  by Miss 
K athleen Kenyon?

8. W hat consideration may have colored Miss 
K enyon’s in terpretation of the facts?

9. W hat religious lesson is taught by the nature of 
the fall of Jericho?

10. W hen and how did Joshua’s curse com e true?

11. How should we view the com m and of God 
for the destruction of the Canaanites?

12. W hat have discoveries at Ras Sham ra shown 
about the ancient Canaanites?

LESSON 2 

DIVINE GRACE SUBDUES 
ISRAEL UNTO THE LORD

(Judges)

The Book of Judges covers the interim  period 
between the heroic age of M oses and Joshua, and the 
establishm ent of the m onarchy in the days of Samuel. 
During this time the nation of Israel was a loose 
federation of twelve tribes located on bo th  sides of the 
Jordan River (the territory to the east of the Jordan  had 
been conquered by Israel during the lifetim e of Moses, 
before the crossing of the Jordan and the fall of 
Jericho). Their com mon history and their religion (with 
a single sanctuary and priesthood) tended  to draw  them 
together. However there were also centrifugal forces at 
work, and they did not always hold toge ther very ef
fectively.

G od was to be their king, therefore they had no 
human king. All around them , how ever, were nations 
which had m ore tightly organized governm ents than 
themselves. W hen the people of Israel w ere unfaithful 
to God, these neighboring nations were perm itted  to 
oppress them. This happened repeatedly. T he often 
repeated pattern  of the Book of Judges is like this:

1. The people forget G od and com m it sin.

2. Trouble comes in the form  of foreign op
pression.

3. The people cry to  G od for help.

4. A leader appears in answer to  their cry.

5. V ictory over enemies.

6. A period of peace, the leader being their 
acknowledged cham pion or “judge .”

7. The people forget God.
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8. T rouble comes in the form of foreign op
pression. E tc., etc.

T he history of G ideon is chosen for special study 
as typical of the history of the period of the Judges.

All history, including Bible history, can be viewed 
at different levels. We might say, “A braham  Lincoln 
died because a bullet went through his head.” This 
would be a true statem ent, but would give only the 
surface-level explanation of Lincoln's death. The 
deeper explanation would include the fact that he was 
P resident of the U.S., that it was the period of the W ar 
betw een the States, and that a fanatic hated  Lincoln 
and therefore killed him.

Similarly in the history of the Period of the 
Judges, the real and deep reason for Israel’s troubles 
was sin —  the people’s unfaithfulness, forgetfulness and 
disobedience. In moral judgm ent on these lapses God 
perm itted  the neighboring nations to  oppress Israel. 
Yet there is also a surface-level explanation of Israel’s 
troubles which is perfectly true and valid as far as it 
goes. T here was a technological lag of perhaps 100 
years betw een Israel’s enemies and Israel. Israel was in 
the late bronze age; the enemies were in the early iron 
age. This gave a definite advantage to the enemies. One 
of the Canaanite kings had 900 chariots of iron — a real 
“arm ored division” for those days. Israel had no 
chariots and no iron weapons or practically none.

The making and use of iron was early known — 
rem em ber Tubal-Cain in the period before the Flood — 
but this art was apparently lost and had to  be recovered 
later. W hen iron was first made, it was a m ere curiosity, 
as alum inum  was 100 years or so ago. T here was no 
known process by which iron could be produced 
econom ically in com mercial quantities. Then the 
H ittites in w hat is today Turkey discovered how to 
produce iron in quantities. This was a guarded secret. 
Israel’s enem ies were in on the secret but Israel was 
not. The possession of iron weapons gave the 
C anaanites and Philistines a real “edge” over the 
Israelites. It was not until the time of Saul and David 
that this iron  m onopoly was successfully cracked by 
Israel.

Some of the Judges were evidently con
tem poraneous o r partly overlapped in different parts of 
the country. The chronology of the period of the Judges 
involves som e difficulties which cannot be fully cleared 
up. H ow ever Jephthah’s rem ark (11:26) to the effect 
that in his day Israel had already held Heshbon 300 
years proves that the “late” chronology which puts the 
fall of Jericho at 1250 B.C. cannot be correct. Dr. 
W hitcom b’s chart of “Old Testam ent Patriarchs and 
Judges” places the fall of Jericho at 1407 B.C. and the 
accession of Saul, Israel’s first king, at 1043 B.C. This 
gives a period of roughly 350 years for the period of the 
Judges.

The term “Judge” is not entirely satisfactory. 
“L eader” or “Champion" brings out the meaning. The 
men raised up by the Lord to lead Israel to victory over

enem ies later becam e judges who were acknowledged 
as having authority  to  settle disputes.

The history of G ideon is found in Judges 6-8. Note 
how the Biblical record  stresses the moral and spiritual 
reasons for Israel’s troubles. Because Israel did evil in 
the sight of the Lord, the M idianites were perm itted to 
oppress Israel for seven years. These Midianites were a 
roving, Gypsy-like people who lived on the fringe of the 
eastern desert in T ransjordan. Their national 
philosophy of life, apparently, was that it is easier to 
steal than to  work. The Israelites were hardworking 
farmers, and when their crop of wheat or barley was 
harvested, the M idianites in vast num bers would swoop 
down on them and take everything, vanishing again 
into the eastern  desert. This affliction becam e so severe 
that Israel was reduced to  acute distress and even to  the 
danger of starvation. Finally, having been brought 
“very low” by M idian, Israel cried to  G od for help (6:6).

G ideon, a m an of the tribe of M anasseh, was 
called by the angel of the Lord to lead Israel to victory 
over the M idianites. First, however, he was to destroy 
the altar of Baal and the “grove” for the worship of 
A sherah which existed on his father’s farm land. (In the 
Canaanite mythology A sherah was the wife and-or 
sister of Baal. The worship of Baal and A sherah was an 
abom inable pagan nature and fertility cult). The 
existence of such a pagan shrine on the property of 
G ideon’s family indicates the meaning of the statem ent 
that Israel did evil in the sight of the Lord. The evil 
done was not m ere neglect of the Lord, but actual lapse 
into the abom inable practices of heathenism . Before 
the Lord could consistently give Israel relief from the 
M idianite oppression, there must be at least some 
evidence of repentance for the lapse into false religion. 
H ence G ideon was com m anded to  destroy the heathen 
shrine. Fearing to  do this in the daytime, he did it at 
night.

The story of G ideon’s great victory over M idian is 
a familiar one. W ith only 300 men equipped with the 
most unconventional weapons, but energized by the 
almighty pow er of the Lord, the impossible was ac
com plished and M idian was utterly defeated. The 
people of Israel never forgot this victory. It rang down 
through the centuries in inspired Psalmody and 
prophecy as “The Day of M idian" — the day when 
Israel was enabled by the power of G od to defeat the 
form idable M idianites.

Questions:

1. W hat are the two periods of Israelite history 
between which the book of Judges forms an interim  
period?

2. W hat was the general political situation of 
Israel in this period?

3. W hat forces tended to draw and hold the 
people of Israel together?

4. How did the governm ent of Israel, in the
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period of the Judges, com pare with the governm ents of 
the nations surrounding them?

5. W hat is the often repeated  pattern  of the book 
of Judges?

6. On what two levels can history be viewed?

7. W hat technological difference existed be
tween Israel and Israel’s enem ies in this period?

8. How long was the period of the Judges?

9. W here did the M idianites live, and what was 
their national character?

10. W hat kind of sin was Israel involved in at the 
time of the M idianite crisis?

LESSON 3 

“THY GOD SHALL BE MY GOD”

(Ruth)

This book gives a beautiful p icture of peaceful 
rural life in the time of the Judges. It is the o ther side of 
the turbulent p icture seen in Judges.

Just as literature, the Book of Ruth is a 
m asterpiece. It gives a beautiful view of the life and 
custom s of Israel in those days. Som eone has rem arked 
that the Book of Ruth is the Bible’s answer to all cheap 
mother-in-law jokes. It presents a mother-in-law in a 
very good light.

The scene of most of the action is laid in 
Bethlehem —  "House of Bread” — later to becom e 
famous as the birthplace of King David and the b irth
place of Jesus Christ.

The story of the Book of Ruth speaks for itself. 
D euteronom y 25:5-10 should be read in connection 
with Boaz’ actions. Naomi’s instructions to  Ruth, in 
R uth 3:1-5, while they may impress us as involving 
unconventional conduct, in reality involved nothing in 
any way immodest or im proper. These were pious, 
clean living and clean thinking people and no evil is 
implied. It was Naomi’s way of appealing to  the law of 
D euteronom y 25:5-10. R uth’s action in obedience to 
Naomi’s instructions would set the wheels of legal 
procedure in motion.

The purpose of the law in D euteronom y was to 
prevent the extinction of a family line and the 
alienation of land from the family that held it.

R uth’s devotion to  Naomi involved m ore than 
m ere personal affection. It also involved change of 
nationality (“Thy people shall be my people”) and 
religious conversion (“thy G od shall be my G od”). The 
outcom e of the story shows that Ruth was sincere. She 
becam e an ancestress of Jesus Christ.

Three reasons may be assigned for the presence 
of the Book of Ruth in the Bible:

1. It gives an essential link in the genealogy of 
David and of Jesus Christ.

2. It gives a sidelight on social life and custom s of 
Israel which we would not have otherw ise.

3. It shows the peaceful side of life in the Period 
of the Judges, in contrast to the troubled  scenes of the 
Book of Judges.

The action of Elimelech in moving to  the land of 
Moab, and the action of his two sons M ahlon and 
Chilion in marrying M oabite wom en, m ay raise 
questions in our minds as to  the propriety  of this 
conduct. Was there no place in all the land of Israel to 
which they could have moved in tim e of famine? We 
can only answer these questions by saying that it is not 
the purpose of the book of R uth to discuss the ethics of 
association with non-Israelites, o r of in term arriage with 
people of an idolatrous culture such as that of M oab 
was at this period. The book of R uth records the facts 
without pronouncing any m oral judgm ent upon them. 
Such m atters are sufficiently dealt with in o ther parts of 
Scripture. Quite evidently, the purpose of the book of 
R uth is along different lines entirely. This does not 
imply that marriage with adherents of a false religion is 
condoned as lawful.

