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A man may practice the principles of criticism or he may be a be-
liever in evangelical Christianity. One thing, however, is clear:
if he is consistent, he cannot possibly espouse both. Either he
will practice the principles of “criticism” or else he will follow a
Christian method of study. If he follows the principles of “crit-
icism,” these principles will not lead him to evangelical Chris-
tianity. If he is an ardent believer in evangelical Christianity, he
will not want to follow the principles of “criticism.” Consequently,
we must note well that the modern scholar who is unwilling to
abandon the principles which characterized so much of the Bible
study during the nineteenth century cannot and does not arrive
at the position of historic orthodox Christianity. The orthodox
terminology which is so frequently employed today by modern
theologians means something quite different from that which the
humble Bible believer would expect it to mean. The Bible which
modern scholarship is presenting to us is quite different from
that infallible Word to which the Christian has been accustomed
to turn to hear the voice of God.

THE BiBLE AND Proor TEXTS

On all sides one hears it asserted that we must not use the
Bible as a book of proof texts. To use the Bible in such a
way is, we are told, to betray a profound misunderstanding of
its nature. It is not a storehouse of proof texts where, when
occasion arises, we may find a verse to support our ideas. Modern
theologians seem unable to speak with sufficient scorn of this
practice. Of all the sins of evangelical Christians, this is appar-
ently regarded as one of the worst.

One thing, however, may be said about this practice. It was
employed by none other than our Lord Himself. Jesus Christ
used the method of appeal to proof texts which is so much decried
today. When the evil one came to tempt Him, our Lord said, “It
ts written, Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word
that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Matthew 4:4). If
the modern theologians are correct, Jesus Christ should not have
done this. He showed by His appeal to a proof text that He had
an improper understanding of the nature of the Bible. He must
have thought that the Bible was actually a body of truth to
which one could appeal at will. Very obviously Jesus Christ did
not have the advantage of a knowledge of the modern use of
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the Bible. Our Lord simply regarded the Bible as in itself an
authoritative revelation to which He might turn in support of
His teaching.

Christ set a blessed precedent. He appealed to the words
of the Old Testament Scriptures and so did the Apostles. In
this practice they have been followed throughout the ages
by those who have sought to be obedient to them. Luther
and Calvin were constantly appealing to the Bible for support of
their teachings. If the Reformers had not used the Bible in
precisely the manner which the modern theologian says is the
wrong way to use it, there never would have been a Reformation.

More than that, it is most interesting to note that those who
are strong in their protests against using the Bible as a book of
proof texts are themselves guilty of doing just this thing. In
support of their teaching they also appeal to the Bible, and that
constantly, for support of what they are saying. It is, of course,
difficult to see how they can refrain from so doing, for the simple
reason that the moment one appeals to the Bible for support,
he is, whether he likes it or not, using the Bible as a book of
proof texts. If one will examine the indices in the writings of
modern theologians, he will make the discovery that, despite
their protestations against the practice, they themselves use the
Bible as a book of proof texts and do so constantly. If the
Bible is not to be employed for proof texts, it follows that we
have no right to make any kind of an appeal to it, for the
moment that we appeal to the Bible for anything, that very
moment are we engaged in using it as a book of proof texts. It
is impossible to avoid using Scripture in this sense, nor should
we seek to avoid so using it unless we wish to give it up
altogether.*

Is THE BIBLE A COMPLETED REVELATION?

The objection which some raise against using the Bible as
a book of proof texts arises from the view that the Bible is
not a permanent statement or revelation of the truth. At this

_ 4. It goes without saying that an indiscriminate usage of proof texts
1s unwarranted. We are not to read our own ideas into the Bible and
then appeal to the Bible for support of those ideas. In any appeal to
Scripture its organic character and the progressive nature of revelation
must always be kept in mind. Nevertheless, to turn to Scripture for

support is not iti it i g
chli);())ture > only legitimate, it is essential. How else can one use
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point modern thought makes a sharp break with the historic
Christian view of the Bible. That historic Christian view finds
a remarkable expression, for example, in the Westminster
Confession of Faith (VI a): “The whole counsel of God con-
cerning all things necessary for His own glory, man’s salvation,
faith and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good
and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture . . ..”
This conception of the Bible, however, is regarded by many
modern theologians as being static, and consequently they reject
it. Otto A. Piper, for example, who a few years ago wrote a
most engaging presentation of some aspects of the newer view
of the Bible, has said that the greatest obstacle to his own under-
standing of the Bible was that he believed the Bible to be “a
collection of theological doctrine plus a record of historical
events.”’

We can indeed admire the candor of Dr. Piper in speaking as
he has. What he is condemning, however, as having been an
obstacle to his understanding of the Bible, is the very thing
which the Westminster Confession so forcefully asserts. Accord-
ing to the Confession and the traditional Christian position, the
Bible is indeed a collection of theological doctrines. True
enough, these doctrines are not stated therein in systematic form,
but they are there nevertheless. “The whole counsel of God
concerning all things necessary for His own glory, man’s salva-
tion, faith and life,” all these things, and they are certainly
theological doctrines, the very things which were a hindrance to
Dr. Piper’s understanding of the Bible. “All these things,” the
Confession declares, are to be found in the Bible.

In depreciating the Scriptures as a source book of doctrine,
Dr. Piper, although he is one of the most gifted expgunders of
his position, is by no means alone. Let us listen again to Alan

Richardson:

. . . they [i.e.,, Christians] do not think of the Bible as a
message which God wrote several centuries ago and which
remains unalterably the same for all time, finished, perfect,
static. They think rather of God still speaking through the
Bible to men. Thus, the Bible is not the record of a dead
revelation, but the living medium of a present revelation.®

5. Otto A. Piper, “The Theme of the Bible” in The Christian Century,

March 13, 1946, p. 334.
6. Op. «ait., p. 2l.



222 THY WORD IS TRUTH

With this statement we cannot possibly agree. The Bible is
a message which God wrote several centuries ago; it is precisely
that and, since it is the truth of God, does not change. It is a
revelation that is finished and perfect. Is it, however, static?
As this word is used, it is used in a derogatory sense. Is the
connotation of the word, however, always derogatory? If by
“static” we merely mean that the truth of the Bible does not
change, then, of course, the Bible is a static revelation. There
are times, however, when one may indeed be thankful that some
things are static. The writer remembers an occasion when he
was travelling high in the Colorado Rockies. Far ahead the road
crossed a deep canyon on a bridge which seemed to be swaying
in mid-air. No visible support for the bridge could be seen.
Beneath the bridge, the chasm yawned, dropping deep down to
the floor of the valley far below. As one approached the bridge,
he soon realized that his earlier impressions were groundless;
the bridge was, after all, solid and firm. The bridge, fortunately,
was completely static, and since it was a static bridge, one could
drive across it in perfect safety. If, therefore, when it is said
that the Bible is static, we merely mean that the Bible does not
change, by all means let us not be afraid to assert that the Bible
is static. The Bible is true, and the truth of the Bible is not
something that grows and changes. Despite whatever derogatory
words may be employed to describe the historic, orthodox view
of the Bible, we must insist that the truth of the Bible does not

change with every wind of doctrine.

When Richardson speaks of a dead revelation, we must again
ask what is meant. It does not follow that a revelation given
once for all is thereby dead. It is perfectly true that God today
does not speak to mankind as He did in Biblical times. The
Bible is indeed the record of those wondrous revelations which
God once gave to the sinful race. It is, of course, far more than
a mere record of those revelations; it is itself a revelation. It
is, however, a record of revelations which God gave once and
for all in history. “God”, we read in that matchless first verse
of the epistle to the Hebrews, “who at sundry times and in
divers manners spoke in time past unto the fathers by the
prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son.”
When these grand words were written the speaking of God
was an accomplished historical fact. Does it, however, follow
therefrom that the revelation which He gave is a dead revelation?
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What, one may ask, is a dead revelation? If, by this unfortunate
term, Dr. Richardson simply means that the revelation is com-
pleted, a fatt accompli, we have no objection, for this is precisely
the case; the revelation is actually completed. The Word which
God has spoken, however, is no dead, lifeless thing. Rather,
that Word which God has once for all spoken is “quick, and

werful, and sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even
to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and
marrow, and ¢s a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the
heart” (Hebrews 4:12). It is this so-called “dead” revelation
which has pointed out to many a sinner the heinousness of his
sin and has revealed to him the gracious saving work of Jesus
Christ upon the cross. If that is a dead revelation, so be it. As
a matter of fact, there is not, nor can there be, such a thing as
a dead revelation. All that God has spoken to us is “spirit”
and “life.” Well may the Christian rejoice that God has dealt
so lovingly with him as to give him a sure foundation upon which
he may rest his soul. Well may the Christian sing from the
heart:

“How firm a foundation, ye saints of the Lord,
Is laid for your faith in His excellent Word.
What more can He say than to you He hath said,
You who unto Jesus for refuge have fled.”

This excellent Word, given once for all to mankind, is the very
breath of life to those whose consciences have been awakened by
the Spirit of God to the guilt of their sins. Instead of speaking of
a static word and a dead revelation, one might far more accu-
rately refer to the Scriptures as God’s excellent Word.

The Bible, we are told today, is not a body of infallible
doctrine, nor does it contain a system of doctrine. Thus,
Professor G. Ernest Wright remarks:

Yet, for the most part, the second presupposition mentioned
above is still accepted. That is to the effect that theology
is propositional dogmatics, the systematic presentation of abstract
propositions or beliefs about God, man and salvation. The
churches retain and encourage this concepson in their liturgy
and creeds. For example, every elder, deacon, commissioned
church worker and minister in the Presbyterian Church of the
U.S.A. is required to affirm when he or she is ordained that
the confession of faith of that church contains ‘“the system
of doctrine taught in the Holy Scriptures,” But does the Bible



224 THY WORD IS TRUTH

contain a system of doctrine? Certainly none of its writerg
was primarily concerned with the presentation of such a scheme,
Consequently, we must say that static, propositional systems
are those which the church itself erects by inference from the
Biblical writings. The systems are very good and very impor-
tant, but we cannot define the Bible by means of them. No
system of propositions can deal adequately with the inner
dynamics of Biblical faith.?

All of this is stated as over against the positive position which
Dr. Wright wishes to expound, namely, that in the Bible God
is presented to us, not by means of statements and propositions
but as a God who acts.

These words of Dr. Wright are by no means isolated
phenomena. His little work, however, is distinguished for clarity
of expression and may be regarded as a first-rate presentation of
one aspect of the modern position. In response we would of
course assert that the Bible is not a treatise upon theology. For
that matter, we have never heard of any Bible believers who
maintained that it was. True enough, there are modern writers
who insist that we must not regard the Bible as a treatise on
theology, but we have never heard of anyone who ever did so
regard the Bible. The Bible is not a theological treatise, but it
does not therefore follow that the content upon which the disci-
pline of systematic theology builds is not found in the Bible.

From beginning to end this life-giving Book which we call the
Bible is filled with doctrine. The doctrine is not arranged in
systematic fashion; but the doctrine is there. “I am the Lord
thy God, which have brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of
the house of bondage” (Exodus 20:1). That is doctrine, doctrine
profound and rich. “The Hebrew knowledge of God,” says
Alan Richardson, “was founded upon historical events, not upon
metaphysical ideas and arguments.”® To speak thus, however, is
to obscure the question. Historical events are of no significance
to man unless they are interpreted in words. And when God
performed mighty acts of deliverance He accompanied those acts
with words of explanation. He told Israel who He was. “Hear,
O Israel: the Lord our God is one Lord” (Deuteronomy 6:4).

7. G. Ernest Wright, God Who Acts, London, 1954, p. 35, 36.
8. Op. cit., p. 46.
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That is doctrine; that is propositional dogmatics; that is a
metaphysical statement; and it is upon the basis of statements
such as these that Israel received her knowledge of God.

