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GENESIS 

2. Antiquity of the Pentateuch. There are three out- 
standing marks of uniqueness in the Pentateuch (Torah) 
which certainly support the conclusion that it is more 
ancient, by centuries, than the rest of the Old Testament 
canon. (1) The name of Jerusalem is not found in the 
Pentateuch. This is inconceivable on the supposition that 
it was compiled after the Davidic reign or during the 
period of Captivity. (Cf. Josh. 10:5,23; Josh. 15:8 (note 
the significance of the parenthesis here); 2 Sam. 5:5-10; 
cf. Gen. 14:18). ( 2 )  The Divine title, “Lord of hosts” 
(“Jehovah of hosts”), occurring in 1 Sam. 1:3 for the first 
time, is absent from the Pentateuch. Yet it is a title com- 
mon to the other books of the Old Testament. (3 )  There 
is no mention whatever in the Pentateuch of the ministry 
of sacred song. This would be a strange omission if any 
part of the fivefold volume had been written in post-exilic 
times, when sacred song was the pre-eminent part of the 
Hebrew ritual. As a matter of fact psalmody seems to 
have been a form of ritual worship which had its beginning 
in the Davidic reign. 

3. The Internal Unity of Genesis is striking evidence 
that the book was ultimately the product of one hand. The 
thread of thought, the motif-namely, the Messianic de- 
velopment-is unbroken throughout. Beginning with the 
Creation and the Fall of man, the promise that the Seed 
of the woman should “bruise” the Serpent’s head, the 
institution of sacrifice as the beginning of religion, the 
spread of sin and death as a consequence of the inter- 
marriage of the pious Sethites with the irreligious Cainites, 
the Deluge, the subsequent dispersion, the Call of Abra- 
ham to become the progenitor of the people of the Old 
Covenant, the lives of the patriarchs-in fact, everything 
points forward (1) primarily, in point of time, to the organ- 
ization of the Jewish Theocracy and the ratification of the 
Old Covenant at Sinai with Abraham’s fleshly seed; and 
( 2 )  secondarily, again in point of time, to the death and 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
resurrection of Christ, and the establishment of the New 
Covenant at Jerusalem, with Abraham’s spiritual seed 
(Gal. 3:16, 3:23-29; John 1:17; Col. 2:13-15; Ileb. 9 : l l -  
12, 9:23-28, 8: 1-13, 9: 11-22). It is iiiconceivable that such 
a unity of theine could have been achieved at the hands 
of iiuinerous uninspired men or as a consequence of fre- 
quent editorial revision. In support, therefore, of the 
traditional Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, I should 
like to insert here two excerpts from scholars whose coli- 
clusions deserve full consideration, as follows: ( 1 ) William 
Henry Green ( UBG, Preface, v )  : “All tradition, from 
whatever source it is derived, whether inspired or un- 
inspired, unaniinously affirms that the first five books of 
tlie Bible were written by one inaii and that mail was 
Moses. There is no counter-testimony in any quarter. From 
the predominant character of their contents these books 
are coininonly called the Law. All the statutes contained 
in thein are expressly declared to have been written by 
Moses or to have been given by tlie Lord to Moses. And 
if the entire law is his, the history, which is plainly 
preparatory for, or subsidiary to, the law, must be his 
likewise.” ( 2 )  W. H. Bates, writing in The Bible Clzam- 
pion, issue of July, 1920: Genesis “treats of matters which 
took place ages before Moses was born. The account 
which it gives of inany events, is circumstantial, descend- 
ing even to details of conversations and descriptions of 
personal attitudes and incidents which none could be 
cognizant of but the parties concerned. The very latest 
event ineiitioned in it had occurred, at the shortest esti- 
niate, more than half a century before Moses was born, 
aiid the rest of its human history covered a period ex- 
tending to more than a thousand years of a prior antiquity, 
tlie earlier parts of it standing in relation to Moses as the 
times of Homer, Hesiod, aiid Thales stand to ours. As 
evidence connects Moses with all tlie books of the Penta- 
teuch, the conclusion to which we are brought is that 
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I *  GENESIS 
Genesis was compiled by him, The proper statement for 
us to makq ?$ this: Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deu- 
teronomy are of Mosaic authorship, while Genesis is of 
Mosaic editorship, he having compiled it from pre-existing 
books: and SO all has Mosaic authority. It should be noted, 
however, that later editorial hands may ha-:e supplied a 
slight touch here and there-possibly put upon the margin 
of manuscripts as explanatory comments-which subse- 
quent copyists have incorporated into the body of the 
work.” (The student should be cautioned here that books 
and articles defending the Mosaic authorship of the Torah, 
which were written soon after the turn of the century, 
are frequently more reliable in their content than works 
on the same .general subject written in recent years. It 
should be noted also that Green, by the term “counter- 
testimony,” referred, of course, to external evidence, of 
which there is very little to confirm the JEDP theory: that 
theory is based almost exclusively on alleged internal 
evidences of composite authorship. ) 

I see no reason for denying that Moses may have used 
traditions, or even dacuments (rolls), which had been 
handed down from earlier generations, in establishing the 
framework of the book of Genesis. (Note here the testi- 
mony of Jesus Himself to the Torah and its Mosaic origin: 
Matt. 19:3-9; Mark 10:3-4; Luke 16:29, 20:37, 24:27, 
24:44; John lr17, 3: 14, 5:45-46, 7: 19-23, etc.) Certainly, 
of all the Hebrew leaders of great antiquity, Moses was 
the one man most thoroughly equipped, both by education 
and by personal faith, for preserving in writing for future 
generations the early history of mankind, the history of 
the beginnings of the Hebrew nation, and the eternal 
principles of the Moral Law. 

T h e  internal m i t y  of Genesis is too obvious to be ques- 
tioned. This is true,-regardless of any theory of authorship 
that might have, been put forward. Genesis 1:l-2:3 gives 
us a sketch, in broad outlines, of the arrangement of the 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
universe at large, with particular emphasis, of course, on 
the earth and its manifold forms of life, all designed to 
serve as man’s permanent abode. Gen. 2:4-25 is a brief 
sketch, graphic in its simplicity of detail, of the fitting up 
of Eden as the temporary home of this first human family 
prior to their first violation of the moral law and the con- 
sequent birth of conscience in them, With this introduc- 
tion, the narrative launches, very properly, into the account 
of man’s expulsion from the Garden (his loss of inno- 
cence), and his subsequent history jn the two diverging 
lines of piety ( the Setliites ) and irreligion (the Cainites ) . 
Whitelaw (PCG, 39-40) : “The internecine struggle be- 
tween the seed of the woman and the seed of the serpent, 
which the fratricidal act of Cain inaugurated (ch. 4), is 
the legitimate and necessary outcome of the sin and grace 
revealed in Eden (ch. 3) ,  while the melancholy story of 
the temptation and the fall presupposes the paradisaical 
innocence of the first pair (ch. 2 ) .  Thus homogeneous 
in itself, it likewise connects with the pwceding section 
thoug7a cla. 2, which as a monograph on man, supplies a 
more detailed account of his creation than is given in the 
narrative of the six days’ work, and, by depicting man’s 
settlement in Eden as a place of trial, prepares the way 
for the subsequent recital of his seduction and sin, and 
of his consequent expulsion from the garden.” All this, 
in turn, prepares the reader for the account of the cause 
and consequences of the Deluge (the revelation of Divine 
Judgment that inevitably overtakes human arrogance, li- 
centiousness, and violence), and then for the account of 
the election of the fleshly seed of Abraham to the Divine 
tasks of preserving the knowledge of the living and true 
God in the world, and of preparing the way for the advent 
of the Messiah, the note on which it terminates in certain 
aspects of the death-bed prophetic utterances of Israel 
(ch. 49).  The one motif of this progressive revelation 
throughout is redemption in Christ Jesus, And so the 
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GENESIS 
book of Genesis as a whole becomes linked inseparably 
to the content of the Bible as a whole, and Paradise Lost 
of Genesis becomes Paradise Regained of the book of 
Revelation. 

4. Relation of Genesis 2 to  Genesis 1: the Separate 
Document Theory. On the ground of certain obvious, yet 
readily explainable characteristics which distinguish Gen- 
esis 2:4-25 from the preceding chapter 1, recent destruc- 
tive criticism has alleged diversity of authorship. We have 
already conceded that the hypothesis, frequently ad- 
vanced, that Moses, in writing the book, may have made 
use of pre-existing traditions and documents ( “books,” 
“rolls”) is neither incredible nor impossible. But the 
peculiarities of different parts do not justify the reckless 
abandon with which the book has been “analyzed and 
separated into different hypothetical original “codes” by 
the advocates of the so-called Analytical or Documentary 
Theory. The authorship, subject-matter, and even the 
existence of these alleged “Codes” are largely matters of 
conjecture. 

The question before us at this point is the following: Is 
Gen. 2:4-25, which we are now studying, a section from 
another originalrdocument (to be specific, from the alleged 
J (“Jahvist) so called because of its general use of 
the Name Y (“Jehovah”) for Deity, as distinguished 
from the E st) Code, so called because of its gen- 
era1 use of the Name Elohim for the Deity, as in Gen. 
1:1-2:3)? Or, is the content of Gen. 2:4-25 designed to 
be an explanatory amplification of the content of Gen. 
1 : 1-2: 3, the Hebrew Cosmogony, with both originating 
from, or at least woven together by, the same author, none 
other than Moses the great lawgiver? The advocates of 
the separate-document ( analytical) theory argue that Gen. 
2 could not have been written by the author of the Cos- 
mogony which precedes it, for the following reasons: 

1) That it is n second and superfluous account of the 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
Cwation, This is an unwarranted assumption. The business 
of talciiig two different parts of any narrative, relating to 
matters which are distinct and laaving diferent themes, 
and wresting them froin their intended meaning into 
two alleged variant accounts of the same thing, is a vicious 
critical iiietliod. The first chapter of Genesis treats of the 
Creation in its broad outlines, in a panoramic fashion as 
we have noted previously, and as reaching its climax in 
inan’s appearance on the earth; the second chapter, liow- 
ever, treats of man specifically, as the object of God’s 
gracious providence, in the preparation of Eden for his 
habitation in his original state of iiinoceiice, and in the 
institution of marriage by means of which domestic society 
had its beginning and human history began its inarch 
down the corridors of time. 

( 2 )  That them m e  discrepancies between the two  sec- 
tions. (The student should keep in mind that we are con- 
sidering here only the relation between the first two chap- 
ters of Genesis, nothing more.) Of course, on the supposi- 
tion that Gem 2:4-25 is a separate account of the Cre- 
ation, there are apparent discrepancies. But, that Gen. 
2:4-25 is a separate account of the Creation is precisely 
the thing these critics have set out to prove: and every 
rule of logic is violated when the thing to be proved is 
used as the pre-supposition from which one inust take off, 
in order to arrive at the proof. (This is the fallacy of 
begging the question,” petitio principii. ) However, on 

the hypothesis that Gen. 2 is a recapitulation, with specific 
details as to the nature of inan, his primitive moral state, 
and the circuinstaiices of his primitive environment, there 
are no discrepancies of any note. The creation of the uni- 
verse, the heavens, the earth, the sea, and the kinds of 
creatures they include, is rouglily slcetclaed in chapter 1, 
but is talcen for granted in chapter 2. The latter provides 
details which were unavoidably passed over in the former, 
such as the dual nature of man, his original innocence, 
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GENESIS 
the preparation of Eden-as his first habitation, the creation 
%of woman, arid the institution of marriage. From this point 
of view, theie are no dissonances between the two chap- 
ters: rather,. the second is complementary to the first. 

( 3 ) .  That the style and diction of the  two sections are 
diferent.  Well-why not? Their respective themes demand 
differences in terminology. All such differences arise not 
only from the personality and habits of the author, but 
also from the character of the subjects treated. It has been 
argued that ch. 1 is “systematic,” “chronological,” “sci- 
entific”; that it abounds in “stereotyped phrases”; that “it 
moves in a’ solemn and impressive monotone”; that its 
author “restricts himself to the great facts without entering 
in an explanatory way into particular details”; and that he 
uses “a cerkmoriious, solemn, formal style of ~ r i t i ng ,~ ’  in- 
cluding many kxpressions that savor of remote antiquity; 
that chapter 2, on the other hand, is topical in its order 
of presentation, “free and flowing” in diction; that its 
author writes *with a delicacy, pathos, and evenness of 
style that is entirely wanting in chapter 1. Does not diver- 
sity of themes Teadily account for these contrasts? Green 

BG, ppi. 7-41): “Ch. 1 is monumental, conducted on 
a scale of vhstness and magnificence, and its characters 
are massive and unyielding as if carved in granite. Chs. 2 
and 3 deal with plastic forms of quiet beauty, the charms 
of paradise, the fateful experiences of Adam and Eve. In 
the onward progress of creation all is conducted by the 
words of Omnipotence, to which the result precisely 
corresporids . ‘. . There is no call for such a style in a simple 
narrative-likes ch. 2, where it would be utterly out of place 
and stilted in’the extreme . . , It  is said that ch. 1 proceeds 
,from the lower to the higher, ending with man; while, on 
the contrary, ch, 2 begins with the highest, viz., with man, 
and proceeds to the lower forms of life. But as ch, 2 con- 
tinues thelhistory begun in ch. 1, it naturally starts where 
ch. 1 ends, that is to say, with the creation of man, 
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I THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
especially as the whole object of this chaptey is to depict 
his primitive condition.” In a word, then, ch. 1, being an 
epitome of the Creation as a whole, is epicaZ in character; 
ch. 2, being an account of early man’s first kind of envi- 
ronment, is essentially pastoral in character. 

I cite here the statements 01 the well-known German 
critical analyst,” Kalisch (as quoted in PCG, 39-40), 

in re the alleged “irreconcilable differences” between Gen- 
esis 1 and Genesis 2-what he calls “the two cosmogo- 
nies”-as excellent examples of the recklessness with which 
the early destructive critics and tlie more recent “de- 
mvthologizers” conjure up “discrepancies” which actually 
do not exist at all. I shall quote Kalisch’s statements and 
call attention to the obvious fallacies involved in them, 
as follows: (1) “In tlie first cosmogony vegetation is 
immediately produced by the will of God; in the second 
its existence is made dependent on rain and mists and 
the agricultural labours” ( K ) ,  But-Gen. 1: 11-12 does not 
require us to believe that vegetation was first produced 
inzmediately by the will of God. Indeed tlie word “imme- 
diately” is an arbitrary assumption. As a matter of fact, 
the very Divine decree, “Let the earth bring forth” grass, 
herbs, trees, etc., indicates clearly that God was proposing 
to operate by means of secondary causes (“laws of na- 
ture”) at whatsoever time or times these various means 
(seeds, rain, mists, agricultural labor) should be brought 
into existence. ( In all these Divine Decrees, : the specific 
means and methods of actualization are not revealed, in 
Gen. 1. ) No particular chronology is indicated. Hence, 
Gen. 2:4-7 simply amplifies the Gen. 1:l l-12 account, by 
giving more detailed information as to the origin and 
operations of these necessary ineans. (2)  “In the first the 
earth emerges from the waters, and is, therefore,. saturated 
with moisture; in the second it appears dry, sterile, and 
sandy” ( K ) ,  But-granting that the earth did “emerge 
from the waters” ( l:g-lO)-and we have noted heretofore 
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‘6 the ambiguity of the term waters,” as used in these 

verses-what in all likelihood was its surface condition? 
It must have. been a veritable terrestrial mud-A at. Then 
certainly the cooling of the earths crust set in, bringing 
about solidification, and at the same time helping to estab- 
lish the proper. atmospheric conditions for the ultimate 
appearance of vegetation. ,411 that is indicated in Gen. 
2:s-6 is that, at  this point in the Creation, the atmospheric 
conditions necessary to plant life had not yet been fully 
actualized and the customary agricultural operations had 
not yet beerl instituted because, as yet, there was no man 
to engage in,such activities. We could also assume here, 
reasonably I ,  think, that a distinction is intimated between 
wild plant life. and domesticated plant life, that which is 
produced by human agricultural methods. ( 3 )  “In the 
first, man and his wife are created together; in the second, 
the wife is formed later, and from a part of man” ( K ) .  
But-the notion that Gen. 1:26-28 teaches that the first 
man and his wife were “created together” is again a sheer, 
and genuinely absurd, assumption. The chronology and 
methodology of their origin is not even under considera- 
tion in this Scripture; as a matter of fact, the terms “male” 
and “female,” as used here, have only generic, not par- 
ticular (individual), significance. Hence, the details of the 
origin and nature of our first parents are supplied in ch. 2. 
(4) “In the former, man bears the image of God, and is 
made ruler of the whole earth; in the latter, his earth- 
formed body is only animated by the breath of life, and 
he is placed in Eden to cultivate and guard it” ( K ) .  But- 
the “image of God” of Gen. 1:26-27 is precisely the endue- 
ment which resulted from the inbreathing of God of Gen. 
2:7, the Divine act by which the corporeal tabernacle was 
ensouled, that is, endowed with the essential elements of 
personality. Eden is an added detail to describe the man’s 
primordial state of unhindered access to his Creator, prior 
to ,his violation of the moral law. Nor is there any statement 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
in Gen. 2 that would in any way affect tlie lord tenancy 
of the earth with which he was divinely invested according 
to Gen. 1:26-30. ( 5 )  “In the former, the birds and beasts 
are created before man; in the latter, inan before birds 
and beasts” ( K ) .  But Gen. 2:19-20 does not necessarily 
involve any time-sequence: it is not the time, but siinply 
tlie fact, of the creation of the higher air and land animals 
which the writer records here. Many eminent authorities 
render this passage, “And God brought to the inan the 
beasts which he had formed,” etc. Moreover, there is no 
warrant for supposing this to be the account of a second 
creation of animals, exclusively within, and of a kind 
adapted to, the Edenic eiivironinent, as some have sug- 
gested. Thus the student cannot but recognize the fact 
that these arguments presented by Kalisch (and other 
destructive critics) to show that we are dealing here with 
two cosmogonies” characterized by “irreconcilable dif - 

fereaces,” simply do not hold water. In fact, the alleged 
discrepancies” disappear altogether under the view that 

the content of ch. 2 is intended to be an ainplification of 
the broad outlines of ch. 1, a view that may well be de- 
clared self-evident on close examination. As a matter of 
fact, ch. 2 cannot really be designated a “cosinogony” at 
all, that is, in any true sense of that term. 