Some writers have allegorized the story of Ruth, 
making Boaz a type of Christ, R uth a type of the 
believer or the church, etc. This we believe is a 
mistake. There is nothing in the story to  indicate that it 
is intended to be so handled, nor is it trea ted  in this way 
anywhere in the New Testam ent. To regard som ething 
as a type (or small-scale sample of som e la ter reality) it 
is necessary not merely that there be a correspondence 
of meaning, but also that there be evidence that 
Scripture itself intends the typological m eaning. There 
is abundant Bible evidence that Adam  and David were 
types of Jesus Christ. But to m ake Boaz a type of Christ 
and Ruth a type of the Church is to  go beyond what 
Scripture warrants and to  indulge in fantasy or 
guesswork.

Questions:

1. W here in Biblical history does the book of 
R uth fit in?

2. How does the book of R uth com pare with the 
book of Judges?

3. How does the book of Ruth rate  as literature?

4. W here does most of the action in the book of 
R uth take place?

5. W hat is the literal m eaning of the name 
“Bethlehem”?

6. W hat law is found in D euteronom y 25:5-10?
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7. W hat was the purpose of this law?

8. W hat were Naomi’s instructions to R uth in
3:1-5?

9. W hat statem ents of Ruth show that she was 
moved by som ething more than mere personal a t
tachm ent to  her mother-in-law Naomi?

10. W hat should be thought of the ethics of the 
family’s move to Moab?

11. Why does the book of Ruth not pronounce 
any m oral judgm ent on M ahlon’s and Chilion’s 
m arriages to  M oabite women?

12. W hat statem ent of Ruth implies religious 
conversion to  the Lord?

13. Why is it a mistake to  treat the story of Ruth 
as allegorical?

LESSON 4 

GEOGRAPHY AND CUSTOMS 
OF PALESTINE

As we are about to enter the kingdom period of 
Israel’s history, this is a good point to consider some of 
the circum stances of Israel’s existence, and especially 
the geography of the country and the custom s of the 
people. A set of Bible maps should be used with this 
lesson, especially a good clear map of Palestine in the 
Old T estam ent period.

Palestine is located in the southwestern com er of 
the great continent of Asia, roughly at the cen ter of the 
three great continents of the old world — Europe, Asia 
and Africa. The two great centers of very early 
civilization were Egypt (the Nile Valley) and 
M esopotam ia (the Tigris-Euphrates valley). There was 
always som e traffic, in war and in peace, betw een these 
two civilizations. This traffic crossed Palestine. Thus 
this little country, in which most of Bible history is 
located, was at the crossroads of the ancient world.

Biblical Palestine was approxim ately 10,500 
square miles in size, 150 miles from north to south 
(“from Dan to  Beersheba”) and 50 to  75 miles from west 
to  east. This territory is today divided between Israel, 
Jordan, Syria and Egypt.

Along the M editerranean shore there is a coastal 
plain. The southern part of this was called Philistia, and 
the northern  part the Plain of Sharon. Proceeding 
inland, the central range of m ountains runs north and 
south. In A braham 's day this central m ountain range 
was heavily forested. In later Biblical times (and today) 
it appears practically bare of trees. These m ountains 
rise to  3,000 and at one point about 4,000 feet high.

On the eastern side of the range the mountains

slope off steeply to  the Jordan valley. This is the 
deepest ditch on the surface of the globe, most of it 
being far below sea level. On the east of the Jordan 
valley are the highlands of T ransjordan, merging finally 
into the Syrian desert.

Palestine is a country of marginal water supply. In 
the high m ountains of the north there is abundant water 
but the supply decreases toward the south. In the far 
south, called the “Negeb” or “Negev”, the scarcity of 
w ater is acute. M odem  engineering may bring relief, 
but this is conditioned upon the existence of stable 
peace in the Holy Land. Because of the problem  of 
scarcity of w ater, the inhabitants long ago learned how 
to m ake cisterns to  conserve water for use in the dry 
season of the year. W hen such a cistern had been used 
for many years it would develop cracks and begin to 
leak. Experience taught that it was easier to m ake a 
new cistern than to  repair an old one effectively. 
Consequently, the soil of Palestine has been dotted with 
abandoned, em pty cisterns. It was apparently into such 
an em pty cistern that Joseph’s brothers dropped him 
before selling him to the caravan of Ishmaelites. People 
have accidentally fallen into deep abandoned cisterns 
and perished before help could reach them.

The great east-west highway of the ancient world 
passed through Palestine. Leaving Egypt, it followed 
the M editerranean coast of Palestine northward to the 
Carm el range, then veered eastward, crossing M ount 
Carm el at the Pass of M egiddo. Just north of the Sea of 
Galilee it crossed the Jordan, and then proceeded north 
to  Damascus and east to  Assyria and Babylonia. The 
Pass of M egiddo was a natural bottleneck on this 
im portant highway both in war and in peace. This was a 
relatively low place at which the Carmel ridge could be 
crossed. It was often fought over in ancient times, and 
the nam e also figures in Biblical prophecy, for the 
name Armageddon is simply “The M ountain of 
M egiddo.”

The Jordan River has been called earth ’s most 
storied river. Although certainly not striking in ap 
pearance, it is im portant because of its geographical 
peculiarities and its historical associations. The sources 
of the Jordan are at the base of M ount Herm on in the 
far north of Palestine. Before reaching the Sea of 
Galilee the river descends below sea level, and its 
entire course from this point to its end at the Dead Sea 
is below sea level. Because it is so low, the Jordan 
Valley has tropical or sub-tropical clim ate and 
vegetation. A lthough on a map the river appears 
straight, an air photograph shows that it consists of a 
seemingly endless series of m eanders or S-type curves. 
The curren t is swift and dangerous, and many have 
perished in attem pting to  cross the stream . No bridge 
was ever constructed  across the Jordan until Roman 
times. Instead, people crossed at certain  points where 
the river (at some times of year) could be forded. In the 
plain at the bottom  of the Jordan valley there is a very 
dense jungle of bushes, tall weeds and scrubby trees. In 
Biblical times this was a lair of lions and other 
predatory wild animals, and a place where men could 
hide from the strong arm  of the law
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M ount Hermon, a beautiful snow-capped peak in 
the far north of the country, rises to a height of 9166 
feet. T he surface of the Sea of G alilee (Sea of Chin- 
nereth) is 685 feet below sea level, while that of the 
Dead Sea (Salt Sea) is 1275 feet below sea level (this 
la tte r figure varies slightly from  season to  season). 
Jerusalem  is about 2500 feet above the level of the 
M editerranean Sea, o r 3775 feet above the surface of 
the Dead Sea (which is only about 20 miles away.)

The M editerranean coast of Palestine lacks good 
natural harbors. The Joppa of the Old Testam ent 
(which was Jonah’s point of em barkation) is called Jaffa 
today. The m odern Israeli port of Haifa is located in the 
bay just north of M ount Carm el. The R om an capital of 
Palestine was Caesarea, built on the M editerranean 
coast by Herod the G reat slightly before the time of 
Christ. This was long the chief port of the country, but 
today only ruins rem ain there. The port of Ezion-Geber 
on the Gulf of A qaba (Red Sea), located  adjacent to 
the present-day Elath, was not ordinarily accessible to 
Israel o r Judah in Biblical times.

During most of the year Palestine is dry and the 
clim ate is mild and sunny. T here are however two 
periods of rainfall, in Novem ber and in M arch or April. 
In the Bible these two rainy periods are called the early 
and la tte r rains. The time between them — the w inter 
season — is a rainy, dam p, chilly period with in
term itten t rain. During the rest of the year, from May 
to  O ctober, rain is practically unknown. A very heavy 
fall of dew is of some help to  vegetation.

The division of the kingdom into the two nations 
of Israel and Judah took place about 931 B.C. Judah 
was the larger of the two in actual square miles of 
territory , though much of this land was the almost 
useless desert called the Negeb. Israel or the Northern 
K ingdom  had the most square miles of good land. 
Israel, however, was m ore exposed to enem y attack 
than was Judah, partly because of lying across the main 
east-west (Egypt to  M esopotam ia) highway. In 
econom ic life Israel was m uch the richer of the two 
nations, and it also had m uch the larger population. 
However, Judah was m ore im portant religiously and 
historically — from  it cam e Jesus Christ, the Messiah.

W ith regard to housing, the patriarchs Abraham , 
Isaac and Jacob lived in tents. In Egypt the Israelites 
apparently  lived in houses or huts. In the wilderness 
following the Exodus they lived in tents. A fter the 
occupation of Canaan under .Joshua they began living 
in houses, those of the poor being m ade of mud, while 
those of the more prosperous were constructed  of stone 
or brick. Obviously stone was an easily obtainable 
building m aterial in a m ountainous country like 
Palestine. Houses were ordinarily one story high, with 
flat roofs which were used for sleeping on hot nights, 
for entertaining visitors, for private devotions, and 
som etim es for the im proper purpose of spying on one’s 
neighbors. The roof was reached by an ou tdoor flight of 
steps, w ithout having to enter the house.

Furniture was simple but practical. Clothing was

light and simple, the generally mild clim ate not 
requiring any heavy garments. The com m on garb 
consisted of an undershirt and an ou te r robe.

The two principal grain crops w ere w heat and 
barley. O ther com mon products were fruits, milk, 
butter, cheese, honey. M eat was eaten , but only a very 
little. The people of Israel were not vegetarians as a 
m atter of religious principle, but they w ere almost 
vegetarians because of sheer econom ic necessity. 
There were two meals, m orning and afternoon. On the 
whole, as com pared with other nations of antiquity, the 
Israelites were clean in their persons and in their habits 
of living.

Questions:

1. On what continent is Palestine located? In 
w hat part of that continent?

2. W hat were the two great cen ters of very early 
civilization?

3. W hat im portant highway crossed ancient 
Palestine?

4. W hat was the approxim ate size of Biblical 
Palestine?

5. W hat were its dimensions from  north  to  south, 
and from west to  east?

6. Describe the central m ountain range of 
Palestine.

7. W hat part of Palestine has an abundant water 
supply? W hat part lacks water?

8. Why have there been m any abandoned 
cisterns in Palestine?

9. W hat is the Pass of M egiddo and why was it 
im portant in Bible times?

10. W hat can be said about the clim ate of the 
Jordan Valley?

11. W hat feature of the Jordan  River is 
rem arkable?

12. W hen was the first bridge built across the 
Jordan?

13. How high is M ount H erm on?

14. W hat is the altitude of Jerusalem ?

1 \  How far is the surface of the D ead Sea below 
sea level?