When Moses drew near to the burning bush (and since modern
theologians are so concerned with God’s great act of deliverance
from Egypt we shall appeal to that section of the Bible), God
gave to Moses some rather straightforward “static,” “dead”
revelation which consisted in propositional dogmatics and
metaphysical statements. Hear these wondrous words of life:
“I am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of
Isaac, and the God of Jacob” (Exodus 3:6a). And again, “I
have surely seen the affliction of my people which are in Egypt,
and have heard their cry by reason of their taskmasters; for I
know their sorrows; and I am come down to deliver them out
of the hand of the Egyptians, and to bring them up out of that
land unto a good land and a large, unto a land flowing with
milk and honey . . . ” (Exodus 3:7, 8a). The Lord further
said, “I AM THAT I AM: And he said, Thus shalt thou say
unto the children of Israel, I AM hath sent me unto you”
(Exodus 3:14). This language simply bristles with statements
about God. They tell us who God is, what kind of a God He
is, and what His relation is to Israel. They are statements
which are filled with doctrine. They are the very thing which
some modern theologians seem to think is not found in the Bible.
This denial that God has revealed Himself in theological propo-
sitions has become so widespread that even some evangelicals are
also guilty of employing similar language. Thus in an interesting
article which appeared in the Ewvangelical Quarterly (Vol. 26, p.
216) Professor H. L. Ellison writes:

But we must never forget that while God could have inspired

a manual of theology, He did not. He could have made Him-

self known in a series of theological propositions, but He used

instead the experiences of men. This is partly because expe-
rience must always be fuller and richer than its verbal expres-

.SSiO'n.' even when guided in its being written down by the Holy

pirit,

Thought-provoking words these are and worthy of careful
consideration. Perhaps it will be well to begin with the state-
ment, “, . . experience must always be fuller than its verbal
expression, even when guided in its being written down by the
Holy Spirit” It would seem that these words contain the
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heart of much that is said today by way of depreciation of a
verbal revelation. It is, of course, true that we receive more
information about an event or situation from being present on
the spot than we do from hearing or reading an account at a
later time. There is not the slightest doubt in the world, nor
has any Bible believer, as far as the present writer is aware,
ever denied the fact, that if we had been present we would
have known far more about Moses’ encounter with Pharaoh,
to take but one example, than we can learn from reading the
account in the words of the Bible. Had we been there on the
scene we would have seen the king in all his rich regalia, we
would have understood the setting, with the palace, the Nile,
the palm trees, and all the rest. We would have seen the expres-
sions upon Pharaoh’s face, the anger in his countenance, the
terror with which he was overcome when the hand of God acted.
We would have beheld the demeanor of Moses and Aaron; these,
and many other points we would have known. Inasmuch as we
are today dependent upon a written account, we cannot have the
knowledge which would have been ours had we been present in
ancient Egypt. In this sense, without a doubt, the experience
is fuller than a written record, even an infallible record, of that
experience. All of this may freely be granted.

As a matter of actual fact, however, we today are dependent
upon a written record. We cannot go back and somehow become
unseen spectators at the court of Pharaoh when Moses and Aaron
came before him. No doubt it would have been a most wonderful
thing to experience, could we have been present and have heard
the ambassadors of God proclaim the powerful deeds of their
Lord. Wonderful as it might have been, however, it is some-
thing that cannot be ours. We are, whether we like it or not,
shut up to a written record — thank God that it is an infallible
record — of what God wrought in the land of Egypt. Since we
are thus restricted to a written record it would be a most
grievous error to suppose that somehow we have been defrauded
of things which we should know. It is a written record which
God in His goodness has seen fit to give us, but it is a remarkably
full and complete record. It does not, however, cater to our
whims and curiosity. Rather, it tells us everything that we need
to know. Wise indeed are those beautiful words of the West-
minster Confession of Faith: “The whole counsel of God con-
cerning all things necessary for His own glory, man’s salvation,
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faith and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by
good and necessary consequence may be deduced from
Scripture . . . .” It is not necessary for us to know the expression
upon the countenance of the angry Pharaoh, nor the color of the
Egyptian sky, nor the heat of the day. Interesting these things
might have been; interesting, but not at all necessary. All
that is necessary for our salvation God has graciously caused
to be recorded in His Word. The Bible is not a novel, written
for entertainment. It is the life-giving Word of the God of
Truth, wherein men and women, wearied with the toil of life,
may find the blessed announcement of that which God has done
once for all for the salvation of sinners. Rich and full are the
words of the Bible, and they tell us all that the Lord wished us
to know. Far from depreciating a word-revelation, we should
the rather ever give thanks to God that He has permitted us
to have so full and complete an expression of His holy will.
Since experiences are fuller than written words, must it there-
fore follow that God made Himself known to mankind in expe-
riences rather than in a series of theological propositions? To
assert this is to establish a disjunction that is utterly unwarranted.
It is, of course, true that God in Biblical times did reveal Himself
in wondrous deeds. That point has been insisted upon by Bible-
believing scholars throughout the history of the Church. That
men should speak today of God revealing Himself in His acts
is nothing new. In the wondrous deliverance recorded in Exodus,
for example, God most certainly did reveal Himself and His
working. About that there is no doubt whatever. And we
would not only acknowledge the fact, we would lay great stress
upon it. The miracles in connection with the bondage in Egypt
and the Exodus, for example, are revelatory of the power and
glory of God. Truly, these miracles revealed God and His ways.
At the same time, revelatory as are the wondrous acts of
God, they cannot properly be interpreted by men w1tl'10ut an
accompanying explanation given in words. When Isaiah ha.d
his vision of the holy God in the temple, the Lord, through His
servant the seraph, performed a symbolical act. The seraph,
with a live coal in his hand flew to Isaiah and touched the.coal
upon his lips. What was the meaning of that act? Was it to
punish Isaiah, who, recognizing his own uncleanness, had .heard
beings with pure lips praise God? Was it to assure Isaiah of
pardon and forgiveness? The fact is that Isaiah would not
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have known the meaning of the act, he would not have understood
its significance, no matter how rich the experience might have
been, unless the act was accompanied by words. Hence, the
seraph said: “Lo, this hath touched thy lips; and thine iniquity
is taken away, and thy sin purged” (Isaiah 6:7b). Not merely
is a word-revelation an important accompaniment of a revelation
of God in acts; it is indispensable.

One of the great acts of God whereby He manifested His
sovereignty over the armies of this earth was the destruction of
the hosts of the Assyrian Sennacherib. The Bible relates, “And
it came to pass that night, that the angel of the LORD went out,
and smote in the camp of the Assyrians an hundred fourscore and
five thousand: and when they arose early in the morning, behold,
they were all dead corpses” (2 Kings 19:35). In those words
the Bible gives an explanation of that which transpired. For
us today and for the Israelite of old to whom God also gave
an explanation in words, there is an interpretation of this tragic
event. The Assyrian army died, and the ultimate reason why
it died was that the God of Israel had sent His angel to bring
about its destruction. At the time of His people’s peril, God inter-
vened for their deliverance. To the Assyrian, however, there was
no such interpretation. He could not have rightly interpreted this
event, for the simple matter that, revelatory as the event was,
nevertheless, since there was no revelation in words accompanying
it, the event could not properly be interpreted nor understood by
the Assyrians. The Assyrians knew that a great calamity had
occurred; they did not, however, know nor understand its
true meaning.

The reason why the Assyrians could not correctly interpret
this one particular revelation, and the reason why mankind itself
cannot properly interpret the wondrous acts of God is that man
is a sinner. The eyes of his understanding are darkened so
that he does not interpret as he should. It is because of man’s
sin that God has given a revelation in words. Without this
revelation in words therefore, mankind, just as were the Assyrians,
is left in ignorance. The gift of a word-revelation is but an
evidence of the goodness and wisdom of God. Instead of depre-
ciating such a revelation in words, we should offer our humble
thanks to Almighty God that He has so condescended to help
our weakness and our sinful estate as to give such a clear and
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full explanation of those wondrous saving acts which He has
erformed.

It might also be pointed out that the Egyptians, and even the
Israelites, could not rightly have discovered the significance of
the events of the Exodus had there been no accompanying
revelation or explanation in words, The very events of the
Exodus, about which modern theologians delight to speak, would
be bereft of all their richness were it not for the accompanying
revelation that God graciously gave to His people in words.
Not through experiences or acts alone did the Lord God reveal
Himself, but also, and we may thank God that it is so, in words.
Even the revelation of these words, we may note in passing, was
an act of God, and the reception of these words upon the part
of a man an experience; in fact, one would think, one of the
richest and most blessed experiences that could come to a man.

It is not true, therefore, that God did not reveal Himself in
a series of theological propositions or that He did not inspire
a manual of theology. No one will dispute the fact that the Bible
is not written in the style of Melanchthon’s Loci Communes,
the Systematic Theology of Charles Hodge, or the Institutiones
of Francis Turretin. That the Bible is not written in the form
of a textbook of systematic theology is true. It does not follow,
however, that there are no theological propositions in the Bible
and that the Bible is not a manual of theology. The Bible is

simply teeming with theological propositions. Here are a few
of them selected at random:

1. “I am the Almighty God; walk before me, and be thou
perfect. And I will make my covenant between me and thee,
and will multiply thee exceedingly” (Genesis 17:1b, 2).

2. “And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold,
it was very good” (Genesis 1:31). . )

3. “And the LLORD passed by before him, and proclaimed,
the LORD, The LORD God, merciful and gracious, longsuffer-
ing, and abundant in goodness and truth” (Exodus 34:6).

4. “My servant Moses is not so, who is faithful in all mine
house. With him will I speak mouth to mouth, even apparent-
ly, and not in dark speeches; and the similitude of the LORD
shall he behold . . . ” (Numbers 12:7, 8a). ' _

5. “Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin
is covered” (Psalm 32:1). . 1

6. “The LORD is my shepherd; I shall not want” (Psalm
23:1).
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7. “The earth is the ILORD'S, and the fullness thereof; the
world, and they that dwell therein” (Psalm 24:1).

8. “God is a Spirit: and they that worship him must wor-
ship him in spirit and in truth” (John 4:24).

9. “For had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me:
for he wrote of me” (John 5:46).

10. “I am the resurrection, and the life: he that believeth in
me, though he were dead, yet shall he live” (John 11:25).

It is, of course, undeniable that the above statements are not
systematically formulated propositions. They are, however, state-
ments of the truth; they are the indispensable material from
which systematically formulated propositions must be constructed.
To state the matter in a slightly different manner: they are state-
ments of that which is true and is to be believed. In this sense
they are indeed theological propositions, and the Bible, inasmuch
as it states the truth which we are to believe about God and the
duty which God demands of us, most surely is a manual of
theology. Consequently it is not justifiable to erect a sepa-
ration between theological propositions on the one hand, and the
experiences of men on the other, as though they were mutually
exclusive media of revelation. God did make Himself known
through mighty acts, but He also gave an explanation of those
acts. This explanation was in words, words which are instructive
and which explain the meaning of the acts of power in which
God displayed Himself.

It is sometimes said that the Bible does not teach dogmatics,
but rather God’s dealings with mankind. This disjunction, we
believe, is a most dangerous one. How can one possibly know
about God’s dealings with mankind unless he also knows some-
thing of that despised subject “dogmatics”? The moment we
discuss the question, “Who is God?”’ we are discussing dogmatics.
The moment we ask, “What did God do?” we are considering
dogmatics. The moment we learn that God has dealt with man-
kind, we are studying dogmatics. The attempt of modern writers
to divorce the two as though it were somehow possible to consider
the Bible as a Book treating of God’s dealings with mankind with-
out at the same time giving consideration to dogmatics is mis-
leading in the extreme. The tragedy of the present day is that

good Christian people are being deceived by this kind of rea-
soning.
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Is THE BiBLE THE Worp oF GobD?

We have spoken earlier of a tendency to depreciate the written
words of the Bible. These written words of the Bible, we are
told, are not themselves the actual Word of God. Rather,
that Word is to be distinguished from the words of the Bible.
Professor Piper holds that the truth of God is contained in the
Bible, but that Jesus showed that the Jews were mistaken in
identifying the Bible as the Word of God.? But the Lord Jesus
Christ never showed the Jews of His time that they were mistaken
in identifying the Bible with the Word of God; both Jesus Christ
and the Jews were one in identifying the Bible as the Word
of God. What concerns us now, however, is the separation which
Professor Piper makes between the Word of God and the Bible
itself. It is freely admitted today that God speaks to us through
the Bible but, we are told, it is not the actual printed page before
us which is His Word. His Word, rather, is the message which
reaches us through the Scriptures. Behind the human words
of the Bible there is a divine message, but we make a great
mistake, it is said, if we think that the message of God, His
glorious Gospel, is tied to this or that verse of the Bible in
particular. As Helmuth Schreiner has put it, ‘“The Holy
Scripture is the Word of God, concealed and veiled in the word
of men.”10

Emil Brunner has illustrated the relationship which he thinks
exists by means of a comparison with the phonograph record and
the music which it conveys.!! We hear the voice of the singer
but we also hear the scratching of the record. This may be
compared with the words of the Bible through which the Word
of God comes. The Word of God, then, is conveyed by human
words, the human words of the Bible, and to them it is related,
Brunner asserts, as reality to its sign and framework. The
words of the Bible, therefore, are not themselves the Word of
God. They are, rather, simply a framework or sign by means
of which this Word of God is conveyed to the hearer.

Karl Barth has been most outspoken in his refusal to identify
in the traditional Christian sense the Bible with the actual Word

of God.