5. Relation of Genesis 2 to Genesis 1: the Conaplenaen- 
tary Theory, This is the view that Gen. 2:4-25 fills in the 
important details wliich are necessarily omitted from Geii. 
1: 1-2:3, because of the over-all structure, design, and 
elevated tone of the first section. The following chart will 
serve to illustrate, I think, the coinpleineiitary relationship 
of these two sections : 

<< 

<I 

Geii. 1:l-2:3 is a broad Geii. 2:4-25 is a kind of 
general account of the cre- recapitulation, giving iin- 
atioii of energy-matter, and portant details with special 
its subsequent arrangement reference to the origin and 
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into a cosmo’s, with special 
emphasis on ‘the origin of 
the earth and its relation to 
the celestial bodies. The 
section concludes with the 
account of the origin of liv- 
ing species; ’attaining per- 
fection in &an. 

“Because that in it he rested 

(2: 3)  -a statement conclud- 
ing the ’geneid panoramic 
Hymn of Creation. 

< i I  

3 ,  

/ I  

‘l 

“In the a beginning Elohim 
created the henuens and the 
earth” ( 1: 1). In this section 
the Name used for Deity is 
Eloh im;$  t h e  Name that  
designates Him in His abso- 
luteness ( transcendence) of 
being and power. Elohim 

nature of our first parents, 
their primitive habitation, 
and the beginnings of soci- 
ety in general, in the forms 
especially of liberty, law, 
language, and  marriage. 
This section is not in any 
sense contradictory of the 
first -rather, it is comple- 
mentary. 

“These are the generations 
of the heavens and of the 
earth when they wew cre- 
ated“ (2:4):  a statement 
introducing specifically the 
history of man, first in his 
primitive habitation, and 
then in the world at large. 
Here we have the first use 
of the word toledoth (“gen- 
erations”), the word used 
to introduce each of the ten 
sections of the book, and 
never used to describe ante- 
cedents, but always to intro- 
duce consequents. 

“In the day that Yahweh 
E l o h i m  m a d e  earth and 
heaven” (2:4). In this sec- 
tion the Name Y a h w e h  
(“Jehovah”) is used, the 
Name which reveals the 
Deity in His works of benev- 
olence, in His providential 
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designates the Creator-God activities toward His crea- 
(Isa, 57: 15), tures, especially man, Yah- 

weh designates the Re- 
deemer-God. 

On the third day of Crea- 
tion, according to this sec- 
tion, the physical features of 
the earth appeared: the con- 
densation of vapors could 
well have resulted in the 
outlining of continents and 
oceans. “And God called the 
d r y  land  Earth” (1:lO). 
This condensation resulted 
in rainfall, thus preparing 
the way for vegetation. 

“In the day that Jehovah 
God innde earth, and laeav- 
en” (2 :4 ) ,  Note again the 
ambigui ty  of t he  word 
“day.” This statement takes 
us back to the second and 
third “days” of Gen. 1, to 
the time before there was 
either rainfall or vegetation. 
V. 6 describes the beginning 
of rainfall (the “mists” here 
surely indicate the conden- 
sation of vapors which re- 
sulted in rain, as suggested 
in 1:9-10, because rain nec- 
essarily preceded the origin 
of terrestrial  plant life). 
Thus the writer, in this sec- 
tion, takes us back into the 
record of the Creation, in 
order to prepare us for the 
more detailed account of 
the origin, nature, and prim- 
itive history of mankind, 

In the first section we read In the second section, we 
that man was created “in are told how man was cre- 
the image” of God, both ated, and of what he con- 
“male and female” ( 1:27) + sists by nature; also how 

woman was created and 
what her divinely ordained 
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In the first account, we are 
told that man was created, 
but we are given no infor- 
mation as to his primeval 
environment. 

In the fitst section we are 
told, without any amplifica- 
tion, that the water and air 
species were created on the 
fifth day, and land animals 
on the sixth day ( 1:20-25), 

RECAPITULATION: In 
Gen. I: 1-2:3, we have the 
account, ,in broad outline 
only, of the origin of the 
cosmos, and especially of 
the earth: and its atmos- 
pheric and planetary sur- 
roundings, a n d  the main 
kinds of living creatures,- 
all this leading up to the 
creation of man in the 
<< . image” ,of God. 

GENESIS 

418 

relation is to man (2:7, 

The second section supplies 
this information with its ac- 
count of the Edenic garden. 
V. 9 may have reference to 
vegetation in Eden, rather 
than to vegetation general- 
ly. 
In this section, v. 19, liter- 
ally rendered, reads : ‘‘And 
God brought to the man” 
the birds and beasts which 
He “had formed out of the 
ground,” etc. This gives us 
some d d e d  information as 
to the living matter of which 
these forms of life were con- 
stituted, and tells us how 
they received their names 
(2:  18-20). 
RECAPITULATION: In 
Gen. 2:4-25 we have the ac- 
count of the beginning of 
society and its essential in- 
stitutions, viz., liberty, law, 
language, and marriage. 
Thus it will be seen that 
this section is not really a 
cosmogony”; that  it is, 

rather a complementary-or, 
one might say, supplemen- 
tary-account with an en- 
tir el y different structure, 
content, and emphasis. 

21-25) * 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
6. The Pyoblein of i ke  Two Diuine Names. As we have 

noted above, there are two Names given to the Deity in 
the first two chapters of Genesis, that is, in the original 
text. The Name used in the first section (1:l-2:3) is, 
without exception, the Name Elohiin, which is translated 
“God” throughout the Old Testament. However, beginning 
with ch. 2:4, the Name YalatmJa begins to occur (occa- 
sionally in connection with Elolaiin, but not generally so ) , 
This Name, which derives from the so-called Tetragram- 
inaton, the four Hebrew letters without vowel points, 
Y H W H ,  literally transliterated 1 7 ~ h ~ e h  ( but imperfectly 
as “Jehovah,” as in the A.S.V.), but translated “Lord” in 
the Authorized Version and in the Revised Standard Ver- 
sion, has, from as far back as the third century B.C., been 
regarded by the Jewish people as too sacred to be uttered: 
hence, in reading, they have generally substituted the word 
Adonni (“my Lord”) for the divinely revealed “great and 
incommunicable Name” of Exo. 3 : 14. This distinction of 
Names in the first two chapters of Genesis i s  one of the 
principal arguments offered by the critics in support of 
their theory of two original documents or “codes.” A care- 
ful study of the use of these two Names throughout the 
Old Testament as a whole will disclose the fact that in 
many instances they are used interchangeably either in a 
singIe Scripture or even in a part of a Scripture verse. 
Conservative scholars generally take the position that the 
distinction of these two Names derives not from two dif- 
ferent original accounts or documents, but from their 
ineaiiiiig as representing the two primary phases of the 
Divine Activity, namely, those of creation and redemption; 
hence, that Elolaim designates the Creator-God, Yalawela 
the Redeemer-God. 

The problem of an adequate Name for our God has 
always been a most difficult one, because of the limita- 
tions of I~uinan vocabulary. Rotlierhain (E.B., 26) : “Does 
not ‘name’ in the Bible very widely iniply revelation? 
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Men’s names ‘are throughout the Scriptures fraught with 
significance, <enshrining historical incidents, biographical 
reminiscences’ and so forth; and why should the Name 
of the Ever-Blessed be an exception to this rule? Does not 
the Almighty Himself employ this Name of His as though 
it had in it some self-evident force and fitness to reveal 
Ris nature and unfold His ways? His Name is continually 
adduced by Himself as His reason for what He does and 
what He-coinmands: ‘For I am Yahweh.’ ” (Exo. 3: 14; 
Isa. 42:8, 43:3, 45:5, 46:9-11; Psa. 46:lO; Heb. 11:6). 
Some have said that the meaning of The Name is not 
clear, that perhaps it has been kept so by Divine design, 
With this nation I cannot agree. Exo. 3: 14-in this passage, 
says Rotherham (EB, ZS), I am that I am’ expresses 
the sense, ‘I w’ill become whatsoever I please’ . . and 
we know He pleases to become to His people only what 
is wisest and best, Thus viewed, the formula becomes a 
most gracious promise; the Divine capacity of adaptation 
to any circumstances, any difficulties, any necessities, that 
may arise, bedomes a eritable bank of faith to such as 
love God and keep His commandments.” The frequently 
heard claimithat “Yahweh is simply the name of the 
tribal deity of ancient Israel is absurd, on the face of it: 
the very meariing of the Name invalidates such a notion. 
Again I cjuote Rotherham (EB, 24): “Men are saying 

Y’ was a mere tribal name, and are suggesting 
that ‘Y’ Himself was but a tribal deity. As against this, 
only let The Name be boldly and uniformly printed, and 
the humblest Sunday-school teacher will be able to show 

groundlessness of the assertion.” It is inconceivable 
the leaders of the ancient Hebrew people, surrounded 

on all sides as they were by tribes all practicing the 
st polytheistic systems, could have conjured up this 

stgnifiying pure personality, spirituality, holiness, 
t of theii. unaided human imagination. We simply 

chnnot dith reason regard “Yahweh as a mere Hebrew 
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name for Deity; we can indeed regard it only as a Divine 
self-revelation, as The Name by which the living and true 
God has really made Himself known to His people by 
His acts of Divine Goodness, especially those embraced in 
the unfolding of His Divine Plan for the redemption of 
His creatures who were, at the beginning, created in His 
image, after His likeness. (John 3: 16-18, Gal. 1:3-4, Tit. 
2: 13-14, Heb. 12:2), 

The so-called “analytical” dissection of Scripture pas- 
sages, and even of parts of such passages, to bolster 
theories of alleged discrepancies, is a vicious form of 
textual criticism. The same is true of the reckless dis- 
criminatory treatment, at the hands of the same critics, 
of the alleged alternation of the Divine Names, Elolzim 
and Yalzwelz, and the hypo tlietical theories therefor. 
T. Lewis has stated this aspect of the case, especially with 
reference to the Divine Names, clearly (Lange, CDHCG, 
107-108), using as an example the suggestion that the 
Name Elo7aim has regard to the “universalistic” aspect, 
and the Name Yalzwelz to the “theocratic” aspect, of God’s 
being and activity. Lewis has written: “Admitting the dis- 
tinction, we may still doubt whether it has not been 
carried, on both sides, to an unwarranted extent.” He goes 
on to show how the critics of both schools violate their 
own oft-asserted a pyiori contention that the Bible must 
be treated like all other books. The “universalistic view,” 
he says is already curing itself by its ultra-rationalistic 
extravagance. It reduced the Old Scriptures not only to 
fragments, but to fragments of fragments in most ill- 
assorted and jumbled confusion, Its supporters find them- 
selves at last in direct opposition to their favorite maxim 
that the Bible must be interpreted as though written like 
other books. For surely no other book was ever so com- 
posed or so compiled. In the same portion, presenting 
every appearance of narrative unity, they find the strangest 
juxtapositions of passages from different authors, and 
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written at different times, according as the one name or 
the other is found in it. There are the most sudden transi- 
tions even in small paragraphs having not only a logical 
but a grammatical connection. One verse, and even one 
clause of a verse, is written by the Elohist, and another 
immediately following by the Jehovist, with nothing be- 
sides this difference of names to mark any difference in 
purpose or in authorship. Calling it a compilation will not 
help the absurdity, for no other compilation was ever made 
in this way. Ta make the confusion worse, there is brought 
in, occasionally, a third or fourth writer, an editor, or re- 
viewer, and all this without any of those actual proofs or 
tests which are applied to other ancient writings, and in 
the use of which this ‘higher criticism,’ as it calls itself, 
is so much,inclined to vaunt.’’ 

The “theocratic” hypothesis, Lewis goes on to state, is 
more sober, but some of the places presented by them as 
evidence of. such intended distinction will not stand the 
test of examination. What first called attention to this 
point was *the difference between the first and second 

enesis. In the first, Elohim is used through- 
out; in the,second, there seems to be a sudden transition 
to the name Jehovah-Elohim, which is maintained for 
some distance. This is striking; but even here the matter 
has been overstated. In the first chapter, we are told, the 
name Elohim occurs thirty times, without a single inter- 
ruption; but it should be borne in mind that it is each time 
so exactly in the same connection, that they may all be 
regarded as but a repetition of that one with which the 
account commences. We should have been surprised at 
any variation. I n  this view they hardly amount to more 
than one example, or one use of the name, carried through 
by the repetition of the conjunctive particle. Thus re- 
garded, the transition in the second passage is not so very 
striking. It is not well to say that anything in the compo- 
sition of the scriptures is accidental or capricious, yet, as 
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far as ‘the Bible is written like other books,’ we may sup- 
pose a great variety of causes that led to it as well as 
the one assigned. It might have been for the sake of an 
euphonic variety, or to avoid a seeming tautology. It might 
have been some subjective feeling which the writer would 
have found it diiicult to explain, and that, whether there 
was one writer or two. Again, it might have been that the 
single naine suggested itself in tlie first as more simple 
and sublime standing alone, and, in this way, more uni- 
versalistic, as it is styled; whilst in the second general 
resume tlie thought of tlie national name comes in, and 
the writer, whether the same or another, takes a holy 
pride in saying that it was the iiational God, our God, our 
Jehovah-Elohim, that did all this, and not some great 
causa cuusarum, or power separate from him. There might 

led to its use under such circumstances.” This critique 
speaks so eloquently for its owii ‘‘reasonableness” that it 
fully serves our purpose here, namely, to demonstrate the 
artificiality, and indeed, the superficiality, of the inass of 
conjecture which has been built up in theological circles 
in the name of “consensus of scholarship” with respect to 
the unity of Genesis and the bearing thereupon of the 
alternating use of the two Divine Names. 

“These are the generatioias of tlze lzeaveias and of the 
earth when they toere created, in the day that Jelaovala 
God made earth and heaven. And no plant of the field was 
yet in the ea&, and no herb of the field had yet sprung 
up; for Jelaouala God had not caused it to rain upon tlze 
ea&; and tlwre was not a man to till the ground; but 
there went u p  a mis t  from the earth, and watered the 
whole face of tlze ground.” 

7. Reversion to Gen. 1: 6-13, ( 1) V,4-“generations,” 
literally “begettings.” This, as we have noted, is the key 
word by wliicli Genesis divides naturally into sections, 
Cf. Gen. 5:1, G:9, 1 O : l ;  11:10,27; 25:12,19; 3 G : 1 ,  37:2, 
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GENESIS 
Note that in all these passages-those in which this key 
word (toledoth) occurs-the reference is not to antecedents, 
but to conseitrents, i.e., not to ancestors, but to posterity. 
We see no reason for making an exception of the use of 
the wdrd here (2:4): hence, “the genentions of the 
heavens and of the earth’ undoubtedly refers to the his- 
torical developments that followed the cosmic Creation 
itself (Gen. :I: 1-2:3); and the added statement, “in the 
day that Yahweh Elohim made earth and heaven,” must 
take us back to what was taking place on the second and 
third ‘‘days’” of the Creation Week-the “days” on which 
the atmospheric firmament and the earth with its lands 
and seas made their appearance (Gen. 1:6-13). All this 
was preparatory, of course, to the account of the begin- 
nings of human society in its essential aspects such as those 
of liberty, law, language, and marriage4 ( 2 )  Again, the 
yom (“day”) of v.4 designates an indefinite period of time 
(cf. Num.‘ 3:1, Eccl. 7:14, Psa. 95:8, John 8:56, Rom. 
13: 12, HeG. 3: E), apparently commensurate with that of 
the second and third stages of Mosaic Cosmogony (1:B-  
13). (There are those, of course, who hold that the “day” 
of v.4 designated the whole Creation Week, that of the 

ing -Cosmogony: 1: 1-2:3). (3) Moreover, this 
surely is evidence that v. 4 does not belong to the account 
which predkdes it (regardless of the meaning of the word 
“day”), but is the statement that is designed to introduce 
that which follows, throughout the rest of ch. 2. Does the 
phi-ase, “earth and heaven,” then, suggest the psychoso- 
rhatic strbcture of the human being, whose body is from 
the’ physical world but whose spirit (interior life) was 
originally inbreathed by direct Divine action (1 Cor. 
15:45-47, Job 33:4, Eccl. 12:7, Acts 17:25, Heb. 12:9)? 