16. When is the rainy season in Palestine?

17. Com pare the two kingdoms, Israel and Judah, 
as to possession of land.
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18. In what kind of houses did the Israelites live 
in the period following the conquest of Canaan under 
Joshua?

19. W hat use was made of the roofs of houses?

20. W hat were the principal crops o r products of 
Biblical Palestine?

LESSON 5

INTRODUCTION TO THE 
KINGDOM PERIOD

This lesson is intended as a preview of the entire 
kingdom  period, covering about 400 years of historical 
time. It is helpful to view the entire period as a whole 
before taking up the parts of it in detail. This will tend 
tow ard a c lear understanding of the significance of all

parts of the history, and will help to avoid confusion 
which might be caused by the mass of details to come 
later.

T he Kingdom Period of Israel's history is divided 
into (1) The United Kingdom and (2) The Divided 
Kingdom. The U nited Kingdom lasted 112 years and 
had three kings, as follows:

1. Saul, about 1043-1011 B.C.

2. David, about 1011-971 B.C.

3. Solomon, 971-931 B.C.

The death  of Solomon in 931 B.C. was followed 
by the division of the kingdom into the two kingdoms of 
Israel and Judah. The following is a capsule com parison 
of the history of these two kingdoms:

Kingdom of Israel (Northern)

10 tribes. Capital at various places; finally 
Sam aria.

19 kings. All bad, but some were worse than 
others.

D estroyed by Assyria, 722 B.C. People carried 
away as captives.

Progressive unfaithfulness to  G od, idolatry, 
apostasy.

Im portan t prophets: Elijah, Elisha, Amos, Jonah, 
Hosea.

Lasted 209 years (931-722 B.C.)

Kingdom of Judah (Southern)

2 tribes (Judah and Benjamin). Capital at 
Jerusalem .

19 kings, not counting the usurping queen 
A thaliah (who held power 6 years). All these kings 
descended from David. Partly good, partly bad.

D estroyed by Babylon, 586 B.C. People carried 
away to  Babylon (“The Babylonian Captivity").

Com parative faithfulness to G od, followed by 
apostasy of the majority, resulting in Babylonian 
Captivity.

Im portan t prophets: Isaiah, Micah, Jeremiah.

Lasted 345 years (931-586 B.C.)

Table of Kings of Israel (Northern Kingdom) 

DYNASTY I (22 years)

1. Jeroboam  (“made Israel to sin”). 931-910 B.C.
2. Nadab. 910-909 B.C.

DYNASTY II (24 years)

3. Baasha. 909-886 B.C.
4. Elah. 886-885 B.C.

DYNASTY III (1 week)

5. Zim ri (7 days). 885 B.C.

DYNASTY IV (44 years)

6. Omri (politically great). 885-874 B.C.
7. Aliab (terribly wicked). 874-853 B.C.

8. Ahaziah. 853-852 B.C.
9. Joram  or Jehoram  (killed by Jehu). 852-841

B.C.

B.C.

DYNASTY V (88 years)

10. Jehu (exterm inated Ahab’s family). 841-814

11. Jehoahaz. 814-798 B.C.
12. Joash or Jehoash. 798-782 B.C.
13. Jeroboam  II (politically great). 782-753 B.C.
14. Zechariah  (6 months; last of Jehu’s dynasty). 

753 B.C.

DYNASTY VI (1 month)

15. Shallum (1 month). 753 B.C.
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DYNASTY VII (12 years) 18. Pekah. Co-regent 752-740 B.C. Sole king 740-
732 B.C.

16. M enahem  (fiendishly cruel, wicked). 752-742
B.C. DYNASTY IX (10 years)

17. Pekahiah. 742-740 B.C.
19. Hoshea. 732-722 B.C.

DYNASTY VIII (8 years)

Table of Kings of ludah (Southern Kingdom)

All of one dynasty, descended from David and his 
son Solomon (with the exception of the usurping queen 
Athaliah).

1. Rehoboam . 931-913 B.C.
2. Abijah or Abijam. 913-911 B.C.
3. Asa. 911-873 B.C. (Good)
4. Jehoshaphat (good). 873-853 B.C.
5. Jehoram . 853-841 B.C.
6. Ahaziah. 841 B.C.
7. (Usurping queen) A thaliah. 841-835 B.C. 

(extrem ely wicked)
8. Joash. 835-796 B.C.
9. Amaziah. 796-767 B.C.
10. Uzziah or Azariah. 767-739 B.C. (Mostly 

good. Smitten with leprosy)
11. Jotham . Co-regent from 750. 739-731 B.C.
12. Ahaz (very wicked). 731-715 B.C.
13. Hezekiah (very good). 715-686 B.C.
14. M anasseh (worst king of Judah, but later 

repented). 695-642 B.C.
15. Amon (bad). 642-640 B.C.
16. Josiah (very good). 640-609 B.C.
17. Jehoahaz (3 months). 609 B.C.
18. Jehoiakim. 609-597 B.C.
19. Jehoiachin (3 months). 597 B.C.
20. Zedekiah. 597-586 B.C.

Note: All chronological data in the preceding 
tables have been conform ed to recent research in Old 
Testam ent chronology as represented  by the Chart of 
Old Testament Kings and Prophets, by John C. 
W hitcom b, Jr., Copyright 1960, and based in turn upon 
the chronology w orked out by Edwin R. Thiele. It 
should be realized that some of the reigns overlap 
others.

The Succession of World Powers Affecting Bible 
History in the Old Testament Period

The history of the people of Israel can be 
correctly understood only by viewing it against the 
larger background, the continuous struggle of the great 
nations for suprem e power. Palestine, a very small 
country, was so located that it was often involved in the 
wars of the great nations of the ancient N ear East. The 
history of the ancient N ear East is a story of a suc
cession of empires, each being larger or more powerful 
than the preceding one. Each held power for a time, 
only to be overthrown in turn by the next rising power.

During the period covered by the preceding 
lessons Israel had been oppressed by Egypt and had 
had conflicts with com paratively small nations such as 
the Canaanites, Philistines, M idianites, M oabites, etc. 
In the period covered in the lessons which follow we 
find Israel increasingly involved in conflicts with much 
greater powers.

1. Syria or Aram. The first great nation to 
cause trouble for the Israelites was Syria, more 
properly called Aram. The capital of this kingdom  was 
Damascus, one of the oldest cities in the world that is 
still inhabited today. The rise of Syria to  pow er was 
formerly poorly understood. The discovery in northern 
Syria of an im portant inscription —  the stele of 
Benhadad I —  in 1940, has shed im portan t light on the 
matter. Benhadad I cam e to the th rone about 890 B.C. 
By this time Syria had becom e the strongest power in 
this part of western Asia. The expansion of Syria was 
resisted by Omri and Ahab, kings of Israel. During the 
reign of Ahab and later kings there was interm ittent 
warfare between Syria and Israel. Jehu, king of Israel 
(841-814 B.C.) lost all his territory  east of the Jordan 
River to Syria; it was not recovered by Israel until the 
reign of Jeroboam  II (782-753 B.C.). Finally the rise of 
the mighty Assyrian power effectively checked  the 
power of Syria or Aram.

2. Assyria. Located in the northern  part of the 
T ig r is -E u p h ra te s  valley . C a p ita l, N in ev e h . T he 
Assyrians were cruel and ruthless. They conquered  the 
Kingdom of Israel (northern ten tribes) in 722 B.C. 
Assyria itself was conquered by Babylon, and Nineveh 
destroyed, 612 B.C.

3. Babylon. Located in the southern part of the 
Tigris-Euphrates valley. Defeated Assyria 612 B.C. 
Defeated Egypt at battle of C archem ish near the great 
bend of the Euphrates River, 605 B.C. This battle made 
Babylon the supreme power in the world of that day. 
Babylon conquered and destroyed Jerusalem , 586 B.C., 
carrying many Jews to Babylon as captives. Babylon in 
turn was conquered by the Persians, 539 B.C.

4. Medo-Persia. This new pow er conquered 
Babylon, 539 B.C., and held suprem e pow er for about 
200 years. Allowed the Jews to  return  to  Jerusalem . In 
general they were more to lerant and hum ane than 
previous powers. The M edo-Persian em pire was finally 
broken by a European. A lexander the G reat, 331 B.C.



(The M edes and the Persians were originally two 
distinct nations, which com bined to form the Medo- 
Persian em pire).

5. Macedonian-Greek Empire. A lexander the 
G reat, a M acedonian, in 13 years of military campaigns 
(336-323 B.C.) conquered the ancient world from 
G reece to  northern  India. He would have gone farther 
but his soldiers refused. He died in 323 B.C. at Babylon. 
A lexander’s was the greatest em pire that had existed up 
to that tim e. His conquests spread the G reek language 
and cu ltu re widely over the ancient N ear East, thus 
preparing the way for the circulation of the Bible in 
G reek. A fter A lexander’s death, his great em pire soon 
broke up, power being divided by his successors. 
Counting both  the lifetime of Alexander and the 
divided em pire after his death, this period of history 
lasted from  331 to  146 B.C. In 146 B.C. M acedonia 
becam e a Rom an province.

6. Rome. 146 B.C. to the end of the period. The 
Jews were under Rome from 63 B.C. The Rom an 
Em pire was greater and stronger than all previous 
powers. A noteworthy feature was the great netw ork of 
highways built by Rome, which at a la ter date con
tributed  to  the spread of the Christian G ospel over the 
ancient world.

Questions:

1. How long did the United Kingdom of Israel
last?

2. How many kings ruled over the United 
Kingdom ? W hat were their names?

3. W hat was the moral character of all the kings 
of the N orthern Kingdom?

4. How may the m oral character of the kings of 
Judah be described?

5. How do the two kingdoms com pare with 
regard to  faithfulness to  the Lord?

6. How many dynasties of kings did the Northern 
K ingdom  have? The Southern?

7. W hat larger background must be viewed if we 
are to  understand the history of the people of Israel in 
the Old Testam ent period?