9. Otto A. Piper, God in History, 1939, p. 147.
10. Helmuth Schreiner, Ist die Bibel Gottes Wort? 1953, p. 50.

11. Emil Brunner, Our Faith, 1936, p. 10.
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If God has not been ashamed to speak through the Scriptures
with its fallible human words, with its hist_oncal and SClen.tiﬁC
blunders, its theological contradictions, Wlth. the uncertainty
of its transmission and above all with its Jewish _character, !)ut
rather accepted it in all its fallibility to make it serve ‘Him,
we ought not to be ashamed of it when with all its fallibility
it wants anew to be to us a witness; it would be self-will and
disobedience to wish to seek in the Bible for infallible
elements.2 .

The Bible is not then as such the Word of God, nor does it
become such until it is accepted by the believer. There is a sense
therefore in which Barth does speak of the Bible as the Word
of God. It is the Word of God, however, only in so far as
God speaks through it. Dr. Cornelius Van Til has well summed
up this position:

When we say that the Bible is the Word of God, we express
our faith in an act of God’s redemption of man in the present.
The Bible becomes the Word of God in this event and it is
with respect to its being in this becoming that the little word
is, in the sentence that the Bible is the Word of God, refers.}?

Certainly it is our duty and the duty of everyone who loves
the Lord of Glory and is not ashamed of Him and His words to
protest with all vigor against this unbiblical separation between
the Bible and the Word of God. How different is this modern
view from that, for example, of Calvin! Calvin would have
reacted with all his being against this false idea that the Bible

and the Word of God are not to be identified. Hear him as he
says:

But since we are not favoured with daily oracles from
heaven, and since it is only in the Scriptures that the Lord
hath been pleased to preserve his truth in perpetual remem-
brance, it obtains the same complete credit and authority with
believers, when they are satisfied of its divine origin, as if
they heard the very words pronounced by God himself.!
With this thought of Calvin Luther is in perfect agreement:

12, Kard Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatik. 1. 2 -
nelius Van Til, The New Modeinin:t,)19,46,’ pl.)' 258%(; (tragelated by Cor

13. Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox? 1954, p. 140.

14. John Calvin, Institut th isté .
Alleri), 1930, Book 1. C}:‘axe::ex?fz pf 7%'.lwwtsan Religion (translated by John
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_“It cannot be otherwise,” he says, “for the Scriptures are
divine; in them God speaks and they are His Word.” “To hear
or to read the Scriptures is nothing else than to hear God.”15

A sympathetic study of the beliefs of the Reformers can only
produce the conclusion that these men considered the actual words
of the Bible to be the words of God Himself. They were as
far removed from the idea that the Word of God is not to be
equated with the words of the Bible as is the modern adherent of
the infallibility of Scripture.

There is, we believe, a valid criticism which may be made of
the position which we are now considering. If the Word of
God is not to be identified with or equated with the words of
the Bible, we may well ask, Who is to identify this Word of
God? How are we to know this Word when we meet it? It
is brought to us in connection with the words of the Bible and
yet it is not itself to be equated with those words. What then
is this Word, and how shall we know it when we meet it? In
answer to these questions we are told that the truth of God, the
Word of God has found him. In reading the same passage,
the Bible. It may be that a certain passage of Scripture does
not inspire us. We turn therefore to something else, and
suddenly our souls are enthused and inspired. The Truth has
met us. Another person, however, turns to the passage of the
Bible which we have not found inspiring. To him this passage
becomes meaningful. Here the Word of God has found him.
In reading one passage of Scripture, one man is inspired; the
Word of God has found him. In reading the same passage,
another person is not found of the Word at all. Is not this
subjectivism? Is not, in the last analysis, man himself the ]udge
of that which is and that which is not the Word of God? It is
very difficult to escape the conclusion that after all the W.ord.of
God amounts to nothing more than that which happens to inspire
one upon a particular occasion. Surely this is subjectivism .of
a blatant kind. What is this Word of God? We cannot pomt
to it and say, “There it is; these verses of the Bible have
inspired us; they are the Word of God.” To do that would be
to fall into the very position which the adherents of the modern

15. Translations in M. Reu, Luther and the Scriptures, 1944, p. 17,
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view condemn as unwarranted. It would be to equate the Word
of God with particular words or verses of the Bible. That, we
are told, we must not do. What then actually is this Word of
God? One can only conclude that it is something very nebulous.
To pin it down is something that is beyond our power.

Thus we come to a further criticism. This distinction which
some modern theologians are making between the Word of
God and the words of the Bible is an impossible one. That
it is an impossible distinction is shown by the fact that its most
ardent protagonists themselves constantly act as though the
distinction did not exist. Those who are most vociferous in
defense of the position that the Word of God and the words of
the Bible are not to be equated, themselves in actual practice
refuse to make the distinction. They constantly appeal to the
words of the Bible as though those words were authoritative.
Indeed, since the distinction which they profess is an impossible
one, they cannot do otherwise. If it were a valid distinction,
they should have nothing to do with the words of the Bible.
Those words, according to them, are not the Word of God. They
are nothing more than human words. Hence, there should be
no appeal to them as to an authority. Inasmuch as, according to
the modern view, they are shot through with human error and
are not in themselves the Word of God, they should not be
set up as an authority for settling any religious matters. Yet,
what do we find? We find that the protagonists of the modern
view do just this. In reality, they should never appeal to
the words of the Bible. If they appeal to anything, they should
limit their appeal to the nebulous “Word” of God. This, of
course, they do not do. They do not do it because they cannot
do it. They appeal to the words of the Bible which they claim
are nothing more than human words. In thus appealing they
are tacitly acknowledging that these words of the Bible are
authoritative. Else, why appeal to them? Not only are they,
by their appeal to the words of the Bible, tacitly acknowledging
the authority of these words, they are doing something far
more — they are tacitly acknowledging that these words possess
a divine authority. That such is the case will, upon a little
reflection, become clear. If it be acknowledged that God has
spoken, and that there is a Word of God, I must harken to
that Word of God if I wish to learn what I am to believe about
God and what He requires of me. If I am to know what He
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has spoken, I must harken to His Word. Where then, am 1
to find this Word? I say that it is not to be identified with
the words of the Bible. Well and good, if that is the case,
then I have no right to appeal to the words of the Bible for
information about God. The moment I appeal to the words of
the Bible to tell me what I am to believe about God and to
learn from them what is right and what is wrong, in that very
moment I am, whether I wish it or not, giving tacit acknowl-
edgement to the fact that I do actually regard those words as
divinely authoritative. Otherwise, if such were not the case, why
should I bother to appeal to the words of the Bible? Modern
scholars appeal to the Bible all the time. They proclaim loudly
that we must not employ the Bible as a book of proof texts,
but they themselves so employ it constantly. All that they
have to say about God is supported by appeals to the Bible.
One need but examine the large indices to the writings of Karl
Barth, for example, who vigorously disclaims any belief in
verbal inspiration, to make the discovery that in his actual
procedure he acts as do the staunchest advocates of verbal inspir-
ation. The disjunction between the Word of God and the Words
of the Bible is one that is impossible to make.

Whatever else may be said about it, this disjunction is not
one which the Reformers made. To them the very words of
the Bible were the words of God. Nor were they ashamed to
acknowledge this fact. A vigorous proclamation of this position
of the Reformers is the greatest need of the hour. The challenges
of the day and the present ravages of sin cannot be met by
ecclesiastical machinery and programs of man’s devising. There
is, however, one thing, and only one thing, that will meet the
deep need of men’s souls. It is not the word of man, but the
Word of Him who is Truth itself. Where is that Word to be
found? There is only one place where it may be found. The
pride of man would seek for it elsewhere. Those, however,
whose hearts have been renewed by the Spirit of God know
that there is, after all, only one place where the voice of .God
may be heard telling man what he is to believe and how he 1s to
act. That Word is found in a Book that is by many rejected.
When, however, the men of our day are willing once more to
open the pages of that Book and to listen to the voice of the
living God, then blessing will come. Not in some esoteric or
elusive sense is the Word of God connected with the Bible.
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Rather, the very words of Scripture are the words of God,
breathed forth to tell us what His will is. The greatest need of
the day is for a return to the Bible, a return which will involve
a hearty acceptance of the message that is found in its life-
giving words. Then will the clouds of doubt and despair be
dispelled, the long dark night of sin will be swept away, and the
path to the heavenly city will lead through rich pastures where

the flowers of blessing will spring up and the free sun of God's
grace will shine.



Some Modern Views of the Bible (II)



“I think you will agree with me that it is a sad thing
to see words like these die like this. And I hope you will
determine that, God helping you, you will not let them
die thus, if any care of your part can preserve them in life
and vigor. But the dying of the words is not the saddest
thing which we see here. The saddest thing is the dying
out of the hearts of men of the things for which the
words stand.” BEnyaAMIN B. WARFIELD

“The Jesus of the New Testament has at least one ad-
vantage over the Jesus of modern reconstruction — He
s real. He 1s not a manufactured figure suitable as a
point of support for ethical maxims, but a genuine Per-
son whom a man can love. Men have loved Him through
all the Christian centuries. And the strange thing is that
despite all the efforts to remove Him from the pages of
history, there are those who love Him still.”

J. GrReseEaAM MACHEN
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Some Modern Views of the Bible (I)

In the preceding chapter we have given some consideration
to the position that the Word of God and the words of the Bible
are not to be identified. We cannot maintain, it is today affirmed,
that the speaking of God was all in the past, and that it is now
concluded. To maintain that it was, we are told, would be to hold
to a static view of revelation. Hence, in order to avoid embrac-
ing a static view of revelation, men make a distinction between
the Word of God and the actual words of Scripture. In practice,
we have sought to point out, this distinction breaks down. As
a matter of actual fact, those who are most insistent to make
the distinction appeal themselves to the very words of the Bible
for support of the things which they say about God.

If, however, we do justice to the position which is now
under consideration, we must go a step further. The words of
the Bible, we are told, do not become the Word of God, unless
God so wills it. The Bible evinces itself as the Word of God
in that it convinces me. As Otto A. Piper has so aptly stated
this position: “In other words, the Bible is the Word of God
because and when God uses it as a means of grace to make me
believe in his saving purpose.”® The authority of the Bible
is not to be found in its very words as they stand written; that
is a swatic (a favorite word of the neo-orthodox) view of revela-
tion; the Bible, rather, is authoritative because througb it God
speaks His Word to His people. By means of the Bible God
addresses His personal message to those who follow Him.

Therefore, on this view, the inspiration of the Bible does not
reside in the fact that it is God-breathed Scripture, and that
its human writers, as they wrote, were borne of the Holy Spirit.
The human words of the Bible may, on the contrary, very

1. Piper, “How I Study my Bible,” in The Christian Century, Vol.
LXIII, No. 10, March 6, 1946, p. 301.
2389
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likely even contain error and imperfection. The inspiration of
the Bible is really not to be sought in the Bible at all but,
rather, in the person who responds to its message. According
to the modern view, inspiration is in reality to be equated with
the response which T make to the message of God. It has been
well stated by Alan Richardson:

In the proper Christian sense of the term, the meaning of the
inspiration of Scripture for me is that I recognize that God's
message has been sent into the world with my name and address
on it. The authority of the Bible means for me that God’s
message claims me, my obedience and faith; I must listen to

what God says and hasten to direct my life in accordance with
His will.2

On this position inspiration amounts to the recognition of what
is true for me personally. To receive the truth of God, there-

fore, one must be inspired. Biblical truth, we are told, is
personal truth.

It will be well to grasp the significance of these statements.
The authority of the Bible, upon the position which we are
now considering, resides in the fact that in a specific crisis
the Word of God is borne home to a particular man. It is
the decision of God whereby the witness of the Bible is brought
home to us in power that gives to the Bible its authority. Unless,
through the divine decision and choice of God, I personally am
challenged by the Word of God, the Bible is not the Word of
God for me. Unless there is a personal response to the truth
the Bible does not become the Word of God to me. The Bible
is a message addressed to me personally.

Now it is perfectly obvious that upon this view the authority
of the Bible is not conceived as residing in itself. The historic
Christian position, as we have sought to make clear, is that the
Bible is inherently the Word of God. Inasmuch as it was
breathed from the very mouth of God Himself, it is truly His
Word. The human writers who penned its words were holy men
from God and they spoke as they were under the superintendence
and supervision of the Holy Spirit. We may speak of them
as being subjected to an influence of the Spirit, to His oversight,
direction, and sovereign control. The very words of the Bible,

2. 0. cit, pp. 36, 37.
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therefore, are of absolute authority for they are themselves the
Word, the message of God.