’ (UBG, 11-12) : “This title, the generations of the 
s ’and of tha earth, must announce, as the subject 

of tKe section which it serves to introduce, not an account 
of the way in which the heavens and the earth were them- 
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selves brought into being, but an account of t/?e ofspring 
of the heavem and the earth; in other words, of man, who 
is tlie child of both worlds, his Body formed of the dust 
of tlie earth, his soul of heavenly origin, inbreathed by 
God Himself, And so the sectioii proceeds regularly. First, 
Geii. 1:1, ‘in the beginning God created the heavens and 
the earth,’ the title aiinouiiciiig that the theine of the first 
chapter is the Creation. Then 2:4, ‘the generations of the 
heavens and of the earth,’ aiiiiouiiciiig that the theine of 
that which follows is the offspring of heaven and earth, 
or, the history of Adam and his family. Then 5: 1, ‘the 
generations of Adam,’ in which his descendants are traced 
to Noah and his sons. Then 6:9, ‘the generations of Noah,’ 
or the history of Noah’s family, and so on to the elid of 
the book,” 

( 4) Having sketched graphically the theological facts 
regarding the Creation generally, the writer now turns his 
attention to inan, the creature for whose use and Jenefit 
everything else has been called into being. This entire 
section (2:4-4:26) is n history of Adam and lais family, 
their original innocence, their temptation and fall, their 
subsequent careers in two diverging lines, and the estab- 
lisliineiit of true religion through them. In cli. 1, inan is 
considered only as a part of the general scheme of things; 
in ch. 2, lie is Considered exclusively, in his primitive envi- 
roninent and innocence, as the handiwork of God and the 
object of His providential acts. In ch. 1, the scene is 
the ,whole world and all it contains; in ch. 2, it is limited 
to Eden, which was fitted up for the habitation of the first 
human family during their probationary state. (5) It 
shouId be noted also that the order of statements in ch. 2 
is not cla~otaologicnl, but that of association of ideas. Green 
(UBG, 24-25): ‘7’. 7, inan is formed; v. 8, the garden is 
planted and inan put in it; v. 9, trees are made to spring 
up there; v. 15, inan is taken and put in it. We cannot 
suppose the writer’s meaning to be that man was made 
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GENESIS 
before there was any place to put him, and that he was 
kept in suspense until the garden was planted; that he was 
then put there before the trees that were to supply him 
with food had sprung up; and that after the trees were in 
readiqess he was put there a second time. It is easy to 
deduce the most preposterous conclusions from a writer’s 
words by imputing to them a sense he never intended. In 
order to pave the way for an account of the primitive 
paradise, he had spoken of the earth as originally destitute 
of any plants on which man might subsist, the existence 
of such plants being conditioned on that of man himself. 
This naturally leads him to speak, first, of the formation 
of man (v. 7 ) ;  then of the garden in which he was put 
(v. 8).  A more particular description of the garden is then 
given (vv. 9-14), and the narrative is again resumed by 
repeating that man was placed there (v. 15). As there was 
plainly no intention to note the strict chronological suc- 
cession of events, it cannot in fairness be inferred from the 
order of the narr tive that man was made prior to the trees 

the world at large, of which nothing is here said.” 
and plants of e i en, much less that he preceded those of 

. The clause, “in the day that Yahweh 
th and heaven,” points back to what had 
econd and third stages of the Creation, 
of the atmospheric firmament ( expanse, 
d the origin subsequently of the earth 
ached from surrounding nebulae and 

form as a planet) and its physical features 
(lands and seas): that is, to the time when as yet there 
was neither vegetation nor rainfall nor a man “to till the 
ground.” In a word, the dry land having become separated 
from the waters (seas), and an atmosphere having been 
thrown around the planet, as a result of the cooling of 
the earth‘s crust vaporous substances (“mists”) began to 

the skies and to return to the earth in the form 
this, of course-light, atmosphere, lands, seas, 
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rainfall-necessarily preceded the first beginnings of plant 
life: precisely in the same order as depicted in the Cosinog- 
oiiy of Genesis 1. The stage was now set for die appear- 
ance of the crown of the Creation, inan himself, and for 
the various developnients revealed in subsequent chapters : 
( I )  man’s Edenic state (2:4-25), ( 2 )  his subsequent 
teiiiptatioii and fall (3:l-24),  ( 3 )  the story of Cain and 
Abel (4:1-1G), ( 4 )  the degeneracy of the Cainites (4:lG- 
24), and ( 5 )  tlie birth of Seth (4:25-26) to carry on the 
Messianic genealogy. 

(7 )  We are not surprised, therefore, to find the totality 
of the Divine Being and His attributes designated by tlie 
dualistic Name, Yalawelz Elolaim, in this section. Once the 
docuineiitary unity of the Elohistic and Yaliwistic sections 
is entertained, this coinplete Name becomes a declaration 
that the Redeemer-God of Adam and his posterity is one 
with Elohiin tlie God of the whole cosinos. This dualistic 
Name occurs twenty tiines in clis. 2 and 3 (tlie account of 
man’s paradisaical state), but oiily once thereafter in the 
entire Torah (Exo. 9:30). It must be kept in mind that 
Elohiiii is a plural form. Strong (ST, 319) : “God’s purpose 
in securing this pluralization may have been more far- 
reaching and intelligent than man’s. The Holy Spirit who 
presided over the developineiit of revelation may well have 
directed the use of the plural in general, and even the 
adoption of the plural name Elohiin in particular, with 
a view to the future unfolding of the truth with regard 
to the Trinity.” E. S. Brightiiiaii, a later advocate of the 
Analytical Theory concedes the following (SOH, 22) : “It 
follows that the use of the divine names is by no iiieaiis 
an infallible, or the chief, criterion for separation of tlie 
sources. Steueriiagel says that there is no coinpulsioii for 
a Jahvistic writer always to use the name ‘Jehovah.’ Eich- 
rodt rightly calls dependence on this criterion the ‘baby- 
shoes’ of criticism, that need to be taken off.” Nor is there 
any reason why Moses should not have used both Names 
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as he saw fit, because it was to him specifically that the 
revelation of the Tetragrammaton was made (Exo. 3: 13- 
15, 6:2-3) in its fulness of meaning; hence Moses was 
pre-eminently qualified to use the Names as he saw fit, 
and to combine them in describing the absolute beginnings 
of Gods creative and redemptive activity, as in the section 
before us. This fact argues in favor of the Mosaic author- 
ship of Genpis. 

“And Jehouah God formed man of the dust of the 
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; 
and man became a liuing soul.” 

8. Man a;PszJchosomatic Being. This is one of the most 
important and meaningful statements in all literature. (1.) 
Yahweh Elohirn formed the man (that is, the corporeal 
or “physical’” man) of “the dust of the ground.” If this 
passage were put in modern terms, the phrase, “dust of 
the ground,” would probably be rendered, “the physical 
elements” (those which go to make up all that is desig- 
nated “matter”), hence the elements into which the body 
is resolved at death. (2)  The verb used here, yatsar, trans- 
lated “formed,” is used in the Old Testament of a potter 
molding clay (Isa. 29:16, Jer. 18:4); used also of “spirit” 
in Zech. 12:1., ( 3 )  Having thus formed “the earthly 
house of our tabernacle” (2  Cor, 5:1), the Creator then 

reathed’ into it “the breath of life,” and the it became 
a. he. In this graphic anthropomorphic picture, the Creator 
is represented‘ as, stooping over and placing his mouth and 
nostrils upon the opened mouth and nostrils of the lifeless 
corporeal form (,as in ordinary resuscitation) and expelling 
into it “the breathno€ life.” To be sure, this phrase means 
that God caused the inanimate form to “come alive,” but 
in man’s case i t l  designates infinitely more than mere 
vitality (as we know froin immediate personal experience), 
(Cf. Gen. 7:22-here “the breath of the spirit of life” is 
said to be characteristic of animal forms, but there is no 
implication that ,God breathed this vitality into them: cf. 
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Acts 17:25). Indeed there is no intimation anywhere in 
Scripture that God breathed His breath into any otlaer 
ci‘eatu~e than man: this is most significant. What, then, is 
implied by it, in inan7s case? Surely, whatever inore is 
implied by it, it cannot be less than the truth that God 
expelled into the corporeal forin, not only vitality, but also 
the potentiality of the thought processes which specify 
man as man, thus constituting liiin to be a person. This 
surely gives us a clue to the meaning of the phrase, “the 
image of God,” as used of the huinan being in Gen. 1. Of 
course, this does not mean that God endowed inan with 
the potentiality of deity, but with the potentiality only of 
diuinity. (Note well, not with actual divinity, but only 
with the potentiality of it, which can be actualized only by 
the Spiritual Life.) These two words, “deity” and “divin- 
ity77 are not synonyinous, and to use thein as such is an 
egregious error. Deity and humanity are differences of 
rank or kind, not of degree: man is huinan and there is 
no process whatever by which a huinan being can be trans- 
muted into a deity. To be sure, in speaking of God, we use 
the phrase, the divine Being,” but only by way af contrast 
with the huinan being. Hence, in Scripture, the righteous 
person, by leading the Spiritual Life (Gal. 5:22-25), by 
growing in the grace and knowledge of Christ ( 2  Pet. 
3:18), by living the life that is hid with Christ in God 
(Col, 3:3), is said to become a “partaker of the divine 
nature” (2  Pet. 1:4), and therefore fitted for “the inher- 
itance of the saints in light” ( Col. 1 : 12) .  In a word, inan 
can become godlike (1 Tim. 4:7),  but he does not have 
the potentiality ever of becoming God, or of acquiring 
the attributes of God. 
(4) “Man became a living soul.” Note that the R.S.V. 

renders it “living being,” and that the A.V. and the A.S.V. 
render the same word, as used in v. 19, “living creature.” 
The verse obviously einphasizes the fact that inan is  a 
living being (soul), not that he laas living being (soul). 
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Nephesh is the product of the fusion of the bnsar (flesh) 
and the ruach (spirit). (Ruach may be rendered either 
spirit” or “wind”: however, common sense born of human 

experience can recognize the absurdity of interpreting this 
passage as indicating that man is body animited by wind: 
the notion is ridiculous.) Man is distinguished from the 
brute by the sublimely sententious fact that God breathed: 
this means that man is like God, because he has the breath 
of God in him. His corporeal part shares the corporeal life 
of the lower animals, but his spiritual powers constitute 
him to share the privileges and responsibilities of a good 
world and the. capabilities of spiritual growth and ultimate 
union with God. In short, v. 7 declares that God created 
man a complete being. I see no reason for reading mystical, 
esoteric, or magical connotations into this Scripture; in its 
simplest terms, it means that God constituted him a body- 
mind or body-spirit unity-a person. 

(5) We have here, then, one of the most remarkable 
anthropomorphic passages in literature, and its most amaz- 
ing feature is its  complete agreement with the most recent 
science, in which the psychosomatic ( organismic) inter- 
pretation of the human being prevails, in biology, physiol- 
ogy, medicine, psychology and psychiatry. ( Psychosomatic 
medicine is a commonplace in our day: it is universally 
recognized that the interior life is affected by the exterior, 
and that the exterior is even more poignantly affected by 
the interior.) Gen. 2:7 means simply that man is a mind- 
body or spirit-body unity, not essentially dualistic in struc- 
ture, but with the “physical” and the “spiritual” (personal, 
mental) elements interwoven in a complexity that defies 
analysis. (This means also that while mind and body thus 
interact, neither can mind become entirely body, nor body 
entirely mind. Even in the next life, according to Bible 
teaching, the saint will continue to be a spirit-body unity, 
the natural (psychikos, “soulish) body having been trans- 
muted into the spiritual (pneumatikos) body, the change 
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described in Scripture as the putting on of iinmortality 
( 1 Cor. 15:35-57, Rom. 2:G-8, 2 Cor. 5: 1-10), Christianity 
is unique in the emphasis it places on the redemption of 
the bodies of the saints; cf. Rom. 8: 18-25). 

(G) The Breath of Life. Keil and Delitzsch (BCOTP, 
79): “The dust of the earth is merely the earthly sub- 
stratum, wliich was formed by the breath of life from God 
into an animated, living, self-existent being. When it is 
said, ‘God breathed into his nostrils the breath of life,’ it 
is evident that this description gives prominence to the 
peculiar sign of life, viz., breathing; since it is obvious, that 
what God breathed into man could not be the air which 
man breathes: for it is not that which breathes, but simply 
that which is breathed. Consequently, breathing into the 
nostril can only mean that God, through His own breath, 
produced and combined with the bodily form that prin- 
ciple of life, which was the origin of all human life, and 
which constantly manifests its existence in the breath in- 
haled and exhaled through the nose,” ( Italics mine-C. C. ) 
(7)  This inbreathing by the Eternal Spirit (Heb. 9:14) 
determined individual human nature to be what it is 
specifically, namely, essentially spirit indwelling an earthly 
body, and hence incapable of annihilation. (Man is speci- 
fied, i .e.,  set apart as a species by his thought processes.) 
This Divine inbreathing also determined (by endowing 
the creature with the power of choice) individual human 
destiny, either (for the righteous only) ultimate eternal 
union with God (Life Everlasting: 1 Cor. 13:9-12, Heb. 
12:23, 1 John 3:2, Rev. 14:13), or (for the neglectful, 
rebellious, disobedient ) ultimate eternal separation from 
God (eternal death: 2 Thess. 1:7-10, Acts 17:30-31, Rom. 
2:4-9; Rev. 6: 15-17, 20: 11-15, 21: 1-8, 22: 10-15), in the 
place prepared for the devil and his angels (Matt. 5:29-30, 
25:41). (The last end of the wicked is not annihilation, 
but segregation in the penitentiary of the moral universe, 
Gehenna or Hell). (8)  Reduced to its basic significance, 
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Gen. 2:7 emphasizes the fact that man is a fusion of body 
(earthly elements) and spirit (divinely inbreathed by the 
Creator Himself) : . an earthly house of this tabernacle 
( 2  Cor. 5:l-8) ,  vitalized by spirit, thus communicated to 
it by the Breath of God. Where there is spirit, in the full 
sense of the term, there is uitality, personality, sociality, 
and ultimately, but only as the product of the Spiritual 
Life, wholeness or holiness. 

( 9 )  Nephesh in this text, therefore, denotes the com- 
plete living human being, that is, in his present state. 
Man’s body cohsists of the earthly elements; it is formed 
from adamah;. in a wider sense, formed out of the earth 
(Gen. 18:27, Psa. 103: 14); hence, at death the body goes 
back to the earthly elements from which it was originally 
constituted (the elements which it shares with the whole 
animal creation). (Gen, 3:19, 23; Job 10:9, 34:15; Psa. 
146:4). But the spirit-the interior being, in a very literal 
sense, the imperishable ego, self, person-is from God, and 
hence, at the death of the body, it goes back to the God 
who gave it (Eccl. 12:7; Gen. 7:22; Job 32:8, 33:4; Psa. 
18:15, 104:29-30; Prov. 20:27; Isa. 42:s; Acts 17:25), for 
His final judgment and disposition of it (John 5:28-29; 
Matt, 12:41-42, 25:31-46; Acts 17:30-31; Rom. 2:4-9; 2 
Cor. 5: 10; Rev. 20: 11-15). According to this remarkable 
Scripture (Gen. 2:7), man is so constructed in this present 

either entirely “corporeal” nor entirely 
“mental,” but a complex fusion of the powers of both body 
and mind into a wondrous whole (Psa. 139: 14), 

j 9. Body, Sod,  Spirit. (1) What, then, are the essential 
elements (parts, or separate categories of powers) of 
human nature? There are two theories: what is known as 
the dichotomous theory, that man is made up of body and 
spirit; and what is called the trichotomous theory, that he 
is somehow constituted of body, soul, and spirit. (Matt, 
10:28, 27:50; .Luke 23:46, John 19:30; Job 27:3, 32:8, 
33:4; Eph. 4:23,-1 Cor. 5:3, 3 John 2, and esp. Eccl. 12:7, 
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1 Thess. 5:23, Heb. 4:12)’. This problem (of the proper 
correlation of these three terms, as used in the Bible) is, 
in many respects, difficult; hence, in attempting to deter- 
mine the correct explanation, one should not be dogmatic, 
The problem is complicated especially by Scriptures in 
which “soul” and “spirit” seem to be used interchangeably. 
(Cf. Gen. 41:8 and Psa. 42:G; John 12:27 and 13:21; Matt. 
20:28 ( p s y c l ~ ,  “life”) and 27:50.) ( 2 )  It  s eem obvious, 
however, that Gen, 2:7 supports the dichotomous view. 
Certainly it teaches that man is a living soul or living 
being, constituted of a body of earthly elements and a 

fact that the Divine inbreathing described here was an 
inbreathing, not merely of the vital principle, but of the 
rational as well; not only of the life processes, but of 
the tlzouglzt processes also, with all their potentialities : 
the subsequent activity of the inan so constituted (naming 
of the animal tribes, acceptance of the woman as his coun- 
terpart, and, sad to say, his disobedience to God’s law) 
proves him to have been truly homo sapiens. Man does 
not just live-he knozcs that he lives. 