8. W hat was the first m ajor power with which 
Israel cam e into conflict?

9. W here was its capital located?

10. W here was Assyria located? W hat was the 
charac ter of its people?

11. W here was Babylon located? W hat great 
battle m ade Babylon supreme?

12. About how long did the M edo-Persians hold

power, after the fall of Babylon?

13. W ho was the founder of the M acedonian- 
G reek Em pire?

14. W hat happened to the M acedonian-Greek 
Em pire when its founder died?

15. In what year did the Jews come under the 
dom inion of Rome?

16. Specify one way in which the Rom an Empire 
unknowingly prepared the way for the spread of the 
Christian Gospel.
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LESSON 6 

THE LAST OF THE JUDGES AND 
FIRST OF THE PROPHETS

1 Samuel, chapters 1-8

Samuel was the last of the Judges and the first of 
the prophets. He prepared for the Israelite monarchy. 
He m arks the transition from the federation of tribes of 
the period of the Judges to the centralized governm ent 
which cam e with the anointing of a king. Samuel was of 
the tribe of Levi and he functioned as a priest on 
certain  occasions.

U nder G od, Samuel was the product of two 
influences: (1) the faith and devotion of his godly 
m other H annah; (2) the instruction of the priest Eli. Eli 
had failed in bringing up his own sons to fear God, but 
with Samuel he did better.

Samuel was one of the great men of history, and 
one of whom the Bible has almost no evil to record. 
The one evil recorded concerning him (1 Sam. 8:1-3) 
was the com plaint of the people that his sons were not 
upright as he was, but accepted bribes to  corrupt 
justice. This fact was one of the factors leading to the 
establishm ent of the monarchy.

The story of Sam uel’s birth is recorded in 1 Sam. 
1:1 to  2:11. At that time the Tabernacle was located at 
Shiloh, a few miles north of Jerusalem.

The political situation at this time was one of 
constant trouble with the Philistines, dwelling on the 
southwest coast of Palestine. They were pagans, 
com paratively Iate-comers in Palestine, probably 
originally from the island of Crete. A warlike people, 
they troubled Israel for centuries, but finally were 
conquered and apparently assimilated into the people 
of Israel; they are not m entioned in the New Testam ent 
as a people then existing in Palestine.

Sam uel’s call to be a prophet is recorded in 1 
Sam. 3. In chapter 4 are recorded a disastrous battle 
with the Philistines, the loss of the ark of the covenant, 
and the death  of Eli’s sons. In chapter 7 Samuel leads
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the Israelites to  victory over the Philistines, thus 
reversing the tragic defeat of 20 years before.

In Chapter 8 the people dem and a king, and 
Samuel warns them of the cost of m onarchy.

King Saul was helped and coached  by Samuel 
until the Lord rejected  Saul because of the la tte r’s 
disobedience.

Questions:

1. Describe the family into which Samuel was 
born, including the condition in the hom e and the 
attitude of the m em bers of the family to each  other.

2. W hat should be thought as to  the regularity or 
irregularity of such a m arriage as tha t of Samuel’s 
father?

3. Describe the events which took place at Shiloh 
on the occasion of the family’s going there to  worship 
the Lord.

4. Tell how H annah kept her vow to the Lord.

5. Tell the story of how the boy Samuel cam e to 
know the voice of the Lord.

6. Describe the revelation from  the Lord con
cerning the family of Eli, and Eli's reaction  to this 
message.

7. Give as com plete inform ation as you can 
about the Philistines, their origin, character, location 
and w hat finally becam e of them .

8. Describe how Samuel led the people of Israel 
back to G od and how they defeated  the Philistines.

9. Explain why the people of Israel dem anded a 
king to reign over them.

10. Describe Sam uel’s attitude tow ard the 
people’s dem and for a king, and the Lord’s response to 
this attitude.

11. Summarize Sam uel’s speech to  the people of 
Israel concerning their dem and for a king.

LESSON 7 

ISRAEL’S FIRST HUMAN 
KING (SAUL)

1 Samuel, chapters 9-15, 17, 28, 31

Saul was of the tribe of Benjam in, son of a man 
nam ed Kish, of good family and good reputation. 
Chosen by G od to be king and privately anointed by 
Samuel, he was later publicly proclaim ed to be king. 
(The rite of anointing consisted of pouring oil on the 
person’s head. The oil was a symbol of the Holy Spirit

of God which was to impart the qualities necessary to 
discharge the office aright. The king was called “the 
Lord’s anointed”, was thus divinely sanctioned, and was 
not a m ere political ruler, but the representative of God 
in governing the nation).

At first Saul was humble and m odest, but later 
power went to  his head and he becam e self-im portant 
and rejected the com mands of the Lord.

Saul’s first military cam paign was against Nahash 
the Ammonite, who had attacked  the city of Jabesh- 
Gilead. The Spirit of God energized Saul and he won a 
great victory over the Am m onites. Saul was now not 
only a king but a national hero. Following this he was 
solemnly confirm ed as king in a cerem ony at Gilgal 
(11:14,15).

Saul’s First Major Disobedience to God

This is recorded in 1 Samual 13. Jonathan, Saul’s 
son, smote a Philistine garrison, thus stirring up the 
Philistines to  reprisal. They gathered  for battle. Saul 
and his army waited for seven days as appointed  by 
Samuel. They were waiting for the p rophet to  com e and 
offer sacrifice, invoking the blessing of G od on the 
campaign. W hen Samuel failed to  arrive during that 
period of time, Saul ventured to offer sacrifice himself 
(13:9,10). Then Samuel appeared and rebuked  Saul 
(13:11-14). He told Saul that the kingship would be only 
tem porary in his family.

Saul's Disobedience Concerning the Amalekites 
Chapter IS

T he Amalekites were a nom adic or semi- 
nomadic, gypsy-like tribe on the fringe of the Sinaitic 
desert. W icked and deceitful, they had a long record of 
unprovoked hostility to Israel. G od now com m anded 
their u tter destruction.

Saul undertook this mission and defeated  the 
Amalekites. According to G od’s com m and, not only 
the people but also the animals w ere killed. This would 
prove to the world that it was not a raid for p lunder but 
an execution of G od’s justice. Saul killed the people as 
com m anded, but saved the king alive (15:8). The 
people saved the best of the anim als alive (15:9). 
Samuel then appeared and rebuked Saul for disobeying 
the com mand of G od (15:10-23).

Saul offered two very lam e excuses: (1) He 
claimed that the people had forced his hand; (2) he 
asserted that they had saved the anim als for a religious 
purpose, to offer in sacrifice to the Lord. Note Sam uel’s 
judgm ent upon Saul (15:22,23): “H ath  the Lord as great 
delight in burnt offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying 
the voice of the Lord? Behold, to  obey is be tte r than 
sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rams. For 
rebellion is as the sin of w itchcraft, and stubbornness is 
as iniquity and idolatry. Because thou hast rejected  the 
word of the Lord he also hath rejected  thee from  being 
king.”
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David of Bethlehem had been privately and 
secretly anointed king by Samuel (chapter 16, not 
included in assigned reading). Following Saul's 
disobedience, the Spirit of the Lord departed from him 
and an evil spirit cam e upon him, with resultant 
sym ptom s of m ental illness. David was brought to play 
the harp  in o rder to soothe Saul. This did not cure Saul 
but it quieted  him temporarily each time.

At tim es Saul was moved by the most un
contro llable fury. M ore than once he attem pted to kill 
David. D avid’s success in killing the Philistine G oliath 
only roused in Saul an intense envy and jealousy of 
David, whom Saul regarded as a rival seeking to gain 
the th rone. Saul deteriorated mentally, physically and 
spiritually.

The next to the last episode in the story of Saul’s 
life is his m ysterious visit to the woman (“w itch”) of 
E ndor (who was what would be called a spiritist 
m edium  today). This is recorded in 1 Sam. 28. This visit 
was the desperate attem pt of a man who had alienated 
himself from  G od and who could find no way of access 
to  G od’s help.

K ipling’s poem, En-Dor, brings out vividly the 
w ickedness and folly of Saul’s recourse to  spiritualism. 
The last stanza runs:

Oh the road to En-dor is the oldest road 
And the craziest road of all!
Straight it runs to  the witch’s abode.
As it did in the days of Saul,
And nothing has changed of the sorrow in store 
F or such as go down on the road to En-dor!

The Death of Saul

1 Sam uel 31:4 says that Saul fell upon his sword; 2 
Sam. 1:9,10 states that an Amalekite finished killing 
Saul. The most probable way of reconciling these two 
accounts is to  accept that in 1 Sam. 31 as factual, and to 
hold that the Amalekite falsely claimed to  have killed 
Saul, his motive in making this claim obviously being 
the expectation  of a reward from David. Actually, we 
must suppose, the Amalekite found Saul already dead, 
and brought his crown and bracelet three days’ journey 
to David.

Saul is the tragic figure of the Old Testam ent as 
Judas Iscario t is of the New. Starting life with the most 
favorable background and circumstances, he failed and 
lost all by stubbornly disobeying God. This was 
followed by demon-possession which resulted in in
sanity and depression, running into despair which 
finally ended in suicide.

G od had given the people of Israel a taste of bad 
governm ent. Next He gave them a good king, David, 
described as “a man after G od’s own heart.” We should 
note especially David’s patient waiting for G od’s time 
and his conscientious refusal to take m atters into his 
own hands or to harm Saul in any way. In spite of his

bad character, Saul was “the Lord’s anointed ,” 
therefore his person was sacred.

Questions:

1. D escribe the first meeting between Saul and 
Samuel the prophet —  how they cam e to m eet, and 
what was said and done.

2. Describe the public choice of Saul as king; 
who presided, how the choice was made, and what 
Saul’s attitude was.

3. Describe Saul’s attitude toward the minority 
who were not pleased with his becoming king.

4. Describe the relations between Nahash the 
Ammonite and the citizens of Jabesh-Gilead.

5. Describe Saul’s reaction to the news about the 
situation of Jabesh-Gilead.

6. Tell how the expedition to Jabesh-Gilead 
affected Saul’s popularity.

7. Describe how Saul offended against G od in 
connection with his first com paign against the 
Philistines.

8. Tell the story of Saul’s failure to  obey G od’s 
com m and concerning the Amalekites.

9. Describe how David cam e into contact with 
Saul, and why David was needed at Saul’s residence.

10. Tell all you can about G oliath of Gath.

11. D escribe how Goliath was killed.

12. W hat was the effect of the victory over 
G oliath on David’s popularity? On Saul’s attitude 
toward David?

13. W hat acts of Saul show his attitude toward 
David, and what acts of David show his attitude toward 
Saul?

14. Describe Saul’s visit to the woman of Endor. 
W hat does it show concerning Saul's state of mind? 
W hat would such a woman be called today?