Very different from the Christian position, however, is the
one which we are now engaged in considering. According to this
modern view the authority of the Bible does not at all reside in
itself; it resides rather in the fact that when the truth of the
Bible meets me in a Divine-human encounter, then, in that
particular case, the Bible becomes the Word of God for me. It
will be a great gain indeed if we can at least make it clear that
this modern position is not to be identified with that of historic
Christianity. Historic Christianity, inasmuch as it is founded upon
the Bible, teaches that the Bible is itself the authoritative Word
of God. The Bible is authoritative, therefore, whether there
is any Divine-human encounter or not. The Bible is authoritative
whether or not its message is borne home to me in compelling
power. It is authoritative whether I believe it or not; whether
I believe in Jesus Christ or not. The Bible, according to the
Christian position, is authoritative in itself; its authority resides
in the fact that it is the Word of God.

Have we not, however, been too harsh upon the modern view?
Have we ourselves not made too sharp the disjunction between
the Word of God and the human words of the Bible? Is it
not true even upon the modern view that the Bible can have no
authority apart from the human words which bear witness to
the Divine Word? Is not then a certain amount of objective
authority to be found after all in the Bible, and is not the charge
of subjectivism thereby rendered invalid? If these questions
should be raised in opposition to what we have said, we should
reply that, even though the modern position does speak of the
uniqueness of the Bible, and does assert that its human words
must bear record to the Divine Word, it nevertheless follows that
these human words are not of themselves accepted as authori-
tative. The authority of the Bible, if the position which we
are now considering is correct, simply does not reside antecedently
in the Bible itself. Say what one will, he cannot escape the
fact that subjectivism is involved. The authority of the Bible,
if the modern view be correct, despite the unique origin of the
Bible and the fact that its human words witness to the Word of
God, resides not at all in the Bible itself. The authority of
the Bible resides in the one who receives its message.

A superficial criticism of this position would be that it con-
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fuses inspiration with the inward testimony of the Holy Spirit.
It is perfectly true that the message of the Bible does not become
of profit to a man until the Holy Spirit, who is the Third Person
of the Trinity, by an act of sovereign grace opens the eyes of
that man’s understanding so that he sees the Bible as indeed the
Word of God. Those who have been most zealous to defend
the doctrine of the plenary and verbal inspiration of the Bible
have also been desirous of giving proper emphasis to the work of
the Spirit of God. Calvin, it is well to remember, has become
known as the theologian of the Holy Spirit. And the designation
is perfectly just and appropriate, for Calvin was eager to give
a proportionately Scriptural emphasis to the various teachings of
the Bible. Calvin, and others like him, who have insisted strongly
upon the absolute authority of the Bible, have also been insistent
upon a proper recognition of the work of the Spirit of God.
The Bible, we would insist, is the Word of God whether a man
believes it to be so or not. And it is the Word of God to that
particular man whether he believes it to be so or not. If he
does believe it, well and good, he shall then enjoy the blessings
of its heavenly message. If he does not believe it, it is still
the Word of God to him, and it will rise up in the last day to
condemn him. Wholly apart from any one particular individual’s
reaction to the Bible, the Bible is the Word of God. At the same
time, it is of course true that, unless he believes the message
of the Bible to be true, no man enjoys the spiritual blessings
of the Bible’s message. The sinner remains in his sins until
the Spirit of God applies to his heart the blessings which the
Lord Jesus, by His death, has obtained. The sinner in his sins
and trespasses is spiritually dead, and needs to be made alive.
It is the Spirit who makes him alive. He raises him to newness
of life, giving to him a second birth, a birth from above, a
resurrection from the dead. The newly awakened soul sees
Jesus Christ as his Redeemer and embraces Jesus Christ in
living faith. And he furthermore regards the Bible as the Holy
Word of God. He does this because the Spirit has borne
witness by and with the Word to his own spirit that the Bible
is the Word of God. This supernatural work is that which has
been designated the internal testimony of the Spirit. It is a
witness-bearing to the soul that the Bible is the Word of God.
In the newly awakened soul a conviction is formed that the

Scriptures are Divine.



SOME MODERN VIEWS OF THE BIBLE (Imn 243

We are, of course, far from saying that a well-formulated doc-
trine of Scripture is thus given to the believer. Such is not the
case. A well-formulated doctrine of Scripture can come only
upon the basis of careful study of Scripture itself. But it is
a fact that the believer, through the testimony of the Spirit, is
convinced that the Bible is the Word of God. We are also far
from saying that this is all that is to be understood by the work
of the Spirit’s bearing witness by and with the Word to the
believer. It is, however, this particular emphasis with which we
are now concerned. Our purpose is not to give a fully developed
statement of the doctrine of the internal testimony of the Holy
Spirit. What we are now concerned to point out and make clear
is that, apart from the fact of the Spirit’s applying to the individ-
ual soul the blessings which have been obtained for him through
the saving work of Christ, no man can properly understand the
Bible. And one of these blessings which the Spirit brings is the
conviction that the Scriptures are Divine.

Is the modern view simply confusing terms? Is it merely
insisting upon the necessity of a belief in the work of the Spirit?
Is it doing nothing more than emphasizing the importance of
the doctrine of the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit? If
such were the case, our disagreement with it would not be serious.
We would indeed even then maintain that in employing such a
word as “inspiration” to designate the internal testimony of the
Spirit, advocates of this particular view were guilty of intro-
ducing confusion into the discussion. Such, however, we be-
lieve, is not the case. The advocates of the position which we
are now considering are not merely guilty of confusing matters
by an inappropriate usage of theological terms. We could wish
that that were all that were involved. The issue, however, is

far more serious than that.

Those who maintain that the human words of the Bible. are
nothing more than the cradle in which the Word of God is to
be found are perfectly willing to employ the methods of nega-
tive Biblical criticism. This criticism presupposes that the
investigator may subject the words of the Bible to hi§ own u{Ialded
mind and may pass a judgment upon them. An illustration of
this type of criticism will be in place. The New Testament teacI}es
very clearly that the prophet Isaiah was the author of the entire
book which bears his name. This is seen in the fact that the
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New Testament quotes from all parts of the prophecy and
ascribes them to the man Isaiah. The Christian believes that
the New Testament is the infallible Word of God and hence he
simply accepts this clear testimony. Not so the critic. He
thinks that he can subject the prophecy of Isaiah to tests which
he regards as legitimate and, then, upon the basis of his own
investigations, declare whether or not the prophecy is the work
of Isaiah. He disregards the evidence of the New Testament
and proceeds to assert, in effect, that the witness of the New
Testament is incorrect and that, as a matter of fact, the prophecy
is not in its entirety from the great eighth-century prophet.
Thus he sets his own judgments over against the express decla-
rations of the Word of God, the Bible. In doing this, he is, of
course, placing his mind above the written revelation of God.
He is spurning the clear testimony of God and placing as an
authority above it the human mind. Those who make a distinc-
tion between the words of Scripture and the “Word” of God
regard such criticism as legitimate. They ride roughshod over
the statements of the Bible whenever they think that those
statements are not in accord with the facts. Thus, apparently,
one may hold to the most radical forms of modern criticism and
yet maintain that such criticism has reference only to the human
words of the Bible, and does not affect the Divine message.

At this point a question may be raised. The human words
of the Bible, we are told, are a witness to the Word of God.
They are not themselves to be identified with that Word, and,
inasmuch as this is the case, “criticism,” apparently even in radical
forms, is, as we have just stated, regarded as perfectly legitimate.
That this is the case is seen by the fact that many, if not all,
of those who make this distinction between the Word of God
and the words of the Bible, themselves practice such criticism.
This criticism, however, often conflicts with the express statements
of the Bible. It maintains that these statements cannot always
be accepted. In other words, if such criticism is legitimate, it
has shown rather clearly that the human words of the Bible
do not offer an accurate and trustworthy witness to themselves.
They assert, among other things, that Isaiah wrote the entire
prophecy that bears his name; “criticism,” on the other hand, tells
us that this is wrong. They assert that there was an historical
resurrection of Jesus Christ on the third day; “criticism,” tells
us that this is wrong. They assert that there was a Garden
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of Eden and an historical fall; “criticism” tells us that this is
wrong. If, therefore, these human words of the Bible do not
even succeed in being a trustworthy witness to themselves, how
can we be sure that they are a trustworthy witness to the “Word”
of God which is supposed to come somehow through them? All
that we know of this nebulous “Word” of God, we know from
the human words of the Bible. Let us make no mistake upon
that point. Say what they will, the adherents of neo-orthodoxy,
whatever be the particular brand espoused, have received all
the knowledge that they possess about God, the Trinity, the
Person of Christ, the Holy Spirit, the Resurrection, the Word of
God, from the words of the Bible. May it not be, however, inas-
much as these words are not even trustworthy witnesses to
themselves, that they are also not trustworthy as a witness or
pointer to the “Word” of God? The question, we think, is
worthy of the most serious consideration.

Our criticism of the thesis that the human words of the Bible
are not to be identified with the Word of God, but rather are
mere witnesses to that “Word” has up to this point been of a
more or less surface character. Valid and legitimate as are the
criticisms which have so far been advanced, they do not, never-
theless, go to the heart of the matter.

We may indeed point out inconsistencies and incongruities
in the view which is now under discussion (and these inconsist-
encies are of so great and serious a nature that they make clear
that this view is false), but we do not actually get to the heart of
things until we first realize that much of modern theological
thought is, whether consciously or not, based upon the philo-
sophical thought of Kant.

To discover this fact one need not be a specialist in philosophy.
That such is the case will become apparent even to the one
who reads but little in modern philosophy. Kant made a
distinction between what he called the phenomenal and the
noumenal, and it is this distinction which has exerted tremendous
influence upon modern thought.

The phenomenal is that realm which we know through'our
senses, and phenomena themselves, according to Kapt, are objects
which we may possibly experience. That which does not
belong to the phenomenal realm cannot be an object of our
experience. Objects are alone presented to us within the limits
of that which we may know through the senses. Unless what
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we conceive with the mind corresponds to some object which
we know in this phenomenal realm, we simply cannot demonstrate
the reality of what we are conceiving.

Kant has stated the matter forcefully as follows:

It follows incontestably, that the pure conceptions of the
understanding are incapable of the tramscendental, and must
always be of empirical use alone, and that the principles of the
pure understanding relate only to the general conditions of a
possible experience, to objects of the senses, and never to
things in general, apart from the mode in which we intuit
them.?

What, however, about those things which are not the objects
of our senses? These Kant calls unintelligible existences or
noumena. Their possibility, he says, is beyond the sphere of
the phenomenal and indeed is quite incomprehensible. For us
the noumenal is a void. We do not possess either an intuition
or even the conception of a possible intuition by means of which
objects beyond the phenomenal realm can be given to us. At
best, he maintains, the concept of the noumenal has a negative
use in that it restrains our sensuous intuition within the bounds
of phenomena. That which belongs to the noumenal, inasmuch
as it has no definite object which corresponds to it, cannot possess
objective validity. It is not a particular intelligible object for our
understanding; it is an unknown something. Can our
understanding and reason then be applied to that which belongs

to the noumenal world? This question Kant answers with a
strong negative.

It is as though we lived on an island in the midst of the sea.
Upon this island we are king. We may study and investigate
and think about the island to our heart’s content. As we study
our island, however, we learn to know things which are really
only the appearance, not the things in themselves.

Surrounding the island is the limitless sea, yet we cannot
approach this sea, for over it hangs a dense fog, and whenever
we seek to enter it a blackness that is darker than night descends
upon us, and keeps us upon the island where we belong. And
yet, somehow, in this nebulous realm things exist as they are
in themselves. About this realm, however, we can know nothing.

It is not our purpose to endeavor to make a more detailed

3. The Critigue of Pure Reason, translated by J. M. D. Meikeljohn
(Everyman’s Library), p. 184.
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analysis of Kant’s distinction. What has been stated is sufficient
to make clear how radically removed this position is from
historic Christianity. According to the Bible all things, whether
they are visible or not, were brought into existence by a creative
act of God. Christianity teaches that, inasmuch as it was
created by God, we may truly know the phenomenal realm.
“The heavens declare the glory of God, and the firmament maketh
known His handiwork” (Psalm 19:1, translation by the author).
This world which we know through our senses is God’s world.

What, however, about that which we do not know through
the senses? Is the noumenal actually enshrouded with blackness?
This question Christianity answers with a negative. We may
indeed know God, for He has revealed Himself unto us. We
may know about life beyond the grave, the resurrection of Christ,
heaven, and many other things, for God has told us about
them. God, according to Christianity, controls the phenomenal
realm, and He also controls the noumenal. He permits man
to know just as much as He desires man to know about these
realms, for they are His and He is their Creator.