( 3 )  The phrase, “living soul,” as used here does mean 
(‘ living being,” but a living being composed of body and 
spirit, and thus endowed with the elements of personality: 
hence, man is said to have been created “in the image of 
God,” Note the following pertinent quotations assembled 
by Strong (ST, 486): “Soul is spirit as modified by union 
with the body” ( Hovey ) . “By soul we mean only one thing, 
i.e., incarnate spirit, a spirit with a body. Thus we never 
speak of the souls of angels. They are pure spirits, having 
no bodies.” ( Hodge) . ( Cf. Heb, 1 : 14-nevertheless, angels 
are represented in Scripture as manifesting themselves in 
some kind of external texture, something that makes them 
perceptible by man.) “We think of the spirit as soul, only 
when in the body, so that we cannot speak of an immortal- 
ity of the soul, in the proper sense, without bodily life” 
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(Schleiermacher). “That the soul begins to exist as a vital 
force, does not require that it should always exist as such 
a force in connection with a material body, Should it re- 
quire another such body, it may have the power to create 
it for itself, as it has formed the one it first inhabited; or 
it may have already formed it, and may hold it ready for 
occupation as soon as it sloughs off the one which con- 
nects it with the ear th  (Porter, Human Intellect, p.39). 
It should be noted here especially that in Scripture there 
is said to be a natura? (psychikos, “soul-ish) body, and, 
for the redeemed, a spiritual (pneumntikos) body (1 Cor. 
15:44-49, 2 Cor. 5:l-10, Phil. 3:20-21, Rom. 2:7, 8:ll) .  
Strong himself writes (ST, 486): “The doctrine of the 
spiritual body is therefore the complement to the doctrine 
of the immortality of the soul.” Aristotelian-Thomistic 
teaching is that soul informs body, or, vice versa, that body 
is informed by soul (“inform” meaning “to give form to,” 
that is, to put a thing in its proper class); hence, that the 
two are inseparable, because body needs soul, and soul 
needs body, for mutually complementary ends. The same 
thing may be said of spirit, as used in Scripture: it seems 
always to be represented as being associated with, or 
identical with, a rarefied form of “matter.” ( I t  will be 
recalled that the old Greek philosopher, Demokritos, 
taught that nothing exists ultimately but atoms and the 
void; soul atoms, however, said he, are no doubt of a finer 
texture of matter than the gross atoms of the body.) Knud- 
son (RTOT, 229): “That runch did not denote a third 
element in human nature, distinct from nephesh, is evident 
from the fact that it is often used synonymously with 
nephesh as a designation both of the principle of vitality 
and the resultant psychical life.” (Cf. Gen. 6: 17, 45:27; 
Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 30:12; Ezek. 37:5; Psa. 104:29; Isa. 
26:9, 19:14; Exo. 28:3; Psa. 51:12, Judg. 8:3; Prov. 16:19.) 
All this boils down to the fact that, with reference to man, 
neither soul nor spirit, in Biblical teaching, is bodilessness: 
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the notion of “disembodied spirits” is a distinctive feature 
of Oriental inysticisins. According to Scripture teaching, 
God alone is Pure Spirit (Johii 4:24); that is, without 
bod17 or parts, but having understanding and free will.” 
(There are two Scriptures, of course, which seem to favor 
the trichotoinous theory, though on closer scrutiny-it 
seems to me-are not necessarily to  be taken as doing so, 
These are 1 Thess. 5:23 and Heb. 4:12. Concerning 1 
Thess. 5:23, Frame writes ( ICC-Th, 209-210) : The Apos- 
tle “prays first in general that God may consecrate them 
[the Thessalonian Christians] through and through, and 
then specifically that lie may keep their spirit, the divine 
element, and the soul and body, the human element, intact 
as an undivided whole, so that they may be blameless 
when the Lord coines.’’ A. T. Robertson writes (WPNT, 
38-39): “Your spirit and soul and body . . . not necessarily 
trichotomy as opposed to dichotomy as elsewhere in Paul’s 
Epistles. Both believers and unbelievers have an inner 
man (soul, psyche; mind, nous; heart, kardia) . . . and the 
outer man ( soma) .  But the believer has the Holy Spirit 
of God, the renewed spirit of man (1 Cor. 2:11, Roin. 
8:9-ll) .” (Cf. Tit. 3 : s ) .  This author goes on to say that 
the apostolic prayer here is ‘%or the consecration of both 
body and soul (cf. 1 Cor. 6 ) .  The adjective Izolokleron 
, , , means complete in a11 its parts.” Strong holds (ST, 
485) that this text is not intended to be “a scientific enu- 
meration of tlie constituent parts of human nature, but a 
comprehensive sketch of that nature in its chief relations ,” 
P. J. Gloag (PC-Th, 106) adheres to the trichotomous 
view. He writes: “The ‘spirit’ h the highest part of man, 
that which assiinilates hiin to God, renders him capable 
of religion, and susceptible of being acted upon by the 
Spirit of God. The ‘soul’ is the inferior part of his mental 
nature, the seat of the passions and desires, of tlie natural 
propensities. The ’body’ is the corporeal frame. Such a 
threefold distinction of human nature was not unknown 
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among the Stoics and Platonists. There are also traces of 
it in the Old Testament, the spirit, or breath of God, being 
distinguished from the soul.” With reference to Heb. 4:12, 
the use of psyche and pneuma is certaidly not too clear. 
The idea presented here is that of the probing, penetrating, 
adjudicating activity of the logos: logos is pictured as the 
all-seeing Eye of God which pierces the human being to 
its deepest depths: to “the subtlest relations of human 
personality, th8 very border-line between the psyche and 
the pneuma-all this is open to the logos” (James Moffatt, 
ICC-H, 56). .As Barmby writes (PC-H, 110) : the logos 
is ‘‘a living power . . , more keenly cutting than any sword; 
cutting so as to  penetrate through and through-through 
the whole inner being of man, to its inmost depths; then, 
in doing so, discerning and opening to judgment all the 
secrets of consciousness.” Or, according to Delitzsch, as’ 
quoted by Barmby (PC-H, 111): “In fallen man his 
pneuma which proceeded from God and carries in itself 
the Divine image, has become, ‘as it were, extinguished’; 
‘through the operation of grace man calls to mind his own 
true nature, though shattered by sin’; ‘the heavenly nature 
of man reappears when Christ is formed in him’; and thus 
the Word of God ‘marks out and separates’ the pneuma 
in him from the p,syche in which it had been ‘as it were, 
extinguished.’ ” (Cf. Gal. 4: 19, Col. 127) .  

To summarize: I find the tendency in general among 
commentators to look upon the psyche (soul) as the seat 
of the present animal rnatzcral”) life, and the spirit as the 
seat of the  higher faculties and powers, in man. I t  is  my 
personal conz;iction, however, thnt soul, in whatever state 
it may exist and continue to  exist, stands for a body-spirit 
unity (or mind-body unity), to  be explicit,a psychosomatic 
unity. Hozoeuer, regardless of the  interpretation of the dis- 
tinction between soul and spirit that one may accept, the 
fact remains thnt each is represented in Scripture as asso- 
ciated in the concrete, that is, in human life itself, with 
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an outer or bodilg texture of soiiie kind, And it is this uery 
fact which nullifies the claims of materialism a.nd brings 
to light the yeally p7tofound uniqueness and significance of 
the ChTistian doctdne of immortality. Hence, this is the 
fact in wlaicla we are hew p r i i n a d y  interested. 
(4) Permit me to state parenthetically that it has been 

my conviction for some time that certain findings in the 
area of the phenomena of the Subconscious in man throw 
considerable light on this problem of the distinction, if 
such a distinction really exists, between the soul and the 
spirit in the human being. Men who have engaged in re- 
search in this particular field uniformly describe the human 
“interior man” ( 2  Cor. 4:16, Rom. 7:22 ,  Eph. 3:16) as a 
house, so to speak, with two rooins in it: a front room 
which faces the external world and through which impres- 
sions from that world make their entrance by way of the 
physical senses; and a back room in which the impressions 
which have entered by way of the front room find a per- 
manent abiding-place. This front room is commonly desig- 
nated the objective (conscious, supraliminal) part of the 
self, or simply the “objective mind”; this back room, the 
subjective (subconscious, subliminal) part of the self, or 
simply the “subjective mind.” It is to this room that we 
refer when we speak of the Subconscious in man. The 
objective takes cognizance of the external world; its media 
of knowledge are the physical senses; it is an adaptation 
to man’s physical needs, his guide in adapting to his 
present terrestrial environment. (The fact is often over- 
looked that man’s physical senses serve only to adapt him 
to his present earthly milieu; they really shut out-or at 
most only give him clues to-the world that lies beyond 
sense-perception, the real world ( 2  Cor. 4: 16-18), Sup- 
pose, for example, that a man had a visual mechanism like 
the lens of a high-powered microscope, so that every time 
he looks into a glass of water, he sees all the little “bugs” 
floating around in it; or, suppose he had a kind of x-ray 
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eye that would enable him to be little more, apparently, 
than a skeleton (to which sundry internal and external 
accoutrements are necessarily attached) meeting other like 
skeletons, etc., in ordinary social intercourse-who would 
want to experience such a kind of life as this, even if such 
a life were possible, which, to be sure, it would not be? 
Or, suppose that man had an auditory mechanism con- 
structed in the manner, let us say, of a radio receiving set 
attuned to all the vibrations that are coming into his ear, 
and impinging on his auditory nerve, from the outer air, 
from water, or from other sources-such an uproar would 
surely drive him crazy in short order. As a matter of fact, 
I am profoundly thankful that I do not have the sense of 
smell which my little dog has: it would make life un- 
livable to any man. Hence, we can readily see that the 
function of the physical senses is to enable the person to 
adjust t o  his present terrestrial environment: they cannot 
open to his view the glories of the world that lies beyond 
that of time and sense. Incidentally, Plato named this 
world of sense, the world of becoming, and the world 
beyond sense-perception, the world of being; Kant called 
the former, the phenomenal world, and the latter, the 
nournenal world. ) The “objective mind” of man is needed, 
therefore, in order that he may take cognizance of his 
needs and responsibilities in relation to the external world 
in which he now lives. Its  highest function is that of reason, 
which is in fact reflection upon what he has apprehended 
by sense-perception. The “subjective mind’-the Subcon- 
scious-on the other hand, takes cognizance of its envi- 
ronment independently of physical sense; it apprehends 
by pure thought and intuition; it is the storehouse of mem- 
ory; it is the seat of perfect perception of the fixed laws 
of nature; it performs its highest functions when the objec- 
tive processes are in abeyance (that is, in natural or 
induced sleep-the latter is hypnosis); it is especially 
arnenal.de to  szggsstion. This “subliminal” ( below-the- 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
threshold-of-consciousness ) part of the inward inan” 
seeins to be unliinited by objective coiicepts of distance, 
space, and time (one can go back into childhood, or travel 
throughout tlie cosmos, in a dream) : it functions effective- 
ly outside the space-time dimension. It has all the appear- 
ance of a distinct entity (being), with independent powers 
and functions, having a psychical (or inetapsychical ) 
order of its own, and being capable of functioning inde- 
pendeiitly of the corporeal body. I t  is, in a real sense, tlae 
very core of the human being, I t  s e e m  to  be, in its 
ultimate aspect, the ontological self, the essential and 
imperishable being of the laumnn individual. I suggest, 
tlaerefore, that tlae ohiective powew of the laumafi psyche 
are rightly to be cowelated with what  w e  call “ m i n d  (or 
“soul”) in nanny and tha t  the svbiective powers may rightly 
be correlated with what toe call “spirit” in him. Therefore, 
it is certainly well witliin tlie bouiids of probability that all 
that I have suggested here to be included under the word 
“spirit” may Be specifically what God breathed into inan 
when He created him. (See further infra, in the few para- 
graphs on the phenomena of the Subconscious. ) Again, 
let me remind tlie student that all this does not mean that 
either “miad” ( or “soul” ) or “spirit” exists independently 
of some form of bodily texture, either in this present world 
or in the world to come. 

10. The Christian Doctrine of Inamortality, only inti- 
mated in the Old Testament (Job 14: 14, 19:25-27; Gen. 
5:24, Heb. 11:s; 2 Ki. 2:lO-11; Heb. 11:9-10, 13-16, 17- 
19), is fully revealed in the New. ( 1) As stated heretofore, 
according to Biblical teaching, there is a natural body (this 
we Itnow also from personal experience), and there is also 
a spiritual body, that is, a body gradually formed by the 
saiictification of the human spirit by the indwelling Spirit 
of God (Rom. 5:5, 8:11, 14:17; 1 Cor. 15:44-49; 2 Cor. 
5:l-8; 1 Cor. 6:19, 3:16-17; Heb. 12:14). The spirits of 
the redeemed, although separated from their natural 
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(“soul-ish-:) bodies at death, will be clothed in their spin- 
itual bodies in. the nest life (Phil, 3:20-21). (Certainly 
present-day science has nothing to say against this teach- 
ing. Modern nuclear physics has proved that matter may 
take such attenuated forms (even the atom is found to be, 
not a “particle,”\ but a “field of inconceivably powerful 
forms of energy) as to be practically non-physical, or at 
the most onlyJmetaphysica1. ) Incidentally, to try to deter- 
mine whether. this transmutation takes place immediately 
at death, or, following an intermediate state,” at the 
general Resurrection (Matt. 11:21-24, 12:38-42), is, of 
course unjustified, presumptuous, and futile: it is vainly 
trying to interpose man’s measurements of time into the 
realm of God’s timelessness: and all such matters are best 
left to the disposition of the Sovereign of the universe, 
who, we can be sure, “doeth all things well.” ( 2 )  This 
final transmutation of the saint’s natural body into his 
spiritual body is what is designated in the New Testament 
as the putting on of immortality (Rom. 2:7, 1 Cor, 15:53- 
54); that is to say, in Scripture, immortality is a doctrine 
that has reference exclusively to the destiny of the body 
(Rom. 8:20-23). Immortality, moreover, is not something 
that all men’ have, or will have, regardless of the kind of 
life each may lead; on the contrary, immortality-the re- 
demption of the body-is a reward of loving obedience to 
the Gospel requirements (Acts 2:38, Matt. 28: 18-20, Acts 
8:35-39, Gal. 3:27, Rom. 10:9-10) and of the faithful pur- 
suit of the Spiritual Life (Rom. 2:7, 14:17; Heb. 12:24; 
Gal. 5:16-25;A2 Pet. 1:5-11, 3:18; Rev. 2:10, 3:5, 19:8). 
Stricltly speaking, the word “eternal” means without begin- 
ning lor end, whereas “immortal” means having a beginning 
but no ending. We must always distinguish, therefore, 
between survival and immortality: the two words are not 
synonymous. The spirit of man is eternal-it will live for- 
ever in one of two states, namely, in a state of reconcilia- 
tion with God (*Heaven) or in a state of separation from 

440 

<< 



THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
God (Hell). (Cf. Matt. 25:46-here Jesus teaches explicit- 
ly that Hell is equally eternal with Heaven: this text 
clearly refutes theories of ultimate annihilation of the 
wicked, of the possibility of post-mortem repentance, or 
of possible salvation by proxy (Ezek. 18:19-20, Luke 
16:19-31, Rom. 14:10, 2 Cor, 5:10, Rev. 2O:ll-15, etc.), 
and the like: notions characteristic of the cultists. The 
matter of importance to us, at this point, is that in Scripture 
teaching, there is no promise of spiritual bodies (immor- 
tality) to the lost, nor is there any jnforination given us 
about the kind of bodies in which they will be tabernacled 
after the Judgment. However, Jesus certainly makes it 
clear, in Matt. 10:28, that they will take with them into 
the infernal abode some kind of body. And “to destroy,” 
as the term is used here, does not mean annihilation-it 
means eternal punishment in Gehenna ( the real hell). 
(Note how frequently Jesus used the name Gehenna in 
His teaching: Matt. 5:22,29,30; 18:9; 23:15,33; cf. Heb, 
10:31, Jas. 3:6,)  