15. Describe the death  of Saul, and explain how 
the problem  concerning it can be solved.

LESSON 8

A MAN AFTER GOD’S 
OWN HEART (DAVID)

2 Samuel 7:1-17; 
chapters 11,12, 15-18

The history of David is partly interwoven with
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that of Saul. David was of the tribe of Judah and an 
ancestor of Jesus Christ. Note the closing verses of the 
book of Ruth.

The life of David may be outlined as follows:

1. David the shepherd lad in Bethlehem.

2. David the musician at the court of King Saul.

3. David the "outlaw ” fleeing from  King Saul.

4. David the King reigning over the tribe of 
Judah (7 years at Hebron).

5. David the King of all Israel (33 years; capital: 
Jerusalem ).

Besides being king, David was fam ous for his divine 
inspiration and authorship of many of the Psalms, 
including the 23rd Psalm which is a favorite of many 
people.

The following are of special im portance in the life 
of David:

1. David’s great double sin —  m urder and 
adultery —  2 Sam. 11, 12. “T hou are the m an.” “I have 
sinned against the Lord.” “The Lord hath  put away thy
sin.”

2. The rebellion of David's son Absalom. 2 Sam. 
15 and following chapters. Absalom was finally killed in 
battle by Joab, David’s field com m ander.

3. G od’s gracious prom ises to  David. 2 Sam. 7:1-
17. These prom ises are in their deepest meaning 
Messianic and have their fulfilment in Jesus Christ, the 
great Son of David (see New Testam ent: Luke 1:31-33.). 
G od prom ised David that his kingship would continue 
for ever. This was an unconditional divine prom ise. The 
time cam e when the last Jewish king descended from 
David was taken prisoner to  Babylon, never to  return. 
The Jewish people la ter returned from their captivity in 
Babylon but they never had another real king. But 
Christ, the true Son of David, is King forever, not in the 
earthly city of Jerusalem , but in the glory of heaven.

David is a very clear example of the sovereign 
grace of G od. The youngest of eight brothers, he was 
divinely chosen to be king. Thus the claims of nature 
and hum an custom  were set aside in the in terest of the 
sovereign choice of God. For many years thereafter it 
seem ed almost impossible, hum anly speaking, that 
David could ever actually becom e king of Israel. Think 
of the many times that Saul attem pted  to  kill him. Yet 
through all this the sovereign purpose of G od was at 
work. David, m oreover, waits on the Lord and refuses 
to  act unethically by taking m atters into his own hands. 
W hen the death of Saul finally took place David was far 
from  the scene and had absolutely nothing to do with it
—  Saul com m itted suicide following defeat by the 
Philistines.

The sovereign grace of G od is seen, too, in the 
divine forgiveness and overruling of D avid’s grievous 
sins. Surely if any character in Scrip ture disproves the 
notion of salvation by works, David is the man. 
Following David’s great lapse into sin in the m atter of 
Bathsheba and U riah the H ittite, David suffered 
trouble in his own family circle until the end of his days. 
There was scandal and there was treason in the family 
of David. By these afflictions the Lord hum bled and 
chastened David that he might becom e in the fullest 
sense a man after G od’s own heart. The sin was 
forgiven but the consequences lingered on. Y et the 
covenant promises stand and David stands out in 
Scripture as the ancestor of twenty kings from  Solomon 
to Zedekiah —  but m ore im portant, as the ancestor of 
Jesus Christ, the M essiah and Saviour of the world. Like 
Paul in the New Testam ent and Augustine in the early 
Church, David in the Old T estam ent is a classic 
example of what the sovereign grace of G od can do for 
a sinful man. W hen we think of David we should im
mediately call the word GRACE to m ind —  the 
powerful, undeserved favor of G od —  and we should 
thank G od and take courage for our own lives from this 
man's experiences and example.

Questions:

1. Give the approxim ate date of David. W here 
does this place David betw een A braham  and Jesus 
Christ?

2. From what persons already studied in Bible 
101 was David descended? W hat im portan t person or 
persons were directly descended from  David?

3. W hat experiences in the life of David did we 
study in Lesson 7?

4. In to  how many distinct periods can the life of 
David be divided, and what are they?

5. For what is David im portan t besides being 
king and ancestor of Christ?

6. How long did David reign at H ebron over his 
own tribe of Judah?

7. How long did David reign at Jerusalem  over 
the entire nation of Israel?

8. W hen David was fleeing from  Saul, was David 
really an “outlaw”? W ho was really obeying the law of 
G od and of the nation, David or Saul?

9. W hat special prom ises did G od give to David?

10. W hat is m eant by saying that a prom ise is 
unconditional?

11. Show how David is a clear exam ple of the 
sovereign grace of God.

12. How many kings of Israel o r the Jews were
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descended from  David?

13. W hat is the ultim ate and absolute fulfilment 
of the prom ise of G od that David’s kingship would last 
forever? W hat New Testam ent text proves this?

LESSON 9 

“THOU ART THE MAN” (DAVID)

2 Samuel 11:1 to 12:25

T he arm y of Israel was besieging Rabbah, 
som etim es called in Scripture Rabbath-Ammon. The 
city was the capital of the kingdom of the Ammonites, 
w ho w ere distant kin to Israel, being partly descended 
from Lot, A braham ’s nephew. The Biblical R abbah or 
R abbath-A m m on is identical with the present-day city 
called A m m an, which is the capital of the Kingdom of 
Jordan and has a population of 280,000 people. In Old 
T estam ent tim es it was of course much smaller than 
this.

A ccording to the customs of those times, David 
as king should have been at the battle front w here the 
fighting was going on. Instead of this, however, David 
was enjoying ease and luxury in his palace at Jerusalem, 
while his field com m ander Joab conducted the cam 
paign at R abbah. It was under these circum stances that 
David yielded to tem ptation and fell into the most 
terrible sin.

From  the roof of his palace (which was perhaps 
h igher than ordinary houses of Jerusalem) David saw a 
woman bathing in a neighboring courtyard. Common 
m odesty and decency, not to  m ention conscience and 
m oral principle, should have moved David to turn away 
his eyes from  this sight and not look that way again. 
Instead, he dallies with tem ptation, and soon is deeply 
involved.

M aking inquiry as to the woman’s identity (why 
was David not ashamed to  do this?) he learns that she is 
Bathsheba, the wife of U riah the Hittite. U riah is a 
godly Jew, but is called "the H ittite” presumably 
because there was a H ittite ancestor somewhere in his 
family tree. U riah is a faithful, loyal soldier in David’s 
arm y, and while David is seducing this m an's wife, 
U riah is facing hardships and possible death at the 
battle front near Rabbath-Ammon. This makes David's 
crim e even fouler.

E ach tem ptation yielded to makes it easier to 
yield to  the next one. David sent for Bathsheba to  come 
to the royal palace. The sin of adultery is com m itted. 
We may w onder whether Bathsheba herself was not 
partly responsible for this — apparently she cam e to 
the palace without protest or resistance. The Bible 
account, however, places all the emphasis on the sin of 
David. Bathsheba becom es pregnant and sends a 
message inform ing David about this.

Now David tries desperate remedies to cover up

his sin. The only righteous course would have been to 
repent, m ake a full confession not only to  God but to 
U riah, offer what restitution was in his power — and 
perhaps abdicate as king. But instead of facing and 
confessing his sin David tries desperately to hide it. So 
he sends a message to Joab, his field com m ander, 
asking that U riah be sent home to Jerusalem with a 
report on the progress of the war. Uriah arrives, reports 
to  David and is told to  go home to his house. This 
would lead people to  think that the child which would 
be born was U riah’s. But U riah refuses to go home — 
instead, he sleeps at the service entrance of the royal 
palace. Did he perhaps already suspect that something 
was wrong?

The second day after, David invites Uriah to 
dinner and deliberately plies him with liquor, until 
U riah is actually drunk. Again he is told to go to his 
house. But Uriah, even when drunk, refuses to go 
home. Now David becom es really desperate. The 
following m orning he sends Uriah back to the battle 
front carrying a sealed le tter to Joab. Poor Uriah does 
not know that his own death  w arrant is inside that 
letter!

The le tter directs Joab to  station Uriah in a 
dangerous spot, where the enemy is likely to  attack. 
Suddenly all o ther Israelite soldiers are to withdraw, 
leaving U riah alone to  face the attack of the Am 
m onites. Thus U riah will be killed and it will seem to 
the public that his death  was an ordinary battle 
casualty.

T hat David, the man after G od’s own heart, could 
write such a le tte r shows how deeply he was involved in 
sin. U riah delivers the le tter to  Joab, who reads it. Joab 
should have torn the le tter up and sent a reply to  David 
saying, "Y our M ajesty, I am a soldier, not a m urderer 
of my own men. If you do not like that, you can get 
som eone else to  be your field com m ander in this war.” 
But Joab is one of those "tough” men who say “orders 
are o rders” and ask no  questions based on conscience 
or m oral principles. So Joab carries out David’s in
structions.

U riah is no cow ard and he stands where he has 
been ordered  to be. Suddenly all withdraw leaving him 
exposed and alone. Still he remains there. Presently it 
happens —  the A m m onites stage an attack, and Uriah 
is killed. A message goes to  David at Jerusalem in
forming him that U riah is dead. David, of course, thinks 
that now at last his problem  is solved — no one will 
ever know, and when the child is born no one can make 
any accusations. Bathsheba goes into m ourning for the 
death of her husband. W e cannot help wondering 
w hether this m ourning was sincere or merely a display 
to  impress the public. A fter this David openly marries 
Bathsheba.

C hapter 11 ends with the telling com m ent, “But 
the thing that David had done displeased the Lord” 
(11:27b). David might be able to deceive the public but 
he could not mock the Lord and he could not silence 
his own conscience. It is believed the Psalm 32 was
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w ritten later by David, describing his terrible 
unrelieved guilt feelings during this period between his 
sin and his repentance.