Very different, however, is Kant’s understanding of the
phenomenal and the noumenal. He does not regard God as
the true Creator of all, for in effect he makes man the master
of all. Man cannot know about the noumenal, he says. What
then shall we say, for example, concerning the miracles of Jesus
Christ? Obviously the miracles, on Kant’s position, belong not
to the phenomenal, for there is no definite object which corres-
ponds to them, but rather to the noumenal. They are, therefore,
beyond us; they do not possess objective validity; they are an
unknown something. We might go on and thus discuss every
doctrine of the Christian faith; if Kant is correct, they are all
removed from the sphere of history; they cannot possess objec-
tive validity.

It is this Kantian distinction between the phenomenal and
noumenal realm which undergirds much of modern theological
thought. Consequently, insofar as modern thought is in harmony
with its Kantian foundation, it is diametrically opposed to
supernatural Christianity. This is true, despite the constant
usage of orthodox terminology. It does scant justice to the
facts to assert that those who make the divorce between the
human words of the Bible and the “Word” of God are not
sound in their doctrine of Scripture but otherwise are proclaiming
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the historic Christian faith. Superficial indeed is such a judg-
ment; superficial, and far removed from the truth. For, insofar
as modern theologians embrace the Kantian distinction which we
are now considering, they are not merely unsound at this or that
point, but they are unsound right down the line and are guilty
of maintaining a point of view which is hostile to revealed
Christianity. A few examples will make clear this particular
point. Modern theologians speak much about the resurrection
of the Lord. Is not this commendable? Does not the believer
also assert the importance of the resurrection? If, then, modern
theologians have much to say about the resurrection, is not this
a good sign? When we read, for example, that the resurrection
shattered history, should not we be thrilled at such a “return to
orthodoxy?” For our part, however, we are not thrilled at
all by this language. It is perfectly true that at the present
time there is much being said and written about the resurrection.
What, however, is meant by the term? If modern writers mean
that on the third day the body of the Lord Jesus miraculously
rose from the dead, we shall indeed rejoice. Is this, then, what
they have in mind? We fear not. To believe in a historical
resurrection, as it is taught in Scripture, involves belief in the
intrusion of the supernatural into human history. It involves
belief that the Sovereign God did indeed intervene and by
means of a miracle did bring again to life the Lord Jesus.
Such, however, is not at all what modern theologians wish us
to believe. The resurrection for which they are contending is,
we fear, part of that “Word” of God which they would distinguish
from the words of the Bible. Did the resurrection shatter
history? To this question we reply, it did no such thing. The
resurrection of the Lord took place in history; it was itself an
historical event of the utmost importance. There was a tomb
outside the wall of Jerusalem situated at a particular spot.
Furthermore, at a definite moment in history the Lord Jesus,
having risen from the dead, emerged from that tomb. If the
resurrection in any sense belongs to the noumenal realm of
Kant, or to any realm other than that of human history, there

simply was no resurrection.

In the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, to take another example,
we meet the Messiah under the designation “Servant of the
Lord.” Who is this Servant of the Lord? To this question
the Bible-believing Christian has a ready answer. He says
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that the Servant is none other than Jesus Christ, and that Isajah
prophesied in this chapter of Christ. In support of this inter-
pretation he makes appeal to the New Testament. If he accepts
at face value the words of the New Testament he learns that
the Servant is Jesus Christ. It is an example of predictive
prophecy, and upon the basis of the testimony of the words of
Scripture, the Christian who would be true to the Bible believes
that the Lord Jesus fulfilled this particular prophecy of Isaiah.

It goes without saying that this view is not acceptable to
modern thought. Consequently, it is said by some that in the
realm of faith we may indeed believe that Jesus Christ is the
Servant of the Lord. In the realm of scientific study, however,
we must subject this prophecy to close scrutiny and study it
as scholars. If we do that we, of course, arrive at a conclusion
quite different. In the realm of scholarly study we may come
to the conclusion (although in this realm this conclusion was
not always reached) that the Servant is a prophetic remodelling
of an old myth. What then is this realm of faith in which we
may believe that Jesus is the Servant? It is, we believe, the
“Word” (in the modern sense) of God, and we think that it
is not essentially different from that which Kant designated the
noumenal. To say that in the realm of faith Jesus is the
Servant, but that in the empirical realm of everyday life He
is not the Servant, is simply to say that He is not the Servant
at all.

The disjunction which we are now considering has been
stated with unusual clarity by President John Mackay of
Princeton Theological Seminary. He says:

Moreover, being a book about redemption, the Bible is authori-

tative only in its own particular sphere. As a document with

a history, it is to be studied and investigated with the most

rigorous historical and scientific criteria.*

We may be grateful to Dr. Mackay for thus stating the case
so pointedly. Has Dr. Mackay, however, really said anything
that is essentially different from the position of Kant? When
we speak of the Bible as a document with a history, are we
not in effect positing Kant’s phenomenal realm? And is there
an essential difference between Dr. Mackay’s sphere of redemp-
tion and Kant’s noumenal? One thing is surely true. If this

4. John A. Mackay, “Protestantism” in Presbyterian Life, Vol. 8, No,
25, December 24, 1955, p. 18.
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divorce between the “sphere” of redemption and the Bible as
a document with a history is legitimate, historic Christianity
is done for; we are yet in our sins. Do the atonement and
the resurrection belong to the “sphere” of redemption? Are
they to be removed from the realm of history where we as
Christians, seeking to think God’s revealed thoughts after Him,
may study what the Scriptures say concerning them? If they
are to be removed from the historical realm and placed in some
“sphere” of redemption we can only look forward, of all men
the most miserable, to utter despair, as the eternal darkness
settles down upon us. Thank God, however, that this distinction
is not a valid one. Thank God that here upon this earth on
a certain day of our calendar and at a particular place in Palestine
the Lord Jesus bore our guilt upon the Cross and on the third
day by a mighty miracle rose from the dead. Thank God for
giving us His Word, which is authoritative in every sphere
of which it speaks, and which has told us of the wondrous
thing that God did in the giving of His only begotten Son.

One of the clearest and most cogent presentations of the modern
viewpoint with respect to this particular problem of the dis-
junction between the sphere of what Dr. Mackay calls redemption
and the realm of history has been given by one of the greatest
of American archaeologists, Dr. William F. Albright. Says Dr.
Albright:

In other words, the historian cannot control the details of
Jesus’ birth and resurrection and thus has no right to pass
judgment on their historicity. On the other hand the historian
is qualified to estimate the historical significance of the pat-
tern and its vital importance for the nascent Christian move-
ment as embodied in the person of its Master. Since,
accordingly, there can be no complete factual judgment and
since the historian cannot settle questions which are outside
of his jurisdiction, the decision must be left to the Church and
to the individual believer, who are historically warranted in
accepting the whole of the messianic framework of the Gospels
or in regarding it as partly true literally and as partly true
spiritually — which is far more important in the region of the
spirit with which the Christian faith must primarily deal.
The historian, qua historian, must stop at the threshold, unable
to enter the shrine of the Christian mysteria without removing
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his shoes, conscious that there are realms where history and
nature are inadequate, and where God reigns over them in
eternal majesty.®

Does the virgin birth, however, lie beyond the jurisdiction of
the historian? Does it belong in a realm or region where
history is inadequate? In answer to these questions the historic
Christian Church in her great creeds has answered with a
mighty negative. In following the Bible the Church has main-
tained that Jesus Christ was born of the virgin Mary for the
reason that God has said He was so born. Each Lord’s Day,
in the worship service of the Church countless Christians repeat
the words of the Apostles’ Creed, “I believe . . . in Jesus Christ
His only Son, our Lord; who was conceived by the Holy
Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary . .. .”” What is the basis upon
which Christians believe such a thing concerning the Lord? It
is simply that God has revealed to them the fact that Christ
was indeed, as a matter of historical fact, born of the virgin
Mary. The virgin birth, in other words, is an historical fact.
It took place here upon this earth at a definite point in time and
in history. And if there is any book in the Bible which lays
its emphasis upon historical details, it is the beautiful third
Gospel in which one account of the virgin birth is given. One
is almost tempted to think that this particular Gospel was
written with modern critical theory in view.

If the virgin birth belongs to some region where history and
nature are inadequate, we must then acknowledge that there
never was a virgin birth. If the virgin birth is not historical,
there was no virgin birth. We, however, as Christian historians,
accept the testimony of the first and third Gospels, believing that
they are part of the infallible Word of God. When they speak
upon matters of redemption, they are trustworthy and we believe
them; when they speak upon matters of historical detail, they
are likewise trustworthy, and we also believe them. The Bible
knows nothing about any region or realm which, in distinction
from the historical, is to be labeled faith, or redemption, or
supra-temporal, or supra-historical, or Urgeschichte, or a realm
where history and nature are inadequate. To put the matter
baldly, it would seem that these are but new names for the
old area of myth and legend. If the virgin birth belongs to this

3‘0-7'3-3}.7S§illiam F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, 1940, pp.
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realm where history and nature are inadequate, there was no
virgin birth. If the resurrection also belongs to this region,
there was no resurrection, and the body of our blessed Lord still
lies in some unknown tomb in Palestine.

We are told that critical study of the Bible can shed much
light upon the human words of the Bible, but that it does not
affect the sphere of redemption. That sphere, it is asserted,
is beyond the reach of the critical historian. Criticism cannot
affect the “abiding” message of the Bible; it cannot touch the
sphere of redemption. Here, it would surely seem, is the old
philosophy of Kant making its appearance under the guise of
a form of modern theology. In opposition to this it cannot
be emphasized with sufficient force that Christianity is an historical
religion. It is based squarely upon certain things that God did
in history. The eternal Son of God became man, being conceived
in the womb of a particular virgin who lived in the first century
of our era in the land of Palestine. Of her He was born, and
He lived and taught and wrought mighty miracles. Then,
having been betrayed and arrested, He was unjustly condemned to
die upon the cross. In so dying, He offered a sacrifice to
satisfy the justice of God and to reconcile God to us. On the
third day, a definite day upon the calendar, He came to life
from the dead, and came forth from the tomb. These wondrous
acts which have procured our redemption were not wrought in
some nebulous realm or region about which we know nothing.
They took place here upon this earth at definite times and
places. Remove the historical basis from Christianity and there
is no Christianity. Place the great truths of Christianity in
some region of “redemption,” and divorce this region from the
historical, and we are yet in our sins. Can there be a religion
that is filled with greater despair than is this modern religion
which makes a separation, yea, a divorce between the sphere of
redemption and the sphere of the historical? If this new
religion is true, we are yet under the curse of the law, and we
can look forward only to everlasting punishment in hell. But
life has been filled with hope because of the wondrous sacrifice
that Christ wrought when He was crucified on a green hill,
far away, outside the city wall.

If the view which is now under consideration is correct, what,
we may well ask, is actually the function of the Bible? The
answer to this question is ready at hand. The Bible, we are
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told, is the record of revelation, the witness to the Word of
God. It is of course true, we would reply, that the Bible is
a record of revelation. It tells us of the revelation which God
made in times past to His people. The Bible is indeed a record
of revelation. More than that, it is an accurate record of
revelation. Inasmuch as it is God-breathed, it is an infallible
record of revelation. When we read the Bible, we are not
deceived. We know exactly what God spoke in former times,
for the Bible is a perfectly trustworthy record of revelation.

To say that the Bible is a record of revelation and to stop
at that point, however, is not to do full justice to the Bible.
The Bible is indeed a record of revelation, but, inasmuch as it is
the God-breathed Word, it is more than that. The Bible is
also itself revelation. The words of the Bible find their origin
in God. He is their Author, and for this reason, these very
words are revelatory of Him. They are themselves revelation.
We cannot, therefore, as Christians, be content with the modern
position which merely asserts that the Bible is a witness to revela-
tion. Our difference, however, with this position is not merely
that it declares that the Bible is the witness or pointer to
revelations which God has given in times past. That is not,
in fact, the heart of the view which is espoused today. If that
were the main emphasis, the difference between the Christian
view of the Bible and this modern one would not be so great.
It is being asserted, however, that the Bible is the witness to
revelation, and the revelation to which it points or witnesses is
the nebulous realm of “redemption” or the “Word” of which
we have already spoken. The “Word” of God, it is stated,
is cradled in the words of the Bible. These latter point to the
former. How different this is from the Christian position!
How different from the teaching of the Bible itself! It cannot
be sufficiently emphasized that the Bible is itself the Word of
God; it is itself revelatory. The Scriptures, we are compelled
to assert, are themselves the very revelation of the God of
Truth. They are not mere pointers to the truth, they are them-
selves the truth.