( 3 )  1 Cor, 15:44-49. Here the Apostle is setting forth 
in some detail the doctrine of the ultjmate redemption 
of the bodies of the saints. Throughout this entire chapter, 
his subject is the body, especially the resurrection of the 
body, and that only. The sainted dead, he tells us, will 
come into possession of their spiritual bodies, when Jesus 
comes again, by resurrection; and those Christians who 
may be living on earth at the time will take on their 
spiritual bodies by trwzsfigzmtion (vv. 50-55). Again, 
John the Beloved, we zre told, saw “underneath the.altar 
the souls of them that had been slain for the word of 
God,” etc. (Rev. 6:9); that is, evidently lie saw the im- 
mortalized spirits of the redeemed- the spirits of just men 
inade perfect” (Heb. 12:23)-those whose redemption had 
been made complete by their putting on of their spiritual 
bodies (immortality), and hence were once again body- 
spirit unities or living souls. Tbe first ,4dam, the Apostle 
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tells us, was a living soul-he was so created. The last 
Adam, he goes on to say, became a life-giving spirit (v. 
45). Christ, the Second Adam (Rom. 5:12-19) has power, 
as the Crown of humanity, to give to His elect their new 
spiritual bodies: hence, He is said to have “abolished 
death, and brought life and immortality to light through 
the gospel” ( 2  Tim. 1: 10; John 10: 14-18, 11:25-26). (Rob- 
ertson (WPNT, IV, 195) comments on 1 Cor. 15:39 as 
follows: “Paul takes up animal life to show the great 
variety there is, as in the plant world. Even if evolution 
should prove to be true, Paul’s argument remains valid. 
Variety exists along with kinship. Progress is shown in the 
different kingdoms, progress that even argues for a spir- 
itual body after the body of flesh is lost.”), To be sure, 
our Lord, while in the flesh, had a human spirit (Luke 
23:46, John 19:30), but His human spirit was so pos- 
essed by the Holy Spirit that the terms “Spirit of Christ,” 
“Spirit of Jesus,” and “Holy Spirit,” are used interchange- 
ably (John 3:31-36, Acts 16:6-8, 1 Pet. 1:lO-12). Hence 
the Spirit of Jesus became truly a life-giving Spirit (Rom. 
8: l l ) ;  after three days, His Spirit returned to earth and 
gave life to His body which had been interred in Joseph‘s 
tomb (Psa. 16:8-10; Acts 2:24-32; Rom. 8: l l ;  Phil. 3:20- 
21; 1 John 3:2), This spiritual body, though exhibiting the 
same individuality, was different in texture from His for- 
mer earthly body: it was of such a texture that he could 
manifest Himself at will regardless of physical barriers of 
any kind (Matt. 28:16-20; Mark 16:12-13, 16:19; Luke 
24: L3-15, 36-43, 30-51; John 20: 11-18, 19-31; Acts 1: 1-5, 
9-11; 1 Cor. 151-8).  His earthly body was constituted of 
flesh and blood. But “flesh and blood cannot inherit the 
kingdom of G o d  (1 Cor. 15:50); hence, His resurrection 
body was one of “flesh and bones” (John 20:24-29, Luke 
24:39-40): evidently the blood, the seat of animal life, 
was gone. (Luke 24:39-Note how, in this Scripture, the 
risen Christ sought to impress upon His Apostles that He 
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was not a phantasm, not just a ghost.) Subsequently, at 
His Ascension to the Father, His body underwent a final 
change, known in Scripture as glorification ( Dall, 12: 3; 
John 7:39, 17:s; 1 Cor. 15:40-41; Rom. 2:7, I-Ieb. 2:lO): 
it was in His glorified body that He temporarily manifested 
Himself on the Mount of Transfiguration (Matt. 17-1-6, 
2 Pet, 1:16-18); and it was in this body, the radiance of 
which was “above tlie briglitness” of the noonday sun 
(Acts 9:l-9, 22:5-11, 26:12-18), that He appeared to Saul 
of Tarsus on tlie Damascus road, temporarily blinding the 
persecutor, but qualifying him for the apostleship (1 Cor. 
15:8, 9: l ;  Acts 1:8, 2:33, 10:39-41, 26:lG-18; I. Johli 1:l). 
And Paul the Apostle informs us that it is Gods Eternal 
Purpose that His elect-those whom, through the Gospel 
(Roin. l:lG), He calls, justifies, and glorifies (Acts 2:39, 
2 Thess. 2:14, Roin. 1O:lG-17, 1 Cor. 4:15, 1 Pet. 5:lO) 
are foreordained ultimately to be conformed to the image 
of His Son (Roin. 8:28-30); that is, redeemed in body and 
spirit, and hence-again ns living souls (Rev. 6:9, Heb, 
12:23)-clothed in glory and honor and immortality (in- 
corruptible bodies, Roin. 2:7). Hence, note well 1 Tim, 
6:14-16: it is the Lord Jesus Christ about whoin the 
Apostle is writing here: He alone, it could truly be af- 
firmed, as the firstborn from the dead (Col. 1:18, Acts 
26: 23), “hatli immortality, dwelling in light unapproach- 
able,” seated at the right hand of God the Father Almighty 
(Acts 2:29-3G, 1 Cor. 15:20-28, Eph. 1:17-23, Phil. 2:9-11, 
1 Pet. 3:21-22). There is no doctrine of “disembodied 
spirits” or “eternal bodilessness” in Biblical teaching. As 
to his essential nature, the living being (soul) known as 
man ( generically) is a body-spirit (psychosomatic) unity, 
in whatever state he may exist, either in this world or in 
the world to come. It irks me beyond measure to find the 
statement in boolts and printed articles (written by men 
who ought to know better, and indeed would know better 
had they ever subjected themselves to the discipline of 
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metaphysics 1: that “human nature is changing.” Again let 
me Say that h a n  as to  nature is a body-spirit or body-mind 
unity, set apart as a species by his thought processes: 
should he cease to be such, he would no longer be man. 
A change of ‘nature would be a substantial change, that 
is, a change from one kind of being to another kind. There 
is no evidence anywhere that man is undergoing any such 
change: shodd he do so, the human race would finally 
cease to exist. Changes in the form of corporeal matura- 
tion, or iri the ‘form of the addition of increments of 
knowledge’ to. personality, etc., do take place constantly- 
but these are not changes of human nature; that is, and, 
as. far as we kriow, always will be a body-spirit unity. To 
summarize in the words of Gareth L. Reese, in The Senti- 
nel (orgafi of the Central Christian College of the *Bible, 
Moberly, Mikssburi ) , issue of February, 1965: “By means 
of- the Go?pel, men. have had disclosed to them the life 
of the future world, and the incorruptibility (aphtharsis) 
of body and soul. Paul has pointed out that the wicked 
survive death, and have wrath, indignation, tribulation and 
anguish awaiting them. He also taught that one of the 
things included in the redemptive act of Christ was’ the 
redemption of’the body. Christ died for the body as well 
as for the soul. This is why he can speak of the uncorrupt- 
ible body which awaits the redeemed at the second coming 
of Christ.” (2  Tim. l : l O ,  Rom. 2:4-10, 1 Cor. 15, 1 Thess. 
4:13-18)’: ‘(-A zuord of’ caution here: It will be noted that 
I have been using the phrases, “mind-body unity,” and 
spirit-body unity,” as if they were synonymous, This, as 

pointed out previously, is not necessarily the case. It could 
11 be ‘That the former designates the conscious, the latter 

subconscious, powers and activities of the interior 
man. Be‘ that as it may, my contention is that either phrase 
designates what is called in Gen, 2:7 a living soul.) 
. (4) The duality of human, nature is not only a fact 

‘psychosomatically, but a fact morally and spiritually as 
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well, (Perhaps I should make it clear at this point that 
in writing of the duality of human nature, I do not mean 
a duality of being (or essence); I mean, rather, a duality 
of operational activities, that is, of mental (or personal) 
as distinguished from corporeal processes. ) Note, in this 
coiinectioii Rom. 7: 14-24, 8: 1-9; Gal, 5:  16-25, etc. It should 
be understood that the terin “flesh’ as used in these Scrip- 
tures is the Pauline designation for the “natural” or un- 
regenerate” inan (1 Cor. 2:14; cf. Jolin 3:l-8, Tit. 3:4-7), 
one who, no matter how obvious his respectability, “moral- 
ity,” self-righteousness, etc., has not the Spirit (Jude 19, 
Roin. 8 :9) ,  and is therefore spiritually dead (Eph. 2:1, 
Col. 2:13). Evil, in Scripture, is not attributed to matter 
as suclz, nor to tlie body as suc72, nor to the right use of 
the body, but to the wrong use of it. Sin, according to 
New Testament teaching, has its fountainhead, not in the 
flesh (considered as body), but in “tlie mind of the flesh,” 
the “carnal mind.” (Cf. Matt. 15: 18-20, Mark 7:20-23). 
This idea may be illustrated clearly by the Freudian doc- 
trine of the libido, namely, that it-the libido-is the 
psychic energy by which the physiological sex drive is 
represented in the mind. Hence, one who thinks constantly 
of sex indulgence (lasciviousness, Gal. 5:19) is bound to 
have an over-developed libido, We are pretty generally 
what our thoughts make us to be: cf. Phil. 4:8-9; Rorn. 
1:21, 1:28-32), That is to say, it is the misuse of the body 
by tlie “carnal wind” that is tlie primary source of moral 
evil (sin).  ( No sin is ever coininitted that is not ,the choice 
of self above God, of my way of doing things over God’s 
way of doing things. ) 

Perhaps it sliould be noted here that tlie rigid dualism 
of body and soul (soma and psyche) is not a Biblical 
teaching. It is a feature-an outstanding feature-of Orien- 
tal mysticisins and of Platonic philosophy. In the Socratic- 
Platonic system, the body is explicitly declared to be “the 
tomb of the soul,” and true knowledge of the esgences of 
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things, becomes possible only when the soul (after nu- 
merous re-incarnations ) is finally liberated from the body, 
its corporeal prison. This, let me repeat for emphasis, is 
not Biblical teaching, Although in Scripture there is recog- 
nition of a duality of operational activities within human 
nature-of corporeal processes and mental ( or personal) 
processes, of, viscerogenic drives and psychogenic drives, 
et&-there is no such notion of duality or dualism of 
human nature as essence or being, as that espoused by 
Oriental mysticism, Pythagoreanism, and Platonism. 

11. Christian Teaching about the Human Body. I think 
we fail to recognize the high value that is placed on the 
human body in Biblical, arid especially in New Testament, 
teaching. (1) In Scripture, for example, there is no such 
notion prese,nted as that which characterizes some pagan, 
and even some so-called Christian sects (cultists )-the 
doctrine that to purify the soul one must punish the body: 
hence, fanatical forms of monasticism, long periods of 
penance,” extreme periods of fasting, such practices as 

scarification, flagellation (whipping the body), and the 
like. (Look up the story of the Penitentes who have flour- 
ished unto,.this day in northern New Mexico.) The tend- 
ency of mysticism has always been to downgrade, and 
actually degrade, the human body. Plotinus (A.D. 205- 
270), for example, the founder of Neoplatonism, is said 
to$ have been ashamed he had a body, and would never 
name his parents nor remember his birthday. (2 )  In New 
Testament teaching, the body of the saint, the truly con- 
verted person, is said to become at conversion the temple 
of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38; Rom. 5:5 ,  8:ll; 1 Cor. 
3:16-17, 6:19-20; 2 Cor. 1:21-22; Gal. 3:2; Eph. 1:13-14, 
2: 19-22; Eph. 4:30; Rev. 7, etc.). (3) In the New Testa- 
ment, the human organism, which of course includes the 
body, islpresented as a metaphor of the Body of Christ, 
the Church (Eph. 1:22-23, 4:12, 5:22; Col. 1:18, 24; Col. 
2:19; 1 Cor. 12:27). (4) In the New Testament, we find 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
inany exhortations to temperance, cleanness, and chastity, 
which have primary reference to the body (Roin. 1:26-27, 
12:l; Matt. 5;27-31; 1 Cor. 5:9-11, 6:9-10, 6:13, 9:27; 
Gal. 5:19-21; Eph. 5:s;  1 Thess. 4:3-8; 1 Tim. 1:9-10, 
6:9-10; Tit. 2:1.2; Heb. 13:4; 1 Pet. 1:15, 2 : l l ;  Jas. 3;l-6; 
Rev. 21:8, 22:15). (4) In Scripture, as we have pointed 
out several times, human redeinptioii includes the redeinp- 
tion of the whole psychosomatic unity-the living being 
known as man-the last phase of which is the redeinption 
of tlie body, which is designated the putting on of immor- 
tality ( Roin. 2: 7 ) ,  Progression in human redeinption is 
froin tlie Kingdom of Nature, through the Kingdom of 
Grace, into the Kingdom of Glory. Christianity is the only 
religious system in wliich emphasis is placed on the impor- 
tance of the human body, its care, and its proper functions. 
This is just aiaotlaei~ form of the uniqueiaess of the Christian 
faith. 

12, How M a n  Differs fi’ona the Brute. As far as we can 
ascertain from the observation of animal behavior, the 
differences between the operational powers of the brute 
and nian are vast, and may be summarized as follows: 
(1) The brute, through the media of his physical senses, 
is co1ascious, that is, aware of the events of his physical 
environment. But inan is self-conscious: lie distinguishes 
between tlie me and the not-me. I ani aware, not only of 
tlie manuscript page on wliicli I ani typing these words, 
but also of the fact that I am doing the typing. Hence, 
man, being a person created in God’s image (Exo. 3:  14), 
uses personal pronouns. If a brute could ever say, ineaning- 
fully to itself, “I am,” it would no longer be just an animal. 
(2 )  The brute has percepts deriving originally from sensa- 
tions. Man, however, has concepts as well as percepts, and 
concepts derive from his thought processes. By ineans of 
concepts, man is able to transcend the space-time coii- 
tinuum which lie now inhabits. ( 3 )  The brute gives no 
evidence of having the power of reasoning (from this to 
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t h a t ) .  Certainly no man would be so foolish as to try to 
teach his old dog the principles of calculus, either differ- 

al. But man is capable of both inductive 
(from experience to ideas) and deductive (from idea to 
idea) reasonihg. Hence, it is man alone who has developed 
the sciences :of‘ pme mathematics and pure ( symbolic) 
logic. (4) The brute forms no judgments; that is, gives 
no evidence. of mental ability to unite two percepts by 
affirmation or t arate then by denial (e.g., The rose is 
red, or, The’ro of red). But man is constantly form- 
ing and corrimunicating judgments. A judgment in epis- 
temology becomes a proposition in’logic and a sentence 
in grammar; hence, man has developed all these branches 
of knowledge. (5) The brute, having no ideas to express 
in propositidnal’ language, is confined to the language af 
gestures, dances, cries, etc. But man has ideas-very com- 
plex ideas at times-and can communicate them in the 
form of pr6pbsitional language. ( 6 )  The brute is deter- 

its acts by its physiological impulses. But man 
ermined. In every human act, three sets of factors 

namely, those of heredity, those of envi- 
those of the personal reaction. Self-deter- 
n is the power of the self, the I, to determine 

’its own acts ( make its own decisions, choices, etc. ) . Free- 
dom is the.power to act or not to act, or to act in one way 
instead of lanother, in any given situation. (7)  The brute 
seems to ‘hatre little or no freedom from instinct (which 
has beentalled the “Great Sphinx of nature”). Think how 
restricted; how utterly uninteresting, life would be for 
man if he were confined solely to grooves of instinctive 
behavior?-But man has intelligence which empowers him 
to’vary 6is responses, even to delay them; and by means 
of intellection, he can make progress through trial-and- 
’error. ( 8 )  The brute seems to have no power of contrary 
choiee, ’But man has this power. Everyone knows from 
experien’ce that in his various acts, he could have chosen 

448 



THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
to act differently. Coininon sense tells him that he is not 
indeterminable, nor coinpletely determinable, but actually 
self-determinable, in the last analysis I Freedom, negatively 
defined, is immunity from necessity. ( 9 )  The brute gives 
no evidence of having moral or spiritual propensities. But 
inan has never been found so depraved as to be coinpletely 
without thein. ( 10) Hence, the brute, although inanifest- 
iiig responses which seein to indicate affection, pleasure, 
guilt, shame, remorse, and the like, certainly does not have 
conscience j i i  any true sense of the term. Conscience is the 
voice of practical reason; only where there is reason, can 
there be conscience. Man alone possesses conscience in 
the strict sense of the term. M71ien one does what one has 
been brought up to believe t o  be right, conscience ap- 
proves; when one does that which one Bas been brought 
up to believe to be wrong, conscience chides. Conscience 
is what it is educated to be, a i d  inan alone is capable of 
such education. Because of this lack of ability to make 
moral distinctions, the brute is not considered responsible 
before the law-the brute is not regarded as a inoral crea- 
ture with inoral responsibility. We do not haul our animals 
into court and charge thein with crimes; such a procedure 
would be ludicrous. Nor does anyone in his right mind 
ever try to teach his old horse, dog, cat, or any other kind 
of pet, the Ten Coininandinents, or the inultiplication 
tables, or the alphabet. (11) Man is distinguished froin 
the brute especially in the trentcndous range of lais inoral 
potential. As Aristotle has stated the case so realistically 
(Politics, I, 2, 1253a, Jowett trans.) : Man, when per- 
fected, is the best of animals, but, when separated froin 
law and justice, he is the worst of all; since arined injustice 
is the inore dangerous, and lie is equipped at birth with 
arms, meant to be used by intelligence and virtue, which 
he may use for the worst ends, Wherefore, if he have not 
virtue, he is the most unholy and the most savage of ani- 
mals, and the most full of lust and gluttony.” Indeed, inan 
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is capable of more heinous acts of lust, cruelty, violence, 
and viciousness of all kinds, than any brute; and even more 
destructive in their consequences are his sins of pride, 
ambition, greed, overweening arrogance, and the like- 
“sins of the spirit”-of which the brute can hardly be con- 
sidered capable at all. It has been rightly said that man’s 
range of moral potential is such that he can either walk up 
in the Milky Way or wallow in the gutter, depending of 
course on his own individual attitude toward life and its 
meaning. ( l a )  The distinction between the brute and the 
child is a distinction of kind (nature) nnd not of degree. 
Just as a poppy seed cannot produce a mustard plant, so 
the brute does not have the potential’ities of a human 
being. The child has the essential elements of human nature 
potentially from conception and birth: the brute never has 
them at any time in its life. IJndoubtedly the human race- 
homo sapiens-had its beginning in an original pair, the 
male and the female, from whom all their progeny have 
inherited by ordinary generation the body-spirit unity by 
which human nature is specified. ( I t  is gherally held by 
scientists, I think, that there has been only one alleged 
case of biological evolution terminating in homo sapiens. 

heories of alleged “centers of human origin” are built 
on sheer conjecture. But should these theories be validated 

11 remains that “homo sapiens”-the name 
tists for man as we know him-had his 

origin in the union of the male and the female. No pro- 
vision exists in nature, that anyone knows of, for homo- 
sexual procreation.) The first man was created a living 
soul by the free act of God in endowing him with the 
Breath of ’Life; the child-every child of Adam’s progeny- 
is a living soul through the media of secondary causes 
(parental procreation). The child who matures in this 
terrestrial. environment will have a personality actualized 
largely through the interaction of the factors of heredity 
and those of environment (plus, as we have said, the per- 
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soiial reactions), Wlio knows, then, but that tlie child who 
dies in infancy will acquire a personality constituted of 
the factors which go to nialte u p  his celestial (Iieavenly) 
environment? For, as Jesus states expressly, “to such be- 
loiigetli the ltiiigdoin of G o d  (Lulte 18: 15-17, Matt, 
19: 13-15, Mark 10: 13-16, Matt. 18: 18).  We must reinem- 
ber that our Lord, by His death on the Cross, atoned for 
the innocent and the irresponsible uizcoiaditionally ( John 
1:29, Roin. 3:20, 5: 18-19). (13) Absolute beginnings are 
certainly szrperizaturn7 or at least superhuman; but entities 
so begun are perpetuated by tlie operation of natural 
forces (secondary causes). This does not mean that the 
essential elements of personality must depend on physical 
conditions for their own actualization and development, 
as if they zciew propeTlies of matter. To be sure, a healthy 
body is distinctly an asset to a spiritually healthy mental- 
ity; still and all, we know that great intelligence and 
spirituality may develop in weak physical frames, There 
is no limit to the potential development of the “inward 
man” in holiness, until his perfection is attained in the 
putting on of immortality. (Mat t ,  5:8, 5:48: Roin. 14: 17; 
2 Cor. 13:ll; Phil. 3:12; Heb. 12:14, 12:23; 1 Pet. 5:lO; 
2 Pet. 3:18) .  To suppose that any such potentialities 
characterize the brute would be the height of absurdity. 