The tendency today is to  define sin in social terms
— how it affects ourselves and o ther people. The Bible 
describes sin in term s of relationship to  G od. David had 
grievously injured both  Bathsheba and Uriah, but in 
doing so he had sinned against G od. The im portant 
thing to  ask about any course of conduct is not what 
o ther people will think about it, nor w hat its social 
consequences will be, but rather is it displeasing to 
God. David later cam e to  recognize the tru th  of this 
when he wrote “Against thee, thee only have I sinned, 
and done this evil in thy sight. . .” (Psalm 51:4). We 
in jure our fellow m en, but we sin against God. There 
will be no great revival of evangelical religion in our 
day until we get back to thinking of sin as an offense 
against God. M any people today never think of it in this 
way — they are just concerned about the effects in 
hum an society.

M onths go by, and David continues stubborn, 
unrepentant and, of course, m iserable, w ithout spiritual 
peace and joy. It is almost tim e for the child to be born. 
G od sends Nathan the prophet — incidentally, one of 
David’s best friends — to lead David to  repentance and 
bring him around to  a spiritual sta te  again. This is a 
very difficult task, and the difficulty is com pounded by 
the friendship betw een Nathan and David. Rem em ber, 
N athan is not simply to  denounce David, o r pronounce 
judgm ent upon him —  he is to  seek to win him. How to 
tell the whole, terrible tru th  to  David w ithout making 
him so angry that he will not repent? N athan, guided by 
the Holy Spirit, does it by a parable. Parables are used 
in the Bible for various purposes, such as to  emphasize 
a point, or to illustrate a tru th . Som etim es a parable is 
used to catch a man in a trap, and this is what Nathan 
does. G et the m an to  adm it the principle before he 
realizes that the m atter concerns him personally. W hen 
he realizes this, it is too late to  back out —  he is trapped 
by his own admission of the principle involved.

Nathan tells the parable of the rich m an and the 
poor man, and David, while thinking that the whole 
m atter only concerned  the theft and slaughter of a 
lamb, is filled with righteous indignation and with an 
oath  (“As the Lord liveth”) angrily says, “T he man that 
hath done this thing shall surely die. . .” (12:5b).

At this point N athan must have looked David 
straight in the eye with a look that alm ost bored a hole 
through his head. Perhaps he also pointed his finger 
straight at David, as he said the terrible words: “Thou 
art the m an!” Nathan goes on, in the nam e of the Lord 
and by divine inspiration, and accuses David flatly of 
adultery and m urder (12:9), and pronounces the awful 
sentence: “The sword shall never depart from thine 
house.” F urther terrible details follow of the con
sequences which will com e to  David on account of his 
double sin.

A fter m onths of stubborn im penitence, David 
now breaks down. “I have sinned against the Lord”

(12:13). Rem em ber that David had himself said that the 
man who had done the evil deed must surely die. It 
looks as if David has pronounced a death  sentence on 
himself. But G od’s forgiveness is as quick as m an’s 
repentance. "And Nathan said unto David, The Lord 
also hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not d ie” (12:13). 
So David is forgiven and he need not die. But Nathan 
continues: “Howbeit, because by this deed thou hast 
given great occasion to the enem ies of the Lord to 
blasphem e, the child also that is born un to  thee shall 
surely die. And Nathan departed  un to  his house” 
(12:14,15). The guilt of the sin is forgiven; the con
sequences linger on. David has given great occasion to 
the enemies of the Lord to blasphem e. Think of it —  all 
the wicked people and scoffers against religion will 
make capital of David’s deed — they will say that 
religious believers are all hypocrites and shams, and 
they will back this up by relating the story of David, 
Bathsheba and Uriah. So G od’s displeasure must be 
shown by the death of the child that shall be born as the 
result of David’s sin with Bathsheba.

The child is born, but at once it sickens and after 
a week it dies. David is heartbroken . The m an who 
could have U riah m urdered in cold blood canno t stand 
for a newborn baby to  take sick and die. But the baby 
dies as Nathan had said. And following this David rises 
up, bathes, goes to worship the Lord, and returns to 
break his long fast with a meal. His palace servants 
cannot understand this conduct —  while the child was 
alive he fasted, now that the child is dead he eats his 
food. David explains in words that should bring great 
com fort to  Christian parents who have lost a little child: 
“I shall go to him, but he shall not re tu rn  to  me” 
(12:23b). This does not mean “I shall join him in the 
grave” but “I shall join him in the life that is beyond this 
life of sense and time and space; I shall m eet him again 
in heaven, the eternal home of G od’s people.”

Time passes. A nother son is born to  David and 
Bathsheba, this time with the approval of conscience 
and the full blessing of G od. This baby is nam ed 
“Solomon” (“Peace”), and it is recorded  that “the Lord 
loved him .” Perhaps in an effort to  m ake som e am ends 
for the awful wrong done to  B athsheba, David 
promised her that this second son would be king to 
reign after David on the throne of Israel (1 Kings 1:17).

Questions:

1. W hat was the first step  in David's course of 
sinful conduct?

2. To what extent was B athsheba to blam e for 
what happened?

3. W here was Bathsheba’s husband, and what 
was he doing, when David seduced his wife?

4. W hat was David’s first attem pt to  cover up his 
sin? His second attem pt?

5. W hat message did David send to Joab?
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6. W hat should have been Joab’s response to  this 
message?

7. How does the last verse of chapter 11 sum
m arize the moral quality of David’s conduct?

8. How is sin often wrongly defined or described 
at the presen t day?

9. W hat Psalm probably was written to  describe 
David’s guilt feelings after his sin but before his 
repentance?

10. W hat are some of the uses of parables in the 
Bible?

11. W hat was N athan’s purpose in using a parable 
in dealing with David?

12. W hat was David’s reaction to  N athan’s 
parable?

13. W hat confession did David make when 
N athan said “Thou art the m an”?

14. How was David assured of G od’s forgiveness?

15. W hat bad consequences were certain  to 
com e to  David after all this?

16. W hy did God decree that the child bom  of 
D avid’s sin must surely die?

17. W hat is the meaning of David’s statem ent “I 
shall go to  him, but he shall not return to m e”?

18. W hat promise did David make to  Bathsheba 
concerning their second son?

LESSON 10 

ABSALOM STEALS THE HEARTS 
OF THE MEN OF ISRAEL

2 Samuel chapters 15-19

Troubles piled up in the family of David. One of 
his sons, nam ed Amnon, becam e infatuated with his 
half-sister Tam ar. Yielding to  this unholy lust, he got 
the girl to his bedroom  by trickery and raped her. 
T am ar was the full sister of Absalom. Quite un
derstandably, Absalom hated Amnon because of this 
deed. Two years later Absalom had his servants kill 
A m non while the latter was drunk at a feast. Following 
this Absalom found it necessary to flee the country. He 
went to G eshur, a Syrian kingdom located north and 
east of the Sea of Galilee. There he rem ained for three 
years, until Joab finally negotiated permission for him 
to return  to  Jerusalem on condition that he would not 
see the face of his father king David. Finally permission 
was given for Absalom to see David, and David kissed 
Absalom  in token of reconciliation (2 Sam. 4:33.)

It was with this checkered background that 
Absalom em barked on a campaign to make himself 
king of the nation of Israel. He was a “playboy” type, 
considered very handsom e, and certainly he was ex
trem ely vain about his personal appearance. He had 
very long hair, which he had cut precisely once a year, 
no m ore and no less. And when it was cut, Absalom had 
every bit of what was cut off saved and weighed, and it 
was found to  weigh two hundred shekels, that is, about 
six pounds. A pparently Absalom used to  boast to his 
friends about the weight of his year’s crop of hair (2 
Sam. 14:25-27). His hair was heavy, but his character 
was of light weight, and certainly he was unfit to rule as 
king. But the am bition to do just that gnawed at his 
heart, though he must of course had known that his 
half-brother Solomon was slated for the kingship.

Absalom w ent about his conspiracy methodically. 
He obtained a chariot and horses, and fifty men to  run 
before him. This was quite in keeping with his stage- 
acting and playboy character. Standing in the open 
plaza by one of the city gates of Jerusalem, he would 
accost persons arriving from distant points, inquiring 
with earnest solicitude as to their business in Jerusalem, 
expressing sym pathetic approval of those who told him 
of the lawsuits o r o ther m atters they had com e to press 
in the capital, and of course always proving himself the 
perfect, courteous listener. Having heard a person out, 
he would say, “See, thy m atters are good and right; but 
there is no man deputed of the king to hear thee” (2 
Sam. 15:3). T hen he would add, “Oh that I were made 
judge in the land, that every man that hath any suit or 
cause might com e unto me, and I would do him 
justice!” (verse 4). Thus he insinuated that the 
governm ent was stalled in inaction and that his father 
David was incom petent o r neglectful of duty. This of 
course was com pletely untrue and unjust to his father. 
David had his faults, and they were bad ones, but 
inefficiency and neglect of governm ent business were 
not am ong them.

Absalom continued this propaganda campaign. 
He would em brace and kiss total strangers, to impress 
them with his tender regard for their interests. “And on 
this m anner did Absalom to all Israel that came to  the 
king for judgm ent: so Absalom stole the hearts of the 
men of Israel” (2 Sam. 15:6). Adolf Hitler is quoted as 
having said that if you tell a lie often enough, people 
will com e to  take it for truth. Hitler was not the first 
that believed this, and acted accordingly. Absalom put 
on a clever and protracted  campaign of lying 
propaganda, and finally it was effective. He had stolen 
the hearts of the m en of Israel. The people, o r at any 
rate the m ajority of them , came to believe that David 
was incom petent and that Absalom ought to be made 
king.

Finally Absalom felt secure enough to come out 
openly against his father David in armed rebellion (2 
Sam. 15:7-12). “And the conspiracy was strong; for the 
people increased continually with Absalom” (verse 
12b). Absalom actually had himself proclaim ed king; 
this was done in the city of Hebron, where David had 
once reigned over the tribe of Judah. Faced with this
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situation, David found it necessary to  flee from 
Jerusalem , accom panied by a relatively small com pany 
of loyal friends and supporters. M eantim e Absalom 
entered  Jerusalem and occupied the royal palace. A 
vain, ambitious, self-centered, unprincipled fool had 
becom e the king of Israel.