Tue BiBLE As HorLy History
In line with the idea that the truth of the Bible is personal

truth there has been considerable emphasis in recent times upon
a view of Biblical history which is variously designated as holy
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or sacred history. History, we are told, consists of events that
are remembered. Some events are not of sufficient importance
to be remembered ; they do not have sufficient meaning therefore.
Hence, in Biblical history we have to do both with events which
occurred and also in addition to that with the meaning which
these events had for a number of human beings.

The events of Biblical history are, therefore, events which
are laden with meaning, and their meaning is found in the
meeting of man with God. Holy history, therefore, is that part
of history in which the Holy Spirit takes a direct part. The
historical events are recorded for the reason that in them a
special working of God takes place and these recorded events
are part of a plan of God. There is, then, a plan to holy history ;
it is the history of God’s dealings with mankind.

What may be said about this method of conceiving history?
In the first place, it should be noted that those who speak of
sacred or holy history are also perfectly willing to embrace the
methods and results of a criticism which is hostile to the Bible’s
witness to itself. It is when one realizes this fact that he
begins to ask what, in fact, is intended by the terms “holy” or
“sacred” history. There is of course no question but that the
events of the Bible are unique events. We may very legitimately
speak of the uniqueness of those things which God wrought
in history for the salvation of sinners. We are saved from
our sins, not by the exploits of Alexander the Great, but by
the death of Jesus Christ upon the cross. For the believer,
the latter event is rich with meaning that is lacking in the
former. The Christian is naturally more interested in those
events in history by means of which his redemption was obtained.

When all this is granted, however, we must insist that the
events of Biblical history took place in history. They were,
in other words, historical events. As such, they are related to
all other events of history. Since the sovereign God in His
providence upholds all things, we may be assured that all events
of history are related. The matter has been accurately stated —
accurately, because it is in agreement with the teaching of the
Bible — by the Westminster Confession of Faith:

God the great Creator of all things doth uphold, direct,
dispose, and govern all creatures, actions, and things, from the
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eatest even to the least, by His most wise and holy provi-
glt;nce, according to His infallible fore-knowledge, and the free
and immutable counsel of His own will, to the praise of the
glory of His wisdom, power, justice, goodness and mercy.®

All things that occur, according to the Confession’s statement,
are ordained of God. They occur because He has decreed that
they should occur. All are parts of His over-all plan. All
are parts of His one all-embracing eternal purpose and decree.
Inasmuch as this is the case, all events of history in the very
nature of the case, are related. With the words of Pascal, we
may well agree, “If the nose of Cleopatra had been shorter, the
whole face of the earth would have been changed.”?

The events of Biblical history are parts of this eternal purpose
of God. As such they occur in the realm of history. They
cannot be removed or separated from their historical context
and background. Our salvation was wrought by the Lord
of Glory when He died upon the cross and rose again from the
dead. It must be remembered, however, that He was nailed to
the cross by Roman soldiers at a particular place outside the
city of Jerusalem, on a certain day of the calendar year and at
a particular time of that day. The country in which He died
was at that time subject to the Roman Empire, and the one who

allowed Him to be crucified was a minor Roman official by the
name of Pontius Pilate.

The encounters of God with men did not take place upon a
cloud or in a vacuum. They took place upon this very earth, in
time and in history. To modern men this fact may seem
unimportant, to the Bible it is supremely important. Certainly
one of the great “encounters” of man and God was that between
the Lord and John the Baptist. We might easily be tempted to
say that the matter of concern here is simply the fact that the
holy God met with the Baptist. Such, however, is not the
manner in which the Bible presents the encounter. Hear what
the evangelist says: “Now in the fifteenth year of the reign of
Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate being Governor of Judaea, and
Herod being tetrarch of Galilee, and his brother Philip tetrarch
of Tturaea and of the region of Trachonitis, and Lysanias the

6. The Westminster Confession, V: I.
7. Pensées, 8:29.
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tetrarch of Abilene, Annas and Caiaphas being the high priests,
the word of God came unto John the son of Zacharias in the
wilderness” (Luke 3:1,2).

Why this stress upon historical detail? What difference does
it make who was upon the throne of Rome at the time? How
can these historical details be of any possible benefit to our
spiritual life? Questions such as these, however, are based
upon a misunderstanding of the nature of Christianity. It makes
all the difference in the world who was upon the throne of
Rome. It makes all the difference in the world where the
“encounter” between God and John the Baptist took place.
Luke is most concerned to give us the necessary details which
form the proper background of the revelation of God to John,
for this revelation took place in history. At a definite point
of ime and at a certain place upon the face of this earth, God
met with John the Baptist. Remove this historical background
from Christianity, and you remove Christianity itself, for
Christianity is a religion which is founded squarely upon that
which was done once for all in history.

We may well be thankful to God that Luke, the inspired
penman, stated so carefully and painstakingly the historical
background in which the wondrous revelation of God took place.
How assuring are these details! Luke has not left us with
the impression that this “encounter” was something vague and

nebulous. On the contrary, he wished to assure his readers
that it took place under certain very definite conditions, and
it is the mention of these conditions which assures us that we
are reading the account of something historical and not simply
a “cunningly devised fable.” Luke may not have been a very
good writer of “holy” history, inasmuch as he was too concerned
about historical details. As a writer of true history, however,
he was superb. His very words make upon one the impression
that the things which he relates actually occurred here upon
this earth. We turn from the Gospel of Luke with the very
definite conviction that, having read his words, we have also
known the certainty of those things which it seemed good to him
to write.

Christianity, therefore, is rooted and grounded in history. At
the same time it is true, as we noted above, that there is
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indeed a uniqueness about Biblica] history.
has been expressed in the words of the Westm
as follows:

As the providence of God doth, in general reach to all
creatures, So, after_ a most special manner, it taketh care of
His Church, and disposeth all things to the good thereof.®

Jesus Christ is, without controversy, the center of history.
There is a Before Christ and an In the year of our Lord. The
distinction is perfectly legitimate. There is a certain sense in
which all things may be said to subserve the purpose of God in
salvation. And surely, despite what evil men and nations may
do, all things are for the good of the redeemed. In the words of
comfort which are dear to the Christian heart God has given
us a true philosophy of history, “And we know that all things
work together for good to them that love God, to them who
are the called according to his purpose” (Romans 8:28). To
say this, however, is, we believe, to say something quite different
from that which is intended by the modern proponents of “holy”
history.

When we read the writings of these men we receive the
distinct impression that the great “encounters” between man
and God were not necessarily historical events. When we hear
it said that the Flood was a great act of God’s judgment, we
are tempted to ask the question, “Could a person have drowned
in that flood?” The answer, we fear, must all too often be
negative. Not only could one not have drowned in the flood,
one could not even have wet his feet. And the reason for this
is simply that this flood belongs to the sphere of “holy history,
or redemption, or call it what one will. To put it in simple terhxjn;;
there never was upon this earth a flood such as that of wk
the Bible records. The flood, in other words, was not historical.
To say that this great ‘“encounter” took place in someEq:g::
realm is simply to remove it from the pages of hlStOfc}l’ 2 ] oo
there was a flood upon this earth, as the Bible records, or e
there was no flood. fie events

What shall we say about the fall of“man? Su’t;e})ytt :e r?vman
of the early chapters of Genesis were “encounters” betw Eardo
and God. Are these events then historical? Was.thel']e.l a 5
of Eden, an Adam and an Eve? Was the fall, in other words,

This uniqueness
inster Confession

8. The Westminster Confession of Faith, V:VIL
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something that occurred upon this earth? In answer to questions
such as these we are sometimes told that the events of the
early chapters of Genesis took place in prehistory. They are
events in the spiritual world, and are to be regarded as myths.

By this word myth we are not to understand a legend or fable,
but simply

. . a story by which the events in the spiritual world are
described in terms of earthly occurrences, or earthly events
are shown in relation to their spiritual roots.?

If we understand this definition aright, it means that the
events of the first three chapters of Genesis did not take place
upon this earth. They took place in some other realm, the
“spiritual world,” and they are told in story form in terms of
earthly occurrences. They are told as though they did occur
upon this earth, yet, as a matter of fact, they did not take place
upon this earth, but rather, in the “spiritual” world. Here
again, it appears, is the hand of Kant. Here again is the distinc-
tion between this historical world which we know and some
region beyond, the nebulous realm into which we are to place
the great verities of Christianity.

At present, however, we wish to do something else than
point out the underlying philosophical basis upon which the
above interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis seems to rest.
At present we wish simply to ask the question, Who is to
tell where the limits of myth begin and where they end? What
is the standard or measure by means of which we may identify
in the Bible that which is myth and that which is history? If
the distinction between this earth and the “spiritual world” is
correct, this question, we should think, is rather important. It
would surely be a grave fault to relegate to the realm of the
“spiritual world” or the realm of “redemption” that which
actually belongs to this present world of history. We should
probably not have much company, for example, if we insisted
that the account of Sennacherib’s invasion of Palestine belonged
to the realm of the “spiritual world,” and the reason, we fear,
why we would not have much company in maintaining this
position is simply that Sennacherib himself has left an account
of his exploits. But is that a sufficient reason? Apparently,
when there is some outside check, we are in the realm of history.

9. Otto A. Piper, God in History, Macmillan, New York, 1939, p. 61.
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Such a check, however, is not always present. Who then is to
say where the realm of the “spiritual world” begins and where it
ends? If the events of prehistory, the events of the early chapters
of Genesis, let us say, belong to the “spiritual world” where
does the resurrection of Jesus Christ belong? May it’ not be
after all, that here also we are dealing with a myth? May i;
not be that the resurrection did not actually take place here
upon this earth in history but rather is simply an event of the
“spiritual world?” If such is the case, it follows, of course, that
there is no resurrection. The Apostle spoke truly when he
said. “And if Christ be not risen, then is our preaching vain,
and your faith #s also vain” (1 Corinthians 15:14). If the
resurrection belongs to the realm of the “spiritual world” or,
for that matter, to any other than the historical realm, it simply
follows that Jesus Christ did not rise from the dead. It would
have been possible on that third day to visit the tomb and
to make the sad discovery that it was not empty. The dead body
of the Lord still remained there. If, therefore, the resurrection
is anything other than an historical one, there is no resurrection.
If there is no historical resurrection, there is no Christianity,
and we are yet under the terrible curse of the law of God.

Who then is to judge where myth begins and where it ends?
What portions of the Bible are myth and what are history?
To this question no clear-cut answer is given. We cannot escape
the conviction that the proponents of the modern forms of “holy
history” are actually guilty of using the term “holy” or “sacred”
history as a synonym for the realm of “redemption,” the noumenal
realm of Kant. To state the matter in a slightly different way,
it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the great “encounters”
between man and God, “encounters” in which a Divine activity
is seen, are after all not encounters in history but rather in some
other sphere. The great saving events of Biblical history, we
fear, are thus actually removed from the sphere gf history. If
this is the case, these great events of Biblical history are not
historical, and if they are not historical, they simply did not
take place.

There is another point that must be stressed. We are_dtfld
that these great events and encounters are those in which a
Divine activity was seen. Such, we suppose we may safely.s.ay,
was the exodus from Egypt. Now the question that keeps ansing
is this. Was this deliverance from Egypt merely an event i
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which the historians of Israel saw a mighty Divine activity, or
was there, as a matter of actual historical fact, a special Divine
activity in the exodus? Did God, in other words, actually lead
the people forth from the land of Egypt, as the Bible states,
or rather, did the Israelitish historians simply think that in
this event they saw the Divine hand at work? The proponents of
“holy” history are not always as clear about this matter as they
might be. At any rate, we must insist upon one thing. The great
saving events of the Bible were not recorded in the Bible merely
because the writers happened to infer there-from the presence of
a Divine activity in them. If that had actually been the case, how
could we ever have known whether or not there actually had
been such a Divine activity in them? How could we have known

whether these writers of the Bible might not have omitted some

very important events; how do we know that those which they
chose to record were actually such as manifested a Divine
activity? Might not these writers of the Bible have been greatly
mistaken ?

Thank God, however, that the Bible does not merely record
events in which, according to the mere inferences of the Biblical
writers, there was a Divine activity. Such is not the Christian
position. The Christian position is not that the writers of the
Bible merely recorded those mighty events in which they thought
there was manifest a Divine activity. The Christian position,
rather, is that, as a matter of historical fact, God, the Triune
God, was actually working in the mighty events of redemption,
and that He, in His sovereign and inscrutable wisdom, revealed
to the writers of the Scripture just those events which they were
to record, those and no more. Modern “holy history” may
assert that the writers of the Bible inferred in these events a
Divine activity at work and so recorded them in the Scriptures.
Christianity, on the other hand, teaches that God Himself did
work in history in a saving way, and that He told the inspired
penmen of Scripture what they were to record. The attitude
which some modern proponents of “holy” history take toward
the recording of these great saving events and the attitude of
historical Christianity are mutually exclusive.