13. M a n  is Specified as Man by His Tlzought Piqocesses. 
(1) By “specified” is meant here, set apart (i.e., from the 
lower animals) ns a distinct species. Mail is specified by 
his power of reasoiz: this includes the thought processes 
of which lie is capable. Science supports this reasoning 
by its designation of man as laoino sapiens, from the Latin 
110i?zo, a human being,” “a niaii,” and sapiens, “sensible,” 
knowing,” “wise,” etc. ( 2 )  Man can be defined specifically 

only in the light of those operational concepts which have 
peculiar reference to him as maii. (By “operational” is 
ineant a judgment, based on shared experience, not of 
what an entity appears to be, but of how it acts,) The 
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operational concepts relating to ma may be divided 
roughly into &me classes as determined by the “levels of 

nization” ‘or “dimensions” in his being: namely, those 
h ,  are speciflc of him, characteristic of man only-the 
hical, metapsychical, and psychological concepts; 

which he shares with all living beings-the biological 
arid physiological concepts; and those of physics, chem- 
istry, and mechanics, those which he shares with the 
inanimate creation-the physiochemical concepts. An in- 
calculable afiount of error has crept into scientific thinking 
as a consequence of the unwarranted mingling of the 
concepts peculiar to one dimension of the human being 
with those specific of another. So writes the late Dr. Alexis 
Carrel ( MxU,* 32-34) : he goes on to say: “It is nothing but 
word play to explain a psychological phenomenon in terms 
of cell physiology or of quantum mechanics. However, the 
mechanistic 2 physiologists of the nineteenth century, and 
their disciples who still linger with us, have committed 
such an error in’ endeavoring to reduce man entirely to 

y, This unjustified genqralization of the 
xperience is due’ to over-specialization, 

not be misused. They must be kept in 
hierarchy of the sciences.” (3) All the 
ve been made in recent years to reduce 
glorified brute” have ended-as all such 

attempts are bound to do-in complete failure, for the 
obvious reason that man is more than a brute. Even the 

ent {evolutionist admits-at least implicitly-that 
evolved beyond the brute stage; that is to say, 

that he is:animal plus, and it is the plus that makes him 
man. Maticis specifically mind, spirit, etc., that is, that part 
&the organism. which is man actually, is essentially non- 
corporeal. Or, as one writer has put it: “Spatial predicates 

to minds or ideas.” The very fact that man 
beyond the mere animal stage (as the evolu- 

tionists would put it) means that he is obligated by his 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO 
verv nature to use his reason to control 
pasiions and to direct his will. (4 )  Any adequate study 
of human abilities inust involve the problein of “the inean- 
ing of meaning,” A sensation is an event in the nervous 
systein, But tlie consciousness ( awareness ) of tliis sensa- 
tion is something else. Obviously, it is not the sensation 
itself, but an experience caused by the sensation. The 
seiisation is event A, the consciousness of it is event B. And 
no one knows, no one can even begin to explain, what 
consciousness really is. We do know, however, that con- 
sciousness brings in to play certain word-symbols, such as 

JOY,” “pain,” “sorrow,” “disgust,” “remorse,” etc., to iden- 
tify the particular sensation or affect. But the use of word- 
symbols obtrudes the whole problein of ineaning into the 
picture: to what do these word-symbols refer? Sensation 
is physiological, to be sure. But experience convinces us 
that consciousness does not beIong in that category, and 
that meaning cannot be reduced to physiology at all. 
Sensation occurs in the body, but  meaning is a phenome- 
non of t1Te thought process. There is no  correlate in the  
brain f o ~  meaning in thozrglat. Hence the utter folly of 
trying t o  yeduce psgchology to sheer physiology. 

14. The Power of Abstmct Thought specifies inan as 
man. (1) “Abstract” is from abs, from,” and tralzere, “to 
draw,” hence, to draw from.” Cognition, or knowing, for 
example, is a process of abstraction. The first step in cogni- 
tion is the sense-perception of an object, such as a chair, 
book, etc. The second step is that of image-ing or inzagina- 
tion, the process by which the inind abstracts and stores 
away tlie imuge of the thing perceived. (When a student 
leaves the classrooin, he does not take with him “in his 
head” or in his inind the actual chair in which he has been 
sitting: he takes only the image of the chair.) The third 
and’ final step in cognition occurs when the mind abstracts 
from both the sense-perceived thing and the image thereof, 
a process which is known as conceptualization. The con- 
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cept (ixniversal, form) is essentially an act of thought, a 
determination ,of the essence of the thing once perceived, 
that is, the aggregate. of properties which puts the thing 
(apprehended as the object) in its particular class of 
things. It is by conceptualizing that man is able to tran- 
scend the space-time dimension in which he is confined 
corpr)really. E.g., the word “horse,” as such, as a combina- 
tion of letters, is only a symbol. But every symbol has its 
refemat; every figure is a figure of something. Hence, the 
referent of .the word-symbol “horse” may be an actual 
horse now being perceived by physical vision, i .e.,  the per- 
cept (particular). Or its referent may be the totality of 
the properties which go to make) up the essence of every 
horse that ever did or ever will exist, ie., the concept (uni- 
versal). This means that man is capable of thinking in 
terms of past, present, and future: it means that be is 
capable of compiling a dictionary in which concepts are 
stereotyped*in the forni of definitions. (2 )  Man’s power of 
abstract thinking has enabled him to construct Zangzinge 
by means of which he communicates ideas. Anthropol- 
ogists generally agree, I think, that man’s inherent ability 
to construct language is the one factor which, above all 
others, has enabled him to drive forward throughout the 
ages to his pPesent level of being and culture. As Gillin 
writes (WMIA, 451): ‘‘By far the most ubiquitous type 
of symbol systems used by human beings is spoken lan- 
guage,” Again, “The ability to speak articulate language 
is, apparently, a feature in which the human species is 
unique.” Susanne Langer writes (PNK, 83) : “Language 
is, withotit doubt, the most momentous and at the same 
time the,-most mysterious product of the human mind. 
Between the clearest animal call or love or warning or 
anger, and a man’s least, trivial word, there lies a whole 
day of Creation.’ Sapir (Lang., 8-10) writes: Language 
is a purely human and non-instinctive method of com- 
municating ideas, emotions, and desires by means of a 
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system of voluntarily produced symbols ,” He then goes 
on to state tliat language is not exclusively a psycho- 
physical construct: the so-called “organs of speech” ( lungs, 
larynx, palate, nose, tongue, aiid lips) he says are no 
more to be thought of as primary organs of speech than 
are the fingers to be considered as essentially organs of 
piano-playing or the knee as the organ of prayer.” In a 
word, these are organs of speech if and when the person 
(the mind or will) chooses to use them as such. Sapir 
coiicludes: I-Ience, we liave no recourse but to accept 
language as a fully formed functional system within inan’s 
psychic or ‘spiritual’ constitution. We cannot define it as 
an entity in psychophysical terins alone, however much 
the psycliopliysjcal basis is esseiitial to its functioning.” 
Language is not only the iiiediuiii by which conceptual 
tliouglit is developed; it is also the means of inalcing such 
thought cominuiiicable. Culture follows communication, 
and is enhanced by progress in facility of communication, 
Language, says Sapir, is universal, and perhaps the oldest 
of Iiumaii inventions. ( 3 ) Again, man’s developineiit of 
the sciences of pure mathematics is perhaps the most 
obvioiis example of his power of thinking in abstract 
symbols. The antliropological theory that inan first learned 
to count ( in  ternis of tens, of course) by using his fingers 
aiid thunibs as “counters,” would seein to be a reasonable 
explanation. Indeed, counters” are used in the classrooin 
today to make young children acquainted with the number 
series. We can be sure, however, that “counters” ( marbles, 
pebbles, blocks, etc. ) were never used anywhere or under 
any circumstances to iiiultiply 999,999 by 999,999. Pure 
mathematics in its more coinplex aspects must have 
been the product of Busian thouglzt in its most abstract 
form, Matheniatics is, of course, like verbal speech, one 
of the sciences of communication. The same is basically 
true of iiiusic: as everyone knows, music has its foundation 
in matliematical relationships-a fact which the Greek 
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philosopher-mystic, Pythagoras, discovered in the long, 
long ago. Man has what might be called indefinite (though 
not infinite) power to think and live in mathematical, and 
hence metaihysical, terms. (4) he meaning of meaning 
is ili itself an abstraction. Meaning is an essential feature 
of consciousness, over and above, and of a nature different 
from, the sensory content. A word that is read to a person 
comes info that person’s consciousness as sound and mean- 
ing. A wild,beast perceives a sound in the human voice; a 
trained aniinal discovers a kind of meaning (perhaps a 
command, or a summons to food and drink); but a human 

ing alone discerns therein a thought. There is no al- 
emy of wishful thinking by which a mental process can 

e reduced to a cellular process exclusively: no matter how 
the two ptocesses are correlated, they are not identical. 
Any theory that consciousness has no real efficacy or sig- 
nificance, OF that mind, as a projection of a biological 
process, can be described simply in terms of stimulus and 

erly inadequate to account for the more 
phenomena of man’s psychical and meta- 

hical dimensions. ( 5 )  Dr. Ernst Cassirer, in his excel- 
little -Book, An Essay on Man, develops the thesis that 

man Is td bk defined, not in-terms of a metaphysical sub- 
stance of some kind, nor in terms of an empirically dis- 
cerned biological set of instincts, but in terms of his specific 
t‘endency to think and live by means of symbols. It is this 
power and tendency to “symbolify,” Cassirer holds, which 
has produced1 the facets of his culture, namely, language, 
art, myth, and ritual. Even much of his history is written 
in terms‘bf symbols-records and documents surviving from 
past ages. And symbolizing, no matter what form it may 
take,. is essentially abstraction, 

, The  Power of CTeatiue Imagination also specifies 
mkan as man. Creative imagination is thinking in terms of 
the possible and the ideal: it lies at the root of practically 
all of ,man’s achievements. It is popularly regarded, of 
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course, as confined to the realm of art, as finding its outlet 
primarily in artistic productions. This it surely does: as 
Chesterton has put it, “Art is the signature of 1na11.” But 
we must not overlook tlie fact that man’s creative imagina- 
tion is equally as responsible for his science as for his art, 
The scientist, in his laboratory, envisions what might be, 
under such-and-such conditioiis; lie proceeds to set up the 
conditions; then he performs the experiment and thus 
demonstrates whether his theory is true or false, Thus it 
is-by the trial-and-error method-that science has attained 
the level of achievement which it exhibits in our day. 
Man’s creative imagination is the root of all his technology; 
scarcely an invention (tool) is known which did not exist 
in theory before it existed in fact. Then, too, inan has 
always been subject to the lure of the ideal: think of the 
utopian” books which have been written, einbodying 

inaii’s efforts to envision and portray the ideal society: 
Plato’s Republic, More’s Utopia, Bacon’s New Atlantis, 
Campanella’s City of the Sun, Butler’s Erewlaon, etc. Think 
of the achievements of such creative geniuses as Pythag- 
oras, Archimedes, Paracelsus, Da Vinci, the Curies, Pas- 
teur, the Mayos, Einstein, etc.! There is little doubt that 
man’s creative jinaginatioii has its fountainhead in the 
powers of the Subconscious. 

16. A Sense of Values also specifies man as pan .  (1) 
Because he is a rational and inoral being, he has ever 
demonstrated his propensity to evulunte: hence, to coin 
such words as “truth,” “honor,” “beauty,” “justice,” “good- 
ness,” and tlie like-terms which have no meaning wliat- 
soever for a lower animal, There are inany who hold that 
this sense of values is innate: Aristotle, for example, had 
this to say (Politics, I, 2, 1253a, Jowett trans.) : “It is a 
characteristic of iiiaii that he alone has any sense of good 
and evil, of just and unjust, and the like, and the associa- 
tion of living beings who have this sense makes a fainily 
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and a state.” Scholastic philosophers likewise have con- 
sistently maintained that the sense of right and wrong, of 
good and bad, is inherent in all men, whatever their con- 
dition in life or level of culture: that no people ever existed 
lacking this elementary sense of moral discrii=?ination. This 
they designate the Ethical Fact. (2 )  It must be acknowl- 
edged that this sense of values has inspired man’s devel- 
opment of the science of jurisprudence. Jurisprudence has 
its basis in morality; that is, in human relations, relations 
among moral beings (persons). As ethics, the science of 
moral action, has been developed little by little throughout 
the Centuries, so jurisprudence, the science of law, has 
been developed little by little along with ethics. Jurispru- 
dence is the product of man’s reason, formulated for the 
purpose of preserving those relations and acts which he 
has found necessary to his well-being, and preventing 
those which he has found to be destructive of individual 
character qnd social order. ( 3 )  Law is either customary 
(handed down by word of mouth from generation to 
generation ot statutory (permanently embodied in some 
stereotyped form). Originally, law was promulgated in 
the form of tradition; later, when writing came into use, 
by carving on wood, stone, metal, clay tablets, etc. (e.g., 
the Romaij Law of the Twelve Tables; the two tables of 
stone of the Mosaic Code; the Code of Hammurabi in 
Babylon, about 1800 B.C., engraved on a pillar of black 
diorite, add now in the Louvre, Paris; the Code of Solon 
in Athens, Catved on wooden rollers or prisms, set up in 
the court of the archon basileus, so that they could be 
turned and read by the people, etc.). In the later historic 
period, law was inscribed on parchment or papyrus; today, 
it exists in printed form, in the statute books of civilized 
peoples. L a r ~  is the product of human thought: anyone 
with an  ounce of “gumption” knows that neither ethics nor 
jur rice exists niiaong brutes. 
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17, T7ae Power of Lnughfer also specifies iiiaii as inaii. 