After various developm ents (including the 
diverse counsels of A hitophel and Hushai), a 
showdown battle was fought in the forest of Ephraim, 
east of the Jordan River. As David’s men went out to 
the battle, he stood by the city gate and com m anded 
the officers: “Deal gently for my sake with the young 
man, even with A bsalom ” (2 Sam. 18:5). Poor David 
was torn between his feelings as a father and his duty as 
king. Absalom was guilty of high treason —  armed, 
open warfare against his rightful king and country — 
and the penalty for such a crime would be death, in any 
country, at any period of the world’s history. By every 
consideration of law and right, Absalom deserved to 
die. But David cannot bear to have the guilty Absalom 
suffer the just penalty. He wants this traitorous rebel to 
be treated “gently” because, after all, Absalom is his 
own son. And all the people heard David’s com m and to 
the officers concerning Absalom.

Absalom's long hair, of which he was so inor
dinately vain, proved to  be his ruin. As he rode on a 
mule under the thick boughs of a great oak (terebinth) 
tree, having to bend low to get past under the branches, 
his long flowing hair caught and becam e tangled in the 
tree. The mule kept right on going, leaving Absalom 
hanging by his hair from the tree. Very likely his feet 
were not more than a foot o r so off the ground, but that 
m ade no difference. He could not touch the ground, 
and as he threshed about to  get free, his hair would only 
get caught tighter in the tree.

A soldier cam e running to  Joab, saying, “I saw 
Absalom hanging in an oak (18:10). Joab asked, Why 
didn’t you kill him then and there? to  which the soldier 
replied. How could I disobey the king’s orders, which 
we heard this m orning, by harming the king's son? To 
this the rough-and-ready Joab replied, “I may not tarry 
thus with thee." Taking three darts, Joab went and 
thrust them through the heart of Absalom. Thus Ab
salom perished, as he deserved to do.

The battle was over; there was nothing left to 
fight about. A trum pet was blown. The body of Ab
salom was cast into a pit in the forest, and a great heap 
of stones raised over it. The people returned  to their 
tents. The monument which Absalom had built for 
himself near Jerusalem still stood, but it was not his 
tom b (18:18).

W hen David finally learned that Absalom was 
dead, he was heartbroken. Going up to a little room 
over the city gate he cried and wept, “O my son Ab
salom, my son, my son Absalom! would G od I had died 
for thee, O Absalom, my son, my son!” (18:33). This is 
how parents feel about a son or daughter. The young 
person may have disgraced the family, com m itted a 
serious crime, even becam e a traitor to the country, but

still it is their son, or their daughter. The love of parents 
for their offspring persists in spite of everything. 
Reason and em otion strove within David, and for the 
time being, em otion won.

Joab, the “tough” soldier, undertook to  rebuke 
David for his attitude. He said in effect, I see you care 
more about that worthless son of yours than about all 
the people who have been loyal to you and have served 
and suffered with you. “If Absalom had lived, and all 
we had died this day, then it had pleased thee well” 
(19:6). David, if you don’t com e down and thank your 
soldiers for what they have done for you, by tom orrow  
morning you will not have a single supporter left, and 
you will be worse off than when Absalom was against 
you.

This was a pretty salty dose of m edicine for 
David, under the circum stances, and Joab could never 
be diplom atic or tactful — he was always blunt and 
pointed to the extent of crudity. Still, Joab was right in 
what he said, and the king needed to  hear it. And David 
recognized that he must act in accordance with Joab’s 
urgent counsel. So David went and sat in the city gate, 
and met the people. And thus this crisis was averted.

It was some little time before David got back to 
Jerusalem and was fully re-established as king of Israel. 
Still later another son of David, A donijah, attem pted  to 
becom e king by a stroke of state. He was actually 
proclaim ed king at Enrogel just south of the city wall of 
Jerusalem, but Nathan and Bathsheba inform ed David 
of this while it was still going on. David was weak in 
body and bedfast, but his mind was perfectly clear. He 
acted with resolution and dispatch. Solom on was 
anointed and proclaim ed king within the hour. David 
thus abdicated in favor of his son Solomon. A donijah’s 
plot came to nothing, as all his supporters deserted  him 
on hearing that Solomon was m ade king.

Questions:

1. Describe the personality and character of 
Absalom.

2. W hat kind of career had Absalom had before 
he attem pted to becom e king?

3. Describe Absalom’s propaganda campaign 
and its effects.

4. W hat was the effect on David of Absalom ’s 
activities?

5. W here was the decisive battle fought?

6. How did Absalom m eet his death?

7. W hat was David’s reaction to  the news of 
Absalom's death?

8. How did Joab intervene to  save the situation?
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9. W ho was Adonijah and what did he attem pt to
do?

10. How was the plot of Adonijah frustrated?

LESSON 11 

SOLOMON IN ALL HIS GLORY

1 Kings, chapters 3-11

In D avid’s old age another of his sons, Adonijah, 
attem pted  to  becom e king by a coup d’etat. This plot 
failed, and David had Solomon, his son by Bathsheba, 
crow ned king while he was still living.

T he life of Solomon may be outlined as follows:

1. Solom on’s marriage with the daughter of 
Pharaoh  of Egypt. 1 Kings 3:1. This was a political 
m arriage. Such marriages were common am ong royal 
families in ancient times. This was only the first of 
m any such m arriages on Solomon’s part. Early and late 
he is recorded  to have had 700 wives and 300 con
cubines —  not a world’s record, but certainly 
outrageously scandalous for a m em ber of Israel, the 
covenant people of God. M arriage with people of a 
false religion was categorically forbidden by the Law of 
God.

2. Solom on’s early faithfulness to G od, and an 
exception to  it. 1 Kings 3:2-4. The exception was the 
continued  worship on the “high places.” These “high 
places”, often m entioned in the historical books of the 
Old Testam ent, were hilltop shrines left from pre- 
Israelite (Canaanite) times. The previous inhabitants of 
the land —  the Canaanites — had worshipped their 
false gods on these hilltops. Sometimes the Israelites 
not only adopted  the shrines but also took over the 
worship of the pagan Canaanite gods. In o ther cases the 
Israelites adopted  the old shrines, but professed to use 
them  only for the worship of Jehovah, the true God. 
Naturally this was less serious than worshipping the 
false gods would be, but still it was wrong, for it was 
con trary  to  the law concerning the worship of God. 
T he worship m entioned in 1 Kings 3:2-4 was a sincere 
worship of Jehovah, although it involved an elem ent of 
irregularity.

3. Solom on’s dream  and his prayer for wisdom. 
3:5-15.

4. The wise judgment of Solomon in the case of 
the two women, and the public reaction of approval of 
the king’s action. 3:16-28.

5. E lem ents in Solom on’s greatness. 1 Kings 4:20-
34.

(a) The great num ber of his people. 4:20.
(b) The extent of his dominion —  from 

the Euphrates River to the border of Egypt. 
4:21,24.

(c) Large num ber of chariots and horses 
(contrary to divine law). 4:26

(d) A uthor of Proverbs. 4:32.
(e) Student of nature. 4:33.
(f) Internationally famous. 4:34.

From the political and econom ic standpoint, Israel 
reached the peak of its greatness under Solomon. From 
the m oral and religious point of view, however. Israel 
was greater during the reign of David. In the time of 
Solomon religious deterioration has already set in.

6. Solomon the builder of the first Tem ple in 
Jerusalem . This was the central sanctuary of the 
Israelite nation, where the priesthood and the sacrifices 
were centered . There was never to be more than one 
such sanctuary  at any one time. We may pause briefly 
here to list the successive sanctuaries:

(a) The T abernacle made in the Sinai 
desert in the time of Moses (later placed _jn 
various locations in Palestine). * '

(b) The Tem ple built by Solomon. 
Destroyed by the Babylonian army, 586 B.C.

(c) The Second Tem ple, built under the 
leadership of Zerubbabel, 536-516 B.C.

(d) The Tem ple built by H erod the 
G reat, beginning 19 B.C. This was the Tem ple 
which was standing when Jesus Christ was on 
earth . This Tem ple was destroyed by the 
Rom an arm y, A.D. 70.

7. The visit of the Q ueen of Sheba to Solomon's 
court. 1 Kings 10. Sheba was a kingdom in far southern 
Arabia. In addition to wishing to  ask Solomon hard 
questions and test his fram ed wisdom, she may have 
wished to m ake a trade treaty between her kingdom 
and Solom on’s, though the Bible does not m ention this. 
The notion presented in a recent motion picture, that 
there was rom ance or flirtation between Solomon and 
the Q ueen of Sheba, is entirely without Biblical 
foundation.

8. Solom on’s multiple marriages and their 
consequences. This multiple m atrimony was flagrantly 
in violation of divine law, and resulted in terrible 
com prom ises with false religions. 1 Kings 11:Iff. By this 
course of conduct Solomon planted the seed of 
apostasy which was to grow into terrible trouble later. 
Inevitably the people would be influenced toward 
tolerance of false religions, and toward participation in 
idolatry.

Questions:

1. Tell about the first recorded marriage of 
Solomon. W hom did he marry, and why? How were 
such marriages regarded in antiquity? How are they 
regarded by the Law of G od in the Bible?

2. W hat was Solom on’s attitude tow ard G od in 
the early part of his life? W hat exception to  this is 
recorded?
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3. W hat were the “high places”, their history and 
uses? How should we regard Solom on’s worship at the 
high places?

4. Describe how G od revealed Himself to 
Solom on in a dream . W hat did Solomon ask for? W hat 
did G od promise to give him?

5. Tell the story of the incident of Solom on’s 
judgm ent in the case of the two women, which proved 
him to be a very wise king.

6. Name as many elem ents as you can in the 
greatness of Solomon. How does the tim e of Solomon 
rank in Israel’s history, as to  politics, econom ics and 
religion?

7. W hat is known of Solomon as a builder? How 
many sanctuaries or tem ples existed in succession in 
the history of Israel? W hat was the difference between 
the first one and the o ther three?

8. Describe the visit of the Q ueen of Sheba to 
Solomon. W here was Sheba? Why did she com e? W hat 
did she give Solomon? W hat was her reaction to his 
splendor?