The writers of the Bible, we are sometimes told, were not
concerned about the truth of the stories which they recorded.
Their first question was not, “Is it true?” but rather, “What does
it mean?”’, “What is its point?” Hence, we of the twentieth
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century with our literal-minded attitude are said to be more
likely to insist upon a literal interpretation of the Bible than
were its authors. This charge fits in well with the whole con-
geries of modern attitudes which we have been considering. It
is a very interesting claim, and, surely, if it were true, we should
do well to examine again our own attitude toward Scripture.
There is, however, one rather important point that must be
mentioned in connection with this claim that the Hebrews were
not interested in whether or not a story was true but were
merely interested in what it meant. It is that this claim is not in
accord with the facts.

Let us examine again the much-disputed early chapters of
Genesis. Did the human author of those chapters believe that
he was recounting something that was true? If he were simply
relating something the truthfulness of which did not at all
concern him, we may well ask why he took such pains to make
it appear to his readers that he was recounting historical fact.
Why, for example, did he bother to tell his readers the names
of the rivers which flowed from the Garden of Eden? Might
not some unsophisticated reader, who did not have the advantage
of the idea that the writer was not interested in the truth of
what he was recording, simply come to the conclusion that the
writer, by mentioning the rivers of the garden, was trying to
locate the garden? Why, too, did he speak of the gold of the land
of Havilah as being good, and why did he note the fact that
there, in the land of Havilah, there was also bdellium and the
onyx stone? What was the point of mentioning such things
unless it were that the writer wished his readers to know
where the garden actually was situated? It would seem that the
writer of Genesis was indeed interested in the truthfulness of
that which he recounted. This fact is further illustrated in
the manner in which he relates the tragic consequences that
resulted from the disobedience recorded in the third chapter.

When we turn to the New Testament we find that the
Apostle Paul was quite interested in the truthfulness of this
particular narrative of the fall. Paul contrasts the work of
Adam with that of Christ. He furthermore does this in such
a way as to make it clear that he believed in the accuracy of
what was recorded about Adam. The very work of Christ,
according to Paul, depends upon the truthfulness of what is
stated concerning Adam. If what is stated concerning Adam is
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not true, we have every reason also for denying the truthful-
ness of what is said concerning Christ. Paul, it would seem, was
very much - concerned about the truthfulness of the Genesis
account of the fall. A careful study of the Bible will make it
clear that this modern assertion that the Hebrews were not
interested in the truthfulness of a story has no foundation
whatever in fact.

One may perhaps be pardoned for asking in passing the question
why a nation or people would be interested in the meaning of
something which they did not believe to be true. One can
understand that a person would be interested in the meaning
of what he believed to be true, but it is difficult to discover why
anyone would have any particular concern over something which
he believed was not true. And it is simply too much to be
asked to believe that the writers of the Bible were not interested
in the truth of what they were recording, but merely in its
meaning. Such a view must be dismissed as frivolous. The
writers of Scripture were not writing for entertainment; they
were recording what they believed to be the Word of God. If
they had had no concern for the truthfulness of what they were
writing, they would not have written the Bible.

With the various modern views of the Bible the true Christian
can have nothing to do. Underlying these modern views there
is apparent the influence of Kant. The Bible, as an historical
document, is simply a witness, we are told, to the “Word” of
God. This “Word” of God, however, is something very foreign
to us. It is not that Word of truth which the Triune God has
Himself revealed to man in words; it is something beyond that.
Very different is the position of historic Christianity. According
to historic Christianty, and so, according to the Bible, the Triune
God did actually speak to human beings. He conveyed to them
the truth in a form in which they could receive it. He spoke
to them in words and they, His creatures, created in His image,
could receive and understand those words. Christianity is
thus diametrically opposed to modern thought. Christianity is
a revelation of the one living and true God. The Bible is not
merely a witness to some nebulous “Word” of God; the Bible
itself is the Word of God. It is not only a pointer to revelation;
it is revelation. Pray God that the men of our day may once
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more realize this fact. Then will sinners heed the thunderings
of Sinai and look unto Him who is their Redeemer. Then will

they truly pray, “Thy word i« a lamp unto my feet, and a
light unto my path” (Psalm 119:105).
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The Bible and Salvation



“And that from a child thou hast known the holy scrip-
tures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation
through faith which is in Christ Jesus.”

2 TiMoTHY 3:15



11
The Bible and Salvation

In the words which have come to be known as His high-
priestly prayer, our Lord said, “Sanctify them through thy
truth: thy word is truth” (John 17:17). It was an utterance
filled with loving concern for the disciples from whom He would
soon be taken. They were to remain in a world of evil and
that they might serve effectively as His witnesses, they must
be sanctified. It is to God the Holy Father that Christ prays
and, in view of the fact that the disciples are to be kept through
the Name of the Father, He prays that they may partake of
holiness. This work of holiness or sanctification is to be accom-
plished in the truth or through the truth.

There then follows the remarkable statement, “Thy word is
truth.” At first blush it might seem that Christ is speaking of
Himself, for He is indeed the Word of God and He is the
Truth. Upon second glance, however, it is apparent that this
1s not what Christ had in mind, for He identifies the Word of
God as something distinct from Himself. He had already stated
(verse 6) that He had manifested the Name of God to the
disciples, and they had kept God’s Word. It was this revelation
concerning the Name of God which Christ called the Word of
God. Again, in verse 14, the Lord says that He has given to
the disciples God’s Word. He declares that He gave the words
which God had given unto Him (verse 8). It would then
seem evident that our Lord, in speaking of the Word of God,
had in mind something other than Himself. There is, how-
ever, a further consideration which makes it clear that (':hrist
in the present verse of the prayer was not identifying Himself
as the Word of God. It must never be forgotten that Christ
lived His earthly life in the very atmosphere of the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures, and even in the present statement concerming
the Word of God He seems to be reflecting upon the (0)U|
Testament. In Psalm 119:142, we read, “. . . and thy law is the
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truth.” And again in the same Psalm (verse 160) it is stated,
“Thy word 4s true from the beginning.” Furthermore, in 2
Samuel 7:28 we find the words, “And now, O Lord GOD,
thou art that God, and thy words be true, and thou hast prom-
ised this goodness unto thy servant.” It would appear, then,
that in His prayer, our Lord was giving expression to the thought
of the Old Testament, and most likely was actually basing
the form of His expression upon the longest of the Psalms,
This makes it clear that in His prayer He was not alluding to
Himself when He mentioned the Word of God.

Our Lord does not say, “Thy word is the truth.,” He remarks
rather, “Thy word is truth.)” Earlier in the Gospel of John
He had indeed identified Himself as the truth (14:6). “I am...
the truth,” were His words. In the present passage, however,
when He is not speaking of Himself, but of the Word of God,
He characterizes that Word as true. Christ is Himself the
Truth, and when He speaks of Himself, there is need for Him
to employ the definite article. In the prayer, however, He
merely intends to characterize the Word of God as truth. “The
Word of God,” we may paraphrase, “is true; it speaks the truth;
the message which it offers is a true message. It is the truth.”
It is most necessary that Christ make this clear, for He will
not always be with His disciples. The time will come, when
He will be taken from them and they will be constrained to
depend upon His Word. That Word, however, is dependable;
it is truth. The Word of which He speaks is the message of
God; it is information which God has communicated to the
world; it is that which God has spoken. The Word of God,
which Jesus Christ Himself has spoken, is truth.

Christ does not say that this Word is a witness to the truth.
He does not affirm that it is a pointer thereto or a record of
revelation. Rather, it is this Word itself, the message which has
come from God and which Christ has given to the disciples,
that is truth, and this truth is given to men for a practical purpose.
That which is the Word of God, therefore, is truth, and by
means thereof men may be sanctified.

When our Lord uttered this unusual prayer He seems to have
used the phrase “thy word” in a broad sense. We incline
to the belief that He simply wished to express the thought that
the message of God was truth. Whatever God had spoken was
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truth, and, inasmuch as God had spoken it, could be nothing
else. It is, to be sure, a startling thought. God, who is infinite
in wisdom and knowledge, has nevertheless revealed His truth
to man in human words, words which man’s finite mind cannot
fully comprehend, but which man can understand. What then
is the Word of God? For us today the Word of God is that
which He has spoken. It is, we believe, the Bible in its entirety,
and this Word is truth. Because it was all breathed out of God,
the Bible is truth. God is the Author of every word thereof
and, hence, we may rightly speak of it as truth.

However, must we as orthodox Christians insist upon the
full truthfulness of the Bible? Is it incumbent upon us to main-
tain the infallibility of Scripture? Cannot we meet the challenges
of modern thought with a Scripture that is partially human and
partially fallible? Some true believers in Jesus Christ, embar-
rassed by the presence of serious difficulties in the Bible, seem
ready to toy with the idea of thought-inspiration, as though
it were somehow possible for thoughts, apart from the words
in which those thoughts are expressed, to be inspired. The
volume of literature which represents modern views of the Bible
is making its weight felt, and before this oppressing load some
evangelicals are ready to retreat. Shall we not, they ask in
effect, give up the old-fashioned doctrine of Scripture? Let
us no longer speak of “verbal” inspiration; let us rather use
the word “plenary.” Or, let us simply speak of a “dynamic”
inspiration. To admit the presence of a few minor errors here
and there, it is said, will not impair our evangelical witness.

With those who speak thus we do indeed have sympathy, for
we, too, are often troubled by the difficulties in the Bible, and we
also feel the strength of some of the arguments which are advanced
against God’s Word. Despite this fact, we cannot agree with those
who wish to dispense with the idea of Biblical infallibility. The
whole purpose of the present book has been to stress the fact
that if we do dispense with the doctrine of Biblical infallibility,
then, slowly but surely, we shall lose all the other doctrines of
Christianity. If God has erred in even one utterance, how do
we know that He has not erred in more than one? If in
so-called minor points, He has inspired error, can we be sure
that He has not done so in “more important” matters? That is
the issue which is at stake. We as orthodox Christians are
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not called upon to explain every difficulty in the Bible. We are
the rather called upon to study that Bible constantly, to expound
it and, when necessary, to rise to its defense.

In the face of the tremendous force of modern thought, the
worst thing that the believer in Christ can do is to throw over-
board the Bible. With this Bible, rather, he must challenge
modern thought. In Christ’'s Name, he must command men to
repent of their sin, and to receive in saving faith Him who died
on the cross and rose again. He must command men to trust
in Christ, for the reason that God Himself commands it. He
must be able to back his preaching with a “thus saith the
Lord.” Unless he can present the claims of the Bible as absolutely
trustworthy, he cannot preach the Gospel with any effectiveness
whatever. Those who think that they can continue to preach
the Gospel and yet reject its infallibility will soon find that

what they are preaching is not the Gospel, but rather a message
which is congenial to modern unbelief.

The Bible is indeed indispensable, for without it we could not
know the will of God. One of the Reformed catechisms asks the
pertinent question, “Whence do you know your misery?” The
answer which it gives is very simple, but also very penetrating.
It merely says, “Out of the law of God.”* According to this
catechism one would not know how great his misery was were
it not for the law of God. The Bible, of course, teaches the same
thing: “for by the law is the knowledge of sin” (Romans 3:
20). This law to which the Bible refers is something that was
once for all written down. It is there in the Bible, accessible
at all times to those who desire to consult it.

This law which is found in the Bible is not a record of some
“revelation” ; it is not a pointer to the “Word” of God. Itis a
revelation of God, and, inasmuch as it is a revelation of God,
it convicts men of sin. It is a law that is abiding and unchange-
able, for it was given to man by God Himself. It is the reading
of the words in which this law of God is couched that convinces
men of their sin and misery. Were it not for this law written
down, man would not and could not realize the true nature of
his condition. In the allegory, Bunyan has illustrated the matter
well. Christian lived in the City of Destruction until he began
to read the words of a certain Book, and then, as a result of

1. The Heidelberg Catechism, Question No. 3.
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his reading, he cried, “What shall T do?”’ All seemed well until
Christian began to read a Book. The reading of that Book
brought about a realization upon his part that he was a sinner.