This is a fact which caiiiiot be over-emphasized. But what 
is laughter? We do not know, Roolts and parts of books 
have been written on the subject, without shedding inuch 
light on tlie source or nature of this remarltable liuinaii 
phenomenon. Geiiuiiie Iiuinor is, of course, the ability to 
laugh at tlie follies and foibles of maiiltiiid, especially 
one’s own, witliout becoming bitter: it is to recognize 
inaii’s hailties but to go on loviiig hiin in spite of them. 
Geiiuiiie humorists are rare in tlie history of world litera- 
ture (such as Chaucer, Sterile, Jane Austeii, Will Rogers) : 
too iiiaiiy have vitiated Iiuinor by resort to bitterness, 
cynicism, cruel satire, and the like (e.g., Jonathan Swift 
and Mark Twain). The sense of huinor is a priceless 
possessioii, and oiie which we Arnericaiis caiiiiot lose with- 
out losing our heritage. Richard Armour, writing in Tlze 
Saturday Evming Post, of Deceinber 12, 1953, has pre- 
sented the case eloquently. “An Aiiiericaii fighter pilot,” 
he writes, “shot down beliiiid the North Korean lines, 
imprisoned for two and a half years, starved until he 
weighed barely 100 pounds, aiid beaten time and again 
to tlie edge of uiicoiisciousiiess, made three extreiiiely 
revealing statements when he got home. The first: ‘I never 
saw any evidence of a sense of huinor on the part of the 
Chinese and North Korean Coininuiiists.’ The second: ‘One 
thing that made it possible for us to stick it out was our 
seeing the funny side of tliiiigs.’ The third: ‘How about 
the fellows who couldn’t laugh? They’re dead.’ ” This 
writer goes on to show that dictators are iiecessarily huiiior- 
less men. For thein to fail to be deadly serious would be 
to vitiate the iinpressioii of their self-exploited iiidispen- 
sability which they iiiust lteep uppermost in the minds of 
their dupes. For them to permit theinselves to be “laughed 
at” would result in tlieir downfall. “The sourpuss,” says 
Mr. Armour, is as much a trade-niarlt of Comiiiuiiism as 
the hammer aiid sicltle,” He coiicludes : “Dictators fear 
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laughter and know that people who keep their wit as well 
as their wits about them-as the Dutch did under the 
Nazis; and the Poles now do under the Communists-are 
hard to subjugate. A sense of humor may be the secret 
weapon of the democracies. Laughter is heslthy, whole- 
some and civilizing. Laughing at o ometimes desperate 
circumstances helps keep us sane, ghter at our some- 
times overproud, . sometimes overpetty, selves helps keep 
us down to-and up to-human size. After all, the ability 
to laugh is one of the distinctions between man and the 
animals. It may also be one of the distinctions between 
free people and slaves.” I t  i s  a recognized fact that a well- 
deueloped sense of humor is one of the unfailing ear-marks 
of a mature person. A popular novelist makes one of his, 
characters remark about a certain young woman: “When 
once she learns to laugh at herself, she will begin to grow 
up.” The sense of humor, and the power of laughter which 
goes with it, seem to be lost only when .men cease to 
be genuinefy human and become fanatics crazed by the 
assumption of their own self-righteousness and indispen- 
sability. 

18. The  Phenomenn of the Subconscious uniquely 
specify man as man. (1) There is no more gerlerally 
accepted fact in present-day psychology than that of the 

roken continqity of the psychic processes on the sub- 
liminal level. The total content of the psyche is at any 
given time far more vast than the content of consciousness 
at the particular time. ( 2 )  Intimations of the powers of 
the inner self which have been opened to view by psychic 
research are foqndain two of the most common facts of 
human experience, namely, the subconscious association 
of ideas and the subconsciozcs mntzaing of thought, as 
illustrated in the sudden appearing in a dream or in a 
dreamlike momqnt, of waking, of the solution of a problem 
which has been vexing the mind in the hours of objective 
awareness and reasoning. ( 3 )  Review, at this point, the 
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distiiictioiis between the objective and subjective, the 
co~iscious and subconscious, aspects of the psyche ( “tlie 
inward man”) as interpreted by present-day research, as 
presented supra in the section entitled, “Body, Soul, and 
Spirit,” In this connection, the student inust also keep in 
mind the fact that the Subconscious of psychic phenoin- 
ena, which is coinpletely psychical in content, is not to be 
confused with the Unconscious of Freudianism, which 
is psychophysiological. ( Review also tlie “streain-of- 
consciousness” psycliology of William Jdines. ) (4 ) Hyp- 
nosis is practiced extensively today, in different fields-in 
dentistry, sometimes in surgery, in childbirth, etc. Auto- 
hypnosis occurs in trances characteristic of orgiastic re- 
ligious” cults. Catalepsy is a state of deep hypnosis in 
which the patient is rendered insensible to fleshly pain. 
Compare hibernation in animals, for example, with sus- 
pended aiiiination in huinan beings. ( 5 )  Phenomena of 
the Subconscious which indicate the human spirit’s traii- 
scendeiice of the space-time dimension are teZepat7zy 
( coininuiiicatioii of thought aifd feeling froin one person 
to another, regardless of distance involved, without the 
mediation of the physical senses), cZaiwoyance (the power 
to see physical objects or events apart from the media of 
tlie physical senses), and prescience (foreknowledge of 
events in time ) , These are the phenomena included under 
the well-known term, extra-sensory perception, ESP. These 
phenomena are under study in various colleges and uni- 
versities in our day, notably by Dr. J. B. Rhine and his 
colleagues of the Departineiit of Parapsychology at Duke 
University. (See Rhiiie’s books, T7ae Reach of the  Mind, 
The N e w  Wodd of the Mind, etc.) Certainly such phe- 
noinena as telepathy and clairvoyance support the Biblical 
doctrines of inspiration and revelation : if human spirit 
can coininuiiicate with human spirit without the use of , 

physical media, surely the Divine Spirit can in like inaniier 
communicate God’s truth to selected human spirits (Acts 
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2:4, 1 Cor. 2:lO-13, Matt. 16:16-17, John 16:13-14, Matt. 
10: 19-20>, ,The phenomena of prescience, of course, sup- 
port the claim of prophetic insight and prophetic tran- 
scendence of time that is characteristic of Biblical religion. 
( 6 )  Phenomena of the Subconscious which point up the 
human spirit’s qpparently unlimited power of knowing, 
are perfect mem,o.ry and perfect perception of the fixed 
mathematical) laws of nature. Thus the perfect m e m o q  
of the- Subconscious provides a scientific basis for the 
doctrine of future rewards and punishments. Who knows 
but that perfect memory, by which the self preserves the 
records of its own deeds, both good and evil, may prove 
to be “the worm that never dies;” and conscience (that 
is, unforgiven, guilty conscience) “the fire thqt is never 
quenched’ (Luke 16: 19-31, Mark 9:43-48, Rev. 20: 11-15). 
Again, the perfect perception, by the Subconscious, of the 
fixed Znzm of nature, supports the view that Life Ever- 
lasting will not be a matter of stretched-out time, but es- 
sentially illumination or fulness of knowledge, that is: 
intuitive apprehension of eternal Truth, Beauty, and Good- 
ness: in a word, eternal life will be wholeness or holiness- 
the union of the human mind with the Mind of God.in 
knowledge, and of the human will with the Will of God 
in love. This ,will be the Summum Bonum, the Beatific 
Vision (1 Cor. 13:12, 1 John 3:l-3).  ( In  the life we now 
live on earth this phenomenon of perfect perception mani- 
fests itself in mathematical prodigies, musical prodigies 
(perfect pitch ) , photographic memory, idiot-savants, and 
the various aspects and fruits of what we call creative 
imagination. ) ( 7 )  Phenomena of the Subconscious which 
support the view that spirit (mind) is pre-eminent over 
body are those which are exhibited in cases of suggestion 
and auto-suggestion. These phenomena remind us that 
all men are endowed by the Creator with psychic powers 
designed to be of great value to them in maintaining 
physical and mental health, if they will but utilize these 
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powers as they should. (Cf. Prov. 23:7, Pliil. 4:8). This 
fuiidaniental fact is the basis of what is lciiowii aiid prac- 
ticed in our day as p s ~ j c h o s o ? ~ ~ ~ t i c  meclicine. (See the great 
work by 13, Beriiheim, Sziggesliue T7~e~apeutics, recently 
re-published by the Loiidoii Book Company, 30-41 Fiftieth 
Street, Woodside, New York.) (8 )  Plieiiomeiia sucli as 
those of ps~jclaoki~~esis, levitation, automatic writing, the 
projection of ectoplasiiis and pliantasins, and the like, 
seem to indicate that the thought energy of the Subcoii- 
scious has the power to transmute itself into what we call 
physicaI” energy and thus to produce “physical” plie- 

iiomena. Psychokinesis ( or telekinesis) is that kind of 
pheiioineiioii in which ponderable objects are said to be 
influenced, and even moved, by thoiight energy alone. 
Dr. Rhiiie and his colleagues have long been experiiiieiit- 
iiig in this field and claim to have obtained positive results. 
In aufomatic zwiting, the Subcoiiscious is said to assume 
control of the nerves and niuscles of the ami and hand 
and to propel the pencil Lei-ifntion is not, as oiteii de- 
fined, the illusion that a heavy body is suspended iii the 
air without visible support: it is alleged by students of 
psychic pheiioiiieiia to be the real thing, produced by 
subconscious thought power. Ectoplasm is defined by 
Hainliii Garland as aii elementary substance that is given 
off by the huiiiaii body, at the conimand of the Subcoii- 
scious, in varying degrees. He conceives it to be ideo- 
plastic, that is, capable of being moulded, by the subjective 
thought power either of the psycliic or of the sitter, in 
various shapes. To quote the distinguished physicist, Dr. 
Millilcaii: “To admit teleltiiiesis aiid the foriiiaiioii of ecto- 
plasiiiic pliantasins is not to destroy the smallest fragment 
of science-it is but to admit new data, to recognize that 
here are uiikiiowii energies, Materialization does not coii- 
tradict one estal-tlished fact: it iiierely adds new facts” 
(quoted by Garland, FYFR, 379,380). Phantasms are de- 
scribed as thought projections of the Subconscious, that is, 
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ethereal reconstructions of matter by the power of thought. 
They may be called “embodied thoughts,” we are told, 
even as mari may rightly be called the embodied thought 
of God. Truly, then, thoughts are things. ( I t  should be 
made clear at this point that these phenomena are not to 
be identified with, aspects of what is known in Scripture 
as necromancy, such as, for example, alleged communica- 
tion between tkte dead and the living. All forms of nec- 
romancy, conjuration, sbrcery, occultism, etc., are strictly 
condemned in both >the Old and New Testaments: (cf. 
Exo. v. 19:26,31; Lev. 20:6, Deut. 18:lO-12; Gal. 
520, :8, 22:15, etc.). ( 9 )  All such phenomena 
as psychokinesis, levitation, ectoplasms, phantasms, etc,, 
serve to support the view of the primacy of thought 
(spirit) in the totality of being. In the possession and 
use of these powers of thought energy, thought projection, 
and thought materialization, man, it is contended, reveals 
the spark of the ‘Infinite that is in him, and thus himself 
gives evidence of having been created in God’s image. 
For, is not the cosmos itself, according to Biblical teaching, 
a construct of the Divine Will, a projection of the Divine 
Spirit, an embodiment of the Divine Thought as expressed 
by the Divine Word (Gen. 1; Psa. 33:6,9; Psa. 148: 1-6; 
Heb. 11:3)? Biblical teaching is simply that the Will of 
God, as expressed by His Word, and actualized by His 
Spirit, is the Constitution (that which constitutes) of our 
universe, both physical and moral. 

(10) To summarize: It will thus be seen that the phe- 
nomena of the Subconscious prave that “mind” is con- 
tinuously active-it never sleeps, not even when the body 
is at rest. They also go to prove the independence, tran- 
scendence, and imperishability of the essential human 
person, the human spirit, and therefore support the spir- 
itoahtic (as agaihst the materialistic) view of man’s 
origin, nature, ’and‘ destiny. They confirm the fact of the 
primacy of spirit in man, and, on the basis of the Principle 
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of Suficient Reason (that whatever begins to exist must 
have an adequate cause ) they support our convictioii of 
the priority and sovereignty of the Divine Spirit in whose 
image iiian was created (John 4:24; Job 32:8, 33:4; Ileb, 
12:9) ,  (For those who wish to pursue the study of the 
Subconscious further, the following books are recoin- 
mended, in addition to those already inentioned as works 
by Dr. Rhiiie: F. W. H. Myers, The Hzmaan Personality 
and its Sw'uiual of Bodilg Death, 2 vols., Longinans, Green 
9nd Company, New York; Hereward Carrington, The Story 
of Psychic Science, published by Ives Washburn, New 
York; Dr. Alexis Carrel, Alan the Unknown, published by 
Harpers, New York; Hanilin Garland, Forty Yeaigs of 
Psyclzic Research, Maciiiillan, New York. Also The Law of 
Pqchic Plaenomenn, by Dr. T. J. Hudson, the 32nd edition 
of which was publislaed in 1909, Some of these works are 
now out of print, but copies are usually available at 
second-hand bookstores. For out-of-print books, write the 
Loiidoii Book Company, Woodside, New York, or Basil 
Blackwell, Broad Street, Oxford, England. ) 

19. The Miizd-Body Problem, That thought processes 
do take place continuously in man, no inatter how they 
are to be accounted for, can hardly be a matter of contro- 
versy: such processes are facts of every person's experi- 
ence. This, of course, accentuates the old mind-body prob- 
lem, which i s  no nearer solution today than it ever was. 
(1) Generally speaking, it appears to be an empirical fact 
that ineiital life, as inaii experieilces it in his present state, 
is correlated with brain activity: if certain parts of the 
brain are damaged or removed, certain aspects of con- 
scious life cease to occur. To say, however, that either 
consciousness or thought is connected with the activity of 
brain cells in some inscrutable inanner is a far cry froin 
affiriiiiiig that either consciousness or thought is exclusively 
brain activity. Cowelation is not idenfity,  We have already 
noted the distinctions between sensation, on the one hand, 
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and consciousness and meaning, on the other. We repeat 
here that there is no correlate between cellular activity 
in the brain and meaning in thought. The idea that such 
a connection exists, is inconceivable. Moreover, the fact 
that brain activity is in some way connected with mental 
activity in no way militates against the Biblical doctrines 
of survival and immortality. (This matter is fully treated 
infm, in the section on “The Assumptions of Scientism.”) 
(2 )  We often hear statemints I such as the following: 
“Thoughts are nothing bu electro-chemical impulses 
through neural pathways in the brain.” “Colors are nothing 
but different wave-lengths of radiant energy.” “Pain is 
nothing but a certain kind of excitation of the nerve- 
endings.” “Sounds are nothing but movements in a vi- 
brating medium which make their impact on the human 
ear.” “Man is nothing but a biological being.” The fore- 
going statements (cliches) are examples of the (now 
recognized in logic) fallacy of ooer-simplification, some- 
times called the “nothing-but” fallacy or the “reductive” 
fallacy. They are unjustifiable identifications of mental 
events with physical or physiological events. The human 
being is not so simply constructed. ( 3 ) Present-day philos- 
ophy does not regard the mind-body problem,as being 
any nearer solution than it has been in the past. Plato, 
as we have noted, was a complete dualist. For him, the 
soul (or mind) was an eternally pre-existent entity, which 
is incarcerated for the time being in an, alien corporeal 
prison-house, from which it may be liberated ultimately; 
after successive re-incarnations, only by the death of the 
body. Plato’s great pupil, Aristotle, taught that the soul 
exists as the animating principle of the living body in this 
world, that body and soul co-exist in an inseparable 
organic unity, that indeed the soul cannot exist independ- 
ently of the body which it informs and actualizes. Au- 
gustine modified the teaching of Platonism on this subject 
by affirming that man is both body and soul and must be 
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redeeined (perfected) as ‘‘a tbing of both flesh and spirit,” 
Aquiiias, strictly a disciple of Aristotle, interpreted the 
latter as teaching that tlie soul ii~ight possibly exist apart 
from the body, biit can exist in a iully perfected state only 
when united io body, either in this natural life or in its 
resurrected state. Descartes, the first of the modern philos- 
ophers, also iiiodified Plaioiiic dualism, by defiiiiiig inail 
(that is, mind) as “fiiiite tliiiiltiiig substance,” thus re- 
stricting the term “soul” to include only tlie huiiiaii iJioug1it 
processes, We have already noted that Biblical teaching 
throughout preseiits the human bejiig as a body-spirit ( or 
body-mind ) unity (Fsa. 81:2), and expressly afirms that 
salvation occurs ultimately, that is, as perfected or coin- 
plete, in the clothing of the redeemed iii their spiritual 
( or ethereal) bodies. This hody-spirit or body-mind doc- 
triiie is in complete harmony with tlie psychosomatic (or 
oigaiaisnzic ) approach of modern science, especially the 
science of medicine. ( “Organisiiiic” in philosophy desig- 
nates a structure “with parts so integrated that their rela- 
tion to one another is goveriied by their relation to tlie 
whole.”) , Again I affirin that this orgaiiismic iiiterpretatioii 
of the human being is iii coiiiplete accord with the Chris- 
tian doctrine of immortality. ( 4) However, psychologists 
who adopt the orgaiiisinic approach to the study of the 
huinan being, even when this approach is applied to the 
study of liuiiiaii helzatkw exclusively, find theinselves coin- 
pelled to adopt dualisiic concepts in describing human 
inotivatioii: Iieiice, they distinguish between what they 
call “viscerogenic” ( i.e., biological or physiological) drives, 
and what they call “psychogenic” ( i.e., originating in more 
refined-and essentially personal-f actors, such as ideals, 
interests, values, tastes, iiicliiiatioiis, sentiments, traits, 
attitudes, etc.) drives. T suggest that it would be conducive 
to clarity of uiiderstaiidiiig to use the simpler terms, 
physical” and “mental” ( or “psychical” ) , respectively. 
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. (5) , One proposed solution ,of the mind-body problem 