9. To what extent did Solomon becom e involved 
in polygamy (“multiple m atrim ony”)? W hat was the 
probable motive behind this developm ent? How was 
this sort of thing com monly regarded in the ancient 
N ear East? W hat evil resulted from Solom on’s 
polygamy?

10. God prom ised Solomon that he would be the 
wisest of men. In what respect can we recognize him as 
the wisest of men, and in what respect must we rate him 
as very foolish?

LESSON 12 

THE SECESSION OF THE 
NORTHERN TRIBES

1 Kings 11:26-43; chapters 12, 13

Jeroboam  the son of Nebat was a civil service 
official under Solomon, and a man of courage and 
ability. He was met by Ahijah the Shilonite (i.e., 
Ahijah, the prophet who lived at Shiloh). The an
nouncem ent was made that the kingdom would be 
divided and that Jeroboam  would rule over ten tribes. 
T he reason for this from G od’s standpoint was the 
religious unfaithfulness of the nation under Solomon, 
especially the increasing tendency to  com prom ise with 
idolatry.

Solomon sought to kill Jeroboam , who fled to 
Egypt until the death  of Solomon. Following Solom on’s 
death, his son, Rehoboam , was crowned king. 
Jeroboam  returned from Egypt and becam e the 
spokesm an of the people in dem anding concessions of

Rehoboam . Rehoboam  consulted with the old men, 
then with the younger men, and finally retu rned  a harsh 
and unreasonable answer to the people (1 Kings 12:14).

Back of this stubborn attitude of R ehoboam  there 
was a mysterious, deeper purpose of G od (12:15). We 
may conclude that God regarded the separation  of the 
ten northern tribes as religiously necessary, because of 
their tendency to fall into false religion. Even so, the 
people of the northern tribes were to  blam e for splitting 
the kingdom. Evidently back of their dem ands upon 
Rehoboam there lay a deeper resen tm ent and 
dissatisfaction with the dynasty of David — a 
dissatisfaction which was at bottom  not only econom ic 
but religious. The subsequent history of the northern 
tribes, in the Kingdom of Israel, bears out the idea that 
even in the time of Jeroboam  they were not 
wholeheartedly com m itted to the religion of Jehovah.

Thus the ten northern tribes revolted from  the 
dynasty of David. This separation proved to  be per
m anent. Rehoboam  attem pted to  regain the northern 
tribes by the use of military force, but was forbidden by 
G od (through a prophet) to do so. He abandoned the 
attem pt for the time being. Later, how ever, there were 
hostilities between Rehoboam  and Jeroboam  (14:30).

Questions:

1. W hat official position did Jeroboam  hold 
under Solomon?

2. W hat do we know about the character and 
ability of Jeroboam in his youth?

3. W ho m et Jeroboam  as he was leaving the city 
of Jerusalem?

4. Describe the interview betw een A hijah and 
Jeroboam .

5. W hat was the reason why G od wanted the 
kingdom divided?

6. W hat was Solomon’s reaction  to the an
nouncem ent that Jeroboam  would reign over ten 
tribes?

7. How did Solomon know anything about the 
secret interview between Ahijah and Jeroboam ?

8. How did Jeroboam  escape being killed by 
Solomon?

9. W ho becam e king on the death  of Solomon?

10. W ho called Jeroboam  back from  Egypt to 
Palestine?

11. W hat position did Jeroboam  imm ediately 
assume on returning from Egypt?

12. W hat dem and was m ade on Rehoboam  by 
Jeroboam and his followers?
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13. W hat was R ehoboam ’s reply to  the 
petitioners?

14. W hat m ethod did Rehoboam  use to reach a 
decision on how to answer the people?

15. W hat counsel was given by the old men?

16. W hat counsel was given by the young men?

17. How does the Bible explain R ehoboam ’s 
foolish decision (1 Kings 12:15)?

18. W hat was the reaction of the people to the 
announcem ent of R ehoboam ’s decision?

19. W hat was Rehoboam ’s first move to  try to 
retain  authority  over the northern tribes?

20. W hat was the outcom e of the attem pt to 
collect taxes from the northern tribes?

21. W hat was R ehoboam ’s second attem pt to 
retain  authority  over the northern tribes?

22. W hat was the outcom e of this plan?

23. Relate the incident of Jeroboam ’s withered
hand.

LESSON 13 

THE NORTHERN KINGDOM 
FROM JEROBOAM TO AHAB

1 Kings 14:1-20; 15:25 to  22:40

A fter becoming king of the ten northern  tribes 
(com m only called the kingdom of Israel, in distinction 
from the southern kingdom, commonly called the 
Kingdom  of Judah), Jeroboam  feared that the northern 
tribes would later return to the kingdom of Rehoboam . 
He feared that the people’s participation in the 
religious worship at Jerusalem would draw them back 
to  the southern  kingdom and the dynasty of David.

Jeroboam ’s way of preventing this from hap
pening was to  set up a counterfeit religion within the 
boundaries of the northern kingdom, so that the people 
would not need to go to Jerusalem for religious wor
ship. Two golden calves were made; one of these was 
set up at Dan in the far north of Jeroboam ’s kingdom; 
the o ther was set up at Bethel, near the border between 
Jeroboam ’s territory and that of Rehoboam . An 
illegitim ate priesthood was formed and a schedule of 
religious festivals set up. Jeroboam ’s purpose in 
fabricating this new religion was purely political; he 
was certainly not a religious man. However, he sold this 
new m an-m ade religion to the people of his kingdom on 
the plea of convenience, as eliminating the “long” 
journeys to Jerusalem.

The sickness and death of Jeroboam ’s son Abijah

is recorded in 1 Kings 14:1-20. This event is significant 
for two reasons: (a) It shows that Jeroboam  himself had 
no faith w hatever in the religion of the golden calves 
which he had set up. W hen he personally was in trouble 
and needed divine help he did not go to the priests of 
the golden calves at Dan and Bethel, but to Ahijah, 
whom he knew to be a true prophet of the Lord, (b) It 
tells of the curse pronounced on the family and dynasty 
of Jeroboam . Of his family, only this son Abijah would 
receive burial.

At this point the student should glance at the 
kings of Israel. The character of the relations between 
the two kingdoms, Israel and Judah, through their 
entire history from the division of the kingdom (931 
B.C.) to the destruction of the northern kingdom (722 
B.C.) may be tabulated as follows:

(1) Jeroboam  (division of kingdom, 931 
B.C.) to  Ahab (874 B.C.) — 57 years. This was a 
period of hostility, in term ittent warfare.

(2) Ahab (874 B.C.) to accession of Jehu 
(841 B.C.) —  33 years. This was a period of 
friendly relations.

(3) Jehu (841 B.C.) to fall of the northern 
kingdom (722 B.C.) —  119 years. This was a 
period of renewed hostility, bitterness and 
strife. The to tal length of the period from the 
division of the kingdom to the fall of the 
northern  kingdom was 209 years.

Through the reigns of the first few kings of the 
northern kingdom (Israel) the religious apostasy begun 
by Jeroboam  continued and becam e worse. One of the 
greatest kings of Israel was Omri, the father of Ahab 
(Omri: 885-874 B.C.). This man was great from the 
political and econom ic viewpoints, and indeed was 
internationally recognized as a great king. Religiously, 
however, he was a failure, for he continued the 
apostasy begun by Jeroboam  and even made it worse. 
The Bible does not record  very much about Omri, 
because the Bible is not concerned primarily with 
political or econom ic history, but with the relation of 
the nation to God.

U nder Ahab (874-853 B.C.) and his wicked queen 
Jezebel the kingdom of Israel sank to  an all-time low in 
religion. Ahab not only continued the apostasy of 
Jeroboam  but also tried to  force the Phoenician 
religion of Baal-worship on Israel. Jezebel was the 
daughter of a Phoenician king (Ethbaal of Sidon) and 
she doubtless m ade Ahab worse than he otherwise 
would have been. She had a dom inating personality and 
Ahab was greatly under her influence. A temple for 
Baal was erected  in Samaria, and persecution was used 
against those who would not conform  to the religion of 
Baal. Baalism becam e the official “state religion” of the 
Kingdom of Israel. The Lord raised up the prophet 
Elijah to oppose this prevalence of Baalism.

The following are some of the most im portant 
events in the life of Ahab:
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(1) The prolonged drought followed by 
the encounter between Elijah and the prophets 
of Baal on M ount Carmel. 1 Kings 17,18.

(2) G od grants Ahab two notable vic
tories over the Syrians or Aram eans. 1 Kings
20.

(3) The incident of N aboth’s vineyard 
and its consequences. 1 Kings 21.

(4) M icaiah’s prophecy against Ahab, 
followed by A hab’s death. 1 Kings 22.

The story of Elijah is interwoven with that of 
A hab and Jezebel. Note 1 Kings chapters 17 and 19. 
Elijah may be called a second Moses, and also a model 
o r type of Christ, the perfect Prophet whom Moses had 
predicted; D euteronom y 18:15.

Questions:

1. A fter becom ing king of Israel, what change in 
the people’s attitude did Jeroboam  fear?

2. W hat program  did Jeroboam  adopt to  try to 
prevent his people from returning to  allegiance to  the 
dynasty of David?

3. W hat two im portant lessons are taught by the 
incident of the sickness and death  of Jeroboam ’s son?

4. How long was the entire period from  the 
division of the kingdom to the end of the northern  
kingdom?

5. Into what periods may this en tire span of time

be divided, with regard to  friendliness or hostility 
between the two kingdoms?

6. W hat can be said about Omri, the father of 
Ahab?

7. Why, may we suppose, does the Bible not 
devote much space to Omri?

8. W ho was A hab’s queen and w here did she 
com e from?

9. W hat was her religious faith? H er influence on 
Ahab?

10. W hat was the status of the true religion of 
Jehovah under Ahab?

11. For what great task was the p rophet Elijah 
raised up by God?

12. W hat was the encounter on  M ount Carmel, 
and what was its outcom e?

13. Why should G od give A hab, w ho was a very 
wicked king, victories in war?

14. Tell the story of N aboth’s vineyard and the 
prophecy about Ahab’s death.

15. W hat was the occasion of M icaiah’s prophecy 
about Ahab?

16. How was M icaiah’s prophecy fulfilled?

(To be continued)
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