Despite all that is said today to the contrary, were it not
for the Bible we would not know what Christianity is. It is true
that garbled traditions might have been handed down, but we
could then never be sure whether we were believing the truth.
The matter has been admirably stated in the first paragraph
of the Westminster Confession, a paragraph which is worthy of
most careful thought and consideration:

Although the light of nature, and the works of creation and
providence do so far manifest the goodness, wisdom, and power
of God, as to leave men unexcusable; yet are they not sufficient
to give that knowledge of God, and of His will, which is neces-
sary unto salvation. Therefore it pleased the Lord, at sundry
times, and in divers manners, to reveal Himself, and to declare
that His will unto His Church; and afterwards, for the better
preserving and propagating of the truth, and for the more sure
establishment and comfort of the Church against the corrup-
tion of the flesh, and the malice of Satan and of the world, to
commit the same wholly unto writing; which maketh the Holy
Scripture to be most necessary; those former ways of God’s
revealing His will unto His people being now ceased.

The Holy Scripture is indeed “most necessary” and only
with the Holy Scripture has the truth been better preserved and
propagated. How has it been with those of us who have come
to confess Christ as our Saviour? We learned the true nature
of our sin from reading the Bible. The words of Scripture
brought home to us the dreadful fact that we had sinned against
the law of a holy God. Furthermore, those very words of the
Bible told about that God. It was the Bible which told us that
we were transgressors of God’s law, and which brought before
us the fact that, because of our sin, we could await only eternal
punishment.

It was also the words of the Bible which told of the love of
God in Jesus Christ. How precious to the believing heart are
those promises of salvation! From childhood many a believer
has known words of life such as, “For God so loved the world,
that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in
him should not perish, but have everlasting life” (John 3:16).
Trusting these words, believing them to be true, he has placed



272 THY WORD IS TRUTH

his confidence in Jesus Christ as his Redeemer. One who through
the Holy Spirit has placed his trust in Christ cannot take
seriously the attempts which are today being made to discover
the Word of God apart from the words of the Bible. In the
words of Scripture is to be found the only message of hope
and life.

The majority of professing Christendom does not take seriously
the Word of God. He, however, who has fled to Christ for refuge
from the accusing finger of God’s law must take that Word
seriously. It may be a very unpopular thing today to base one’s
life upon such an authority as the Bible. But if it is unpopular,
it surely is a very blessed thing. To know that the words of
Scripture are not merely the words of men, but that in them
a Divine authority resides, is indeed strengthening to one’s faith.
On every hand are change and decay. The wisdom of man fails,
his science and philosophy almost daily become out of date, and
the whirling stream of time rushes on, bathing the shores of
his life with the results of the latest discoveries, the newest
knowledge. Where are we to stand? To what may we cleave?
As a lamp unto our feet and a light unto our path stands this
Book. And we Christians, knowing full well the scorn of the
world and of the modern church, can only declare — if we, too,
are not to be caught in the swirling eddies of today’s human
thought —: “Thy word have I hid in mine heart, that I might not
sin against thee” (Psalm 119:11).

A return to the Bible is the greatest need of the day. Unless
the Church turns to this authoritative Word of the sovereign
God as — let us say it boldly — an external authority; unless
the Church is willing to hear the Word of God in the one place
where that Word may be heard, she will soon cease to be the
Church of the living God. When, however, in humble submission
to the gracious, loving Word of her glorious King, she bows to
His will, she may courageously challenge all opponents. Far
and wide, with majestic boldness, she may proclaim the truth:
I am not ashamed of the Gospel, for it was given me of Him who
is the same, yesterday, today, and forever. He tells me that
this Book is His, and this Book tells me about Him. Come,
then, ye wise of this world, ye doubters, ye disputers of the
age. Come with your whisperings of doubt, your mockeries of
uncertainty. I take my stand upon the solid, unchanging rock
of His eternal truth, and in the everlasting Name of Him who
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brought into being the fair fields of earth
above, I command you, earth and the blue heaven

Hear Him, ye deaf, His praise, ye dumb
Your loosened tongues employ. ’

Ye blind, behold your Saviour come
And leap, ye lame, for joy.

. In the midst of a world, hostile to supernatural redemptive

Christianity and to the theism upon which Christianity is founded,
the Christian must live, I.Ie.must be a prophet, a witness to
the truth. Th‘e great majority of those whom he meets are
unconcerned with his message. They are held fast in the grip
of indifference, and they live from day to day with little or no
reflection upon the great issues of life. Believing that they
are rich and increased with goods, they are in fact poor and
miserable and dying. There are those, however, who realize
that they are dissatisfied. The world and its philosophy have
lost their glamor. The religion of humanitarian works does not
satisfy the deep needs of the heart. Outwardly all may go well,
but inwardly, because of sin, there is a vast question mark. Is
man, after all, the measure of all things? What, if — bold thought
that it is — there is a God who will by no means clear the guilty?
What, if someday man must stand before Him in judgment? Oh!
that man might hear the truth from an omniscient authority!
Weary of trying to solve life’s problems, some would ask, “Is
there any word from the Lord?”

To all such, Christianity comes with its message of life and
hope. To proclaim that message is the most beautiful task upon
earth today. To be a witness to truth — an ambassador for .the
King — is the Christian’s position in this life. “How beautiful
upon the mountains are the feet of him that bringeth good tidings,
that publisheth peace; that bringeth gc?od tidings of gopd, tha,t’
publisheth salvation; that saith unto Zion, Thy God reigneth!
(Isaiah, 52:7). o

Thy God reigneth, and He has given to us good tldmgs!. Suc.h
is the message which we have been seeking to present in this
book. Thy God reigneth. He is upon the .throne; and .He
alone is King. He has spoken, and His Word is truth. Behind
lies the long night of our sin, the dark realm in w.hlch we cg'eated
gods in our own image and constructed philosophies ac.cordmg to
our likeness. Ahead is Emmanuel’s land. The way 1s stx:algh,s
and the day clear, for “the entrance of thy words giveth light.
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THE WESTMINSTER CONFESSION OF FAITH

CHAPTER 1

OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURE

I. Although the light of nature, and the works of creation and
providence do so far manifest the goodness, wisdom, and power of
God, as to leave men unexcusable;! yet are they not sufficient
to give that knowledge of God, and His will, which is necessary
unto salvation.? Therefore it pleased the Lord, at sundry times,
and in divers manners, to reveal Himself, and to declare that
His will unto His Church ;® and afterwards, for the better preserv-
ing and propagating of the truth, and for the more sure establish-
ment and comfort of the Church against the corruption of the
flesh, and the malice of Satan and of the world, to commit the
same wholly unto writing :* which maketh the Holy Scripture to
be most necessary ;% those former ways of God’s revealing His
will unto His people being now ceased.®

II. Under the name of Holy Scripture, or the Word of God
written, are now contained all the books of the Old and New
Testament, which are these:

OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

Genesis Judges I. Chronicles
Exodus Ruth II. Chronicles
Leviticus I. Samuel Ezra
Numbers II. Samuel Nehemiah
Deuteronomy I. Kings Esther
Joshua II. Kings Job

1. Rom. 2:14, 15; Rom. 1:17, 20; Ps. 19:1-4; see Rom. 1:32; 2:1.
2. John 17:3; I Cor. 1:21; ICor 2:13, 14.

3. Heb. 1:1, 2

4. Ltfke 1 3 Rom. 15:4; Matt. 4:4, 7, 10; Isa. 8:20.

5. II Ti 31§ II Pet. 2:19.
6. John";o :31: I Cor. 14:37; I John 5:13; I Cor. 10:11; Heb. 1:1, 2;
2-4
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Psalms Ezekiel Micah

Proverbs Daniel Nahum

Ecclesiastes Hosea Habakkuk

The Song of Songs Joel Zephan.iah

Isaiah Amos Haggai

Jeremiah Obadiah Zechariah
Lamentations Jonah Malachi

OrF THE NEw TESTMENT:

The Gospels Galatians The Epistle of

according to Ephesians James

Matthew Philippians The first and second

Mark Colossians Epistles of

Luke Thessalonians I. Peter

John Thessalonians II. The first, second,
The Acts of To Timothy I. and third Epistles

the Apostles To Timothy II. of John

Paul’s Epistles To Titus The Epistle of

to the Romans To Philemon Jude

Corinthians 1. The Epistle to The Revelation
Corinthians II. the Hebrews of John.

All which are given by inspiration of God to be the rule of

faith and life.?

ITI. The books commonly called Apocrypha, not being of divine
inspiration, are no part of the canon of the Scripture, and
therefore are of no authority in the Church of God, nor to be
any otherwise approved, or made use of, than other human
writings.8

IV. The authority of the Holy Scripture, for which it ought
to be believed, and obeyed, dependeth not upon the testimony of
any man, or Church; but wholly upon God (who is truth itself)
the author thereof: and therefore it is to be received, because it

is the Word of God.?

V. We may be moved and induced by the testimony of the
Church to an high and reverent esteem of the Holy Scripture.’®
And the heavenliness of the matter, the efficacy of the doctrine,
the majesty of the style, the consent of all the parts, the scope of

7. Luke 16:29, 31; Luke 24:27, 44; II Tim. 3:15 = : !
8. Rev. 22:18, 19; Rom. 3:2; II Pet. l:ler.n 215, 16; Jghn s
9. IT Pet. 1:19, 20; IT Tim. 3:16; I John 5:9: I Thess. 2:13: Rev. 1:1, 2.
10. I Tim. 3:15. '
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the whole (which is, to give all glory to God), the full discovery
it makes of the only way of man’s salvation, the many other
incomparable excellencies, and the entire perfection thereof,
are arguments whereby it doth abundantly evidence itself to be
the Word of God: yet notwithstanding, our full persuasion and
assurance of the infallible truth and divine authority thereof, is

from the inward work of the Holy Spirit bearing witness by and
with the Word in our hearts.1!

VI. The whole counsel of God concerning all things necessary
for His own glory, man’s salvation, faith and life, is either
expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary
consequence may be deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing
at any time is to be added, whether by new revelations of the
Spirit, or traditions of men.? Nevertheless, we acknowledge the
inward illumination of the Spirit of God to be necessary for the
saving understanding of such things as are revealed in the
Word!? and that there are some circumstances concerning the
worship of God, and government of the Church, common to
human actions and societies, which are to be ordered by the light
of nature, and Christian prudence, according to the general rules
of the Word, which are always to be observed.!*

VII. All things in Scripture are not alike plain in themselves,
nor alike clear unto all:1® yet those things which are necessary
to be known, believed, and observed for salvation, are so clearly
propounded, and opened in some place of Scripture or other,
that not only the learned, but the unlearned, in a due use of
the ordinary means, may attain unto a sufficient understanding
of them.8

VIII. The Old Testament in Hebrew (which was the native
language of the people of God of old), and the New Testament
in Greek (which, at the time of the writing of it, was most
generally known to the nations), being immediately inspired by
God, and, by His singular care and providence, kept pure in

. 2: . b. 4:12; John 10:35; Isa. 55:11; see Rom. 11:36;
t isc K :g-(i)i ;loséeHIel Tim. 3:115. I Cor.2:4, 5; 1 Thess. 1:5; I John
2:20, 27, see Isa. 59:21.
12. II Tim. 3:16-17; Gal. 1:8, 9; II Thess. 2:2.
13. John 6:45; I Cor. 2:12, 14, 15;: Eph. 1:18; see II Cor. 4:6.
14. I Cor. 11:13, 14; I Cor. 14:26, 40.
15. II Pet. 3:16.
16. Ps. lelQ:IOS, 130; Deut. 29:29; Deut. 30:10-14; Acts 17:11.
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all ages, are therefore authentical;!" so as, in all controvergjes
of religion, the Church is finally to appeal unto them.18 But,
because these original tongues are not known to all the people
of God, who have right unto, and interest in the Scriptures, and
are commanded, in the fear of God, to read and search them,1®
therefore they are to be translated into the vulgar language of every
nation unto which they come, 20 that, the Word of God dwelling
plentifully in all, they may worship Him in an acceptable
manner,?! and, through patience and comfort of the Scriptures,
may have hope.??

XI. The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the
Scripture itself: and therefore, when there is a question about
the true and full sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold,
but one), it must be searched and known by other places that
speak more clearly.23

X. The supreme Judge by which all controversies of religion
are to be determined, and all decrees of councils, opinions of
ancient writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be
examined, and in whose sentence, we are to rest, can be no
other but the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.?*

17. Matt. 5:18; Ps. 119:89.

18. Isa. 8:20; Matt. 15:3, 6; Acts 15:15; see Luke 16:31.
19. John 5:39; Acts 17:11; Rev. 1:3; see II Tim. 3:14, 15.
20. Matt. 28:19, 20; I Cor. 14:6; Mark 15:34.

21. Col. 3:16; see Exod. 20:4-6; Matt. 15:7-9.

22. Rom. 15:4.

23. Acts 15:15; John 5:46; see II Pet. 1:20, 21.

24. Matt. 22:29, 31; Acts 28:25; see I John 4:1-6.
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