is that which is designated epiphenomenaZism, a term 
coined by T. H. Huuley. This is the view .that “mind” is 
just the name we give to certain phenomena which merely 
accompany certain kinds of processes and changes in the 
nervous system; so-called mental states are a kind of aura, 
so to speak, which hover about the brain processes without 
having any substantive existence themselves or any special 
function; in a word, mind is “nothhg but” a “natural” brain 
function. Consciousness arises in some kind of transforma- 
tion of neural energy, but is not itself a distinct.form of 
being of any kind. Whatever movement takes place is a 
one-way pcocess: from body toward what is called “mind,” 
never from mind toward body. Now there is indeed a 
possibility that there is a correlation between the forces 
of the electro-magnetic field and the life and thought 
processes. This, however, does not necessarily mean that 
when the physical body dies, the mind, self, or person dies 
with it. As we shall note later, contrary to the assumptions 
of the materialists, this theory can be seen readily to har- 
monize with the Biblical doctrine of immortality. ( 6 )  A 
few clarifying words are in order here about the much- 
exploited Conditioned Reflex, and along with it, Watsonian 
behaviorism. The Conditioned Reflex ( the “dog-and-drool” 
psychology), the most rudimentary form of learning, is 
essentially a physiological act. This-the “conditioned re- 
flex”-is a term which has been given widespread currency 
in recent years (with but little justification) as a result of 
the experiments reported by the Russian biologist, Pavlov 
(died in 1936), Pavlov performed his experiment on dogs. 
Having first made sure that the visual perception of food 
(stimulus A )  would elicit a flow of saliva (for which he 
contrived a measuring apparatus) and that the sound of 
a gong (stimulus B) would not, Pavlov then presented 
gong and food together, either in immediate succession 
or with some temporal overlap, for a number of times, 
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and found that the presentation of the sound of the gong 
(stimulus B )  alone would then cause salivation, A similar 
technique has been used many times with human subjects 
and it has been found that responses can be “conditioned” 
in the same way. This is especially true of infants; as a 
maiter of fact, reflexive conditioiiing is perhaps the most 
elementary form of learning. It is certainly the modus oper- 
andi of animal training. It is now known, however, that a 
conditioned reflex, although established by inany repeti- 
tions of both the original and conditioning stimuli, is soon 
lost, Moreover, it should be noted that whatever may be 
the stimulus that produces it (Le., whether the original 
or the conditioning stimulus), the response is not altered 
by the conditioning. This means that conditioning is simply 
the extension of the range of stimuli that will elicit the 
same response: hence it is at most only a theory of afferent 
(“bearing inward’) learning. And by no stretch of the 
imagination can this type of conditioning rightly be re- 
garded as accounting for more than just a small fraction 
of the learning process. It is obvious that the process of 
learning as a whole involves not only an extension of the 
range of effective stimuli (afferent learning), but also con- 
scious alteration of response to the same stimulus (effer- 
ent-“bearing outward”-learning ) , This alteration of re- 
sponse, moreover, must come from within the individual 
and involves personal choice: indeed man is distinguished 
fvom the bwte by his poioer of uarying his responses, and 
even of delaying lzis response, to  the same stimulus (e.g., 
eating a steak to satisfy an immediate demand of the appe- 
tite, or refraining from eating the steak for the sake of 
health), Variability of possible responses to any given 
stimulus necessitates personal choice. The mature indi- 
vidual does not respond to the same stimulus in the same 
manner as he responded as a child or as a youth; his re- 
sponses are more refined, that is, more precise, perhaps 
more effectively adaptive. Of course, if conditioning is 
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extended to include all forms of learning, as is done gen- 
erally today in classes in psychology and in education, 
then, to avoid the fallacy of a circular argument, distinc- 
tion must be niade between reflexive conditioning and 
ideational conditioning of human responses. The condi- 
tioning of human acts by the introduction and association 
of ideas takes place at a much higher level than the condi- 
tioning which produces the essentially physiological con- 
ditioned reflex (such as that of Pavlov’s experiment). 
Alteration of response at this higher level brings into play 
the conscious and voluntary activity of the person. Finally, 
it is doubtful that conditioning as a theory of learning 
(and hence of motivation) is any improvement upon its 
predecessor, the venerable doctrine of association. In Pav- 
lov’s experiment, for example, did the dog salivate merely 
because of the sounding of the gong or because of its 
continued association of that sound in its own “memory” 
with the reception of food? Surely common sense supports 
the latter view. Conditioning, therefore, of the type of 
Pavlov’s experiment, although probably accounting for the 
rudimentary beginnings of the learning process, in infants 
and young children, falls far short of accounting for the 
more mature phase of that process which begins with 
accountability and extends throughout the rest of life. As 
a matter of fact, the Conditioned Reflex explains very 
little, insofar as human learning is concerned. ( 7 )  In the 
nineteen-twenties and following, one Professor John B. 
Watson, came forth with a theory in which he repudiated 
the traditional concept of thinking, describing it as sub- 
vocal speech-talking, that is, under one’s breath. This 
caused Dr. Will Durant to quip that Dr. Watson “had 
made up his larynx that he did not have a mind.” Watson’s 
book, Behaviorism, sold into hundreds of thousands of 
copies. His theory, however, has gone the way of Dianetics, 
Hadacol, “Kilroy was here,” and other passing fads. It has 
ever been a matter of amazement to me that any intelligent 
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person could find it possible to “swallow” such a shallow 
concept. Today the theory receives passing mention only 
iii textbooks 011 the history of psychology. 

(8)  The coininoiiseiise view of the mind-body relation- 
ship is known as intewctionisin, According to this view, 
mind and body continuously interact, each upon the other: 
the relation is that of a two-way process, that of mind 
upon body, and at the same time that of body on mind. 
This is the view that is implicit hi the practice of psycho- 
somatic medicine. That interaction of this kind does take 
place is the testimony of everyday experience, although it 
inust be admitted that the mode of this interaction seeins 
to be unfathoinable. The student, for example, does not 
leave the room after class until he ‘‘makes up his mind” to 
propel his feet toward the door. The pitcher in a baseball 
game throws the ball if and when aiid how he “makes up 
his mind” (wills) to use his arm to throw it. I alii reminded 
here of what Dr. Rudolph Otto has written (IH, 214): 
“For a manifestation of the influence exerted by the psy- 
chical upon the physical, we need in fact go no farther 
than the power of our will to move our body-the power, 
that is, of a spiritual cause to bring about a mechanical 
effect, This assuredly is an absolutely iiisoluble riddle, aiid 
it is only the fact that we have grown so used to it that 
prevents it from seeming a ‘miracle’ to us.’’ I commend 
the following suiniiiarjzation by the late C. E. M. Joad 
(GP, 498) : “Common sense holds that a human being is 
not exclusively a body. He has a body, but lie is, it would 
norinally be said, more than his body; and he is more, in 
virtue of the existence of an immaterial principle which, 
whether it be called mind, soul, coiisciousiiess or person- 
ality, constitutes the reality of his being. This iininaterial 
principle, most people hold, is in some way associated with 
the body-it is frequently said to reside in it-and animates 
aiid controls it. It is on some such lines as these that the 
plain mail would, I tliiiik, be inclined to describe the 
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make-up of,  the human being. He would describe the 
human organism, that is to say, as a duality. In the view 
of the present writer this commonsense account, which 
discerns in a human being the presence of two radically 
different principles, the one material and the other im- 
material, is nearer to the truth than any other of the alter- 
natives in the field.” (This is in exact accord with the 
teaching of Gen. 2:7, that man is a creature of both earth 
and heaven. ) Psychologists tacitly admit the impossibility 
of a naturalistic resolution of the mind-body problem: this 
they do simply by ignoring it and giving their attentiofi 
almost exclusiyely to the study of human behavior. 

20. “Homo sapiens” (Gen. 2 : 7 ) .  (1) This is the term 
we use here, because it is the term used by present-day 
science to designate man as we know him and as he has 
proved himself to be by his works, in both prehistoric and 
historic times. The term means literally, “wise man,” that 
is, man who is capable of reason, who is specified by his 
thought processes. Dictionary definitions of the term are 
the following: “Man, regarded as a biological species”; 
and, “the single.syrviving species of the genus Homo, and 
of the primate family, Hominidae, to which it belongs.” 
It will be noted that the first of these definitions involves 
something of, agparadox: as we have surely proved, man 
is not a strictly biological species-he is more than bio- 
logical-he is psychobiological, a body-mind or body-spirit 
unity (body-mind, if only the conscious part of his psyche 
is, being considered, but body-spirit, if the phenomena of 
the Subconscious* in him are being considered. ) (It is a 
favorite trick of .the self-styled “naturalists” to incorporate 
all human powers,, psychical and metapsychical included, 
into what they think of as a biological totality, when as 
a matter of fact they are begging the question every time 
they arbitrarily extend the “biological” into the area of 
these higher pheQomena characteristic of man. Petitio 
principii is a common fallacy to which scientists are prone, 

472 



THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
especially those who have never grounded their tliinlting 
in the discipline of metaphysics.) (2 )  Gen. 2:7 is one 
of the most meaningful and far-reaching statements in 
literature. However, its import can certainly be obscured 
by “extremist” interpretations, Dr. James H, Jauncey writes 
so clearly on this point (SRG, 5 6 ) ,  affirming that “evolu- 
tion or any other theory” of the origin of man cannot 
make God superfluous,” as evidenced by the fact that Dar- 
win himself in his Origin of Species (ch. 15, last para- 
graph) concedes that “in the beginning the Creator gave 
life to one of a few primary forms.” Jauncey continues 
as follows: “On the other hand, it is equally important for 
the student of the Bible to avoid reading into Scripture 
what it does not say. It is easy to assume that when the 
Bible says that God created inan from the dust of the earth, 
it means that He made some kind of mud and out of this 
formed a inan in the same way that a kindergarten child 
forms an image of man out of clay. Rut the Bible does not 
say this. It gives no indication of the process God used. 
If it should prove that this process was not instantaneous, 
this would not be surprising with a Creator who takes years 
to make an oak out of an acorn. He could make a mature 
man in a fraction of a second, but in fact He takes some 
twenty years and a very complicated and intricate process 
to do so. This does not mean that God could not have 
created the first man instantaneously. Indeed, He may well 
have done so, but it does mean that we cannot assume 
what the Bible does not in fact say.” All this boils down 
to the single fact that the whole problem is not one of 
Divine power, but of the Divine method. Dr. A. H. Strong 
(ST,  465-476), on the other hand, goes “all out” for the 
doctrine of Creation (including that of man) by evolution, 
He writes as follows: “The Scriptures, on the one hand, 
negative the idea that inan is the mere product of unrea- 
soning natural forces. They refer his existence to a cause 
different from mere nature, namely, the creative act of 

<< 
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God . . . But, on the other hand, the Script 
disclose the method of man’s creation. Wh 
physical system is or is not deriv by natural descent, 
from the lower animals, the reco f creation does not 
inform us. As the command, ‘Let the earth bring forth 
living creatures’ (Gen. 1:24) does not exclude the idea of 
mediate creation, through natural generation, so the form- 
ing of man ‘of the dust of the ground’ (Gen. 2:7) does 
not in itself determine whether the creation of man’s body 
was mediate or immediate . . . Evolution does not make 
the idea of a Creator superfluous, because evolution is 
only the method of God. It is perfectly consistent with 
a Scriptural doctrine of Creation that man should emerge 
at the proper time, governed by different laws from the 
brute creation, yet growing out of the brute, just as the 
foundation of a house built of stone is perfectly consistent 
with the wooden structure built upon it. All depends upon 
the plan. An atheistic and undesigning evolution cannot- 
include man without excluding what Christianity regards 
as essential to man. But a theistic evolution can recognize 
the whole process of man’s creation as equally the work 
of nature and the work of God . . . While we concede, 
then, that man a brute ancestry, we make two claims 
by way of qu ation and explanation: first, that the 
laws of organic development which have been folIowed 
in man’s origin are only the methods of God and prclofs 
r?f His creatorship: secondly, that man, when he appears 
upon the scene, is no longer brute, but a self-conscious 
and self-determining being, made in the image of the 
Creator and capable of free moral decision between good 
and evil.” 

( 3 )  The present writer takes the position here that Gen. 
2:7 is surely an anthropomorphic revelation of Divine 
truth unparalleled in literature. The fact stands out clearly 
that the inspired writer intends, by this one great affirma- 
tion, that man shall know the truth concerning his origin 
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and his nature, from which his destiny as an individual 
(person) is to be determined. I l e  intends all inen to know 
that each has within him-breathed into hjm by the Cre- 
ator Himself-tlie potentiality of becoining a sharer of 
divinity ( 2  Pet. 1:4) ;  that his very life is a Divine gift 
wliicli is to be given back to God in loving obedience and. 
service (Roiii, 12:1, Matt. 22:35-40); that he is constituted 
a prsoii  by creation, with all tlie rights and duties that 
attach to persons sinqdy and soZe/z/ becnuse t72ey 72aue been 
created peiaoizs. This is the oiily doctrine of inan that 
makes seiise or that can give hope to his life in this present 
world. There is inore truth and ineaiiiiig for inaii in this 
one Scripture, Gen. 2:7, than is io be found in all the 
tomes written by man hiinself (no matter ‘how scholar- 
ly”), all the products of liuinan speculation the majority 
of which confuse more than they clarify. (This subject 
is treated more fully in Part Ten i n f ~ a . )  

<< 

FOR MEDITATION, SERMONIZING, 
AND SPECIAL STUDY 

What Is Man? 
Psa. 8:4. It seeins that the eighth Psalm was written 

under the spell of the nighttime. The inspired psalmist, 
conteinplatiiig the heavenly bodies in their courses, the 
stars in all their glory, and the moon in her reflected 
brightness, with “sweet reasonableness” associates himself 
with the cosinos he inhabits, a i d  begins to realize both 
his weakness and his strength. No science is inore cal- 
culated to inspire with lofty emotion tliaii that of astron- 
omy. It is not possible for any honest and iiitelligeiit person 
to look out upon the vastness of heaven’s canopy-set with 
a multitude of starry worlds-witliout finding his thoughts 
turning to the conteiiiplation and adoration of the One 
who made all this to be (Psa, 19:l-G, 33:6,9; 104:l-6, 
148: 5-6; Isa. 40: 18-26, etc. ) , Froin conteinplation of the 
Creator and His wonderful natural works, our minds 
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descend, like the psalmist’s, to meditation on the creature; 

, in humility, we exclaim: “What is man, that thou 
I art mindful of him?” 
‘ Throughout Lis’ history, man has written many things, 
both good and bad, about man. Alexander Pope, in his 
-Essay on Man,  wrote as follows: 

. , “  . 

Know then thyself, presume not God to scan, 
study of mankind is man. 
his isthmus of a middle state, 

A being,darkly wise and rudely great: 
With too much knowledge for the skeptic side, 
With too much weakness for the stoic’s pride, 
He hangs between; in doubt to act, or rest; 
In doubt to* deem himself a god, or beast; 
In doubt his mind or body to prefer; 
Born but to  die, and reasoning but to err; 
Alike id ignorance, his reason such, 
Whether’he thinks too little or too much: 
Chaos of thought and passion, all confused; 
Still by himself abused, or disabused; 

lf to rise, and half to fall; 
of all things, yet a prey to all; 

Sole judge of truth, in endless error hurled: 
The glory, jest, and riddle of the world.” 

F 

, 

Shakespeare, however, wrote of Homo sapiens in more 
extravagant tecrris (Hamlet, 11, ii, 315-320) : “What a piece 
of work is man; How noble in reason! How infinite in 
faculties! In form and moving how express and admirable! 
In action,:how like an angel! In apprehension how like 
a god! The beauty of the world! The paragon of ani- 
mals , , .” Jonathan Swift, the English satirist, at the op- 

‘te pole of thought, once exclaimed: “I hate and detest 
animal called man.’’ And someone has dubbed man 

“the joker in the deck of nature.’’ It was Aristotle, how- 
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ever, who, in an excerpt quoted supra, struck a saner, inore 
felicitous note, emphasizing tlie ainazing gange of inan’s 
moral potentialities. “What is man?” is a. question that 
inust be approached from different points of view. What 
is man- 

1. As to liis nnture? (1) Ile is the image of God (Gen. 
1:27), obviously in a personal sense (Exo. 3:14). ( 2 )  
Operationally, he is diialistic as to his powers. As an organ- 
isin, lie is made up of tlie elements that make up all matter 
(as to liis body), the whole vitalized (as’ to his spirit) 
by Divine inbreathiiig (Psa. 139:14, Job 33:4). He is a 
body-spirit unity, “a living soul” (Gen. 2:7, 1 Cor. 15:45). 

2. As to his place in creation? (1) He has been inade 
“a little lower than G o d  (A.S.V.), “than the angels” 
(A.V.). (Psa. 8:4-9, Heb. 2:s-9). ( 2 )  He is lord tenant 
of earth, Gods steward over all lower orders and things 
(Gen. 1:28, 9:l-7). This dominion he holds by virtue of 
his intelligence and will; and his science is but the fulfil- 
ment, historically, of the Divine injunction to multiply and 
replenish the earth and subdue it. Dutt (JCHE, 12) : “And 
in this inan reveals tlie divine within him. How else can 
we explain Gods creative acts? Why the universe, the 
earth, and man? Why did not God retain‘thein as an idea 
simply, reposing in His mind? Earth was not needed either 
for throne or footstool, and inan himself suppIies nothing 
essential to the nature of God. But there is a side of the 
divine nature wliich can be satisfied only in the expendi- 
ture of creative energy. It expressed itself primarily in tlie 
formation of matter; secondly, in intelligence; and, lastly, 
in redemption. These are worthy of the mind of God, and 
in them we believe He takes profound delight.” (Acts 
14:15, Rev. 4 : l l ) .  

3. As to his wspoiasibilitzj? (1) He is a moral being, a 
citizen of moral government. Morality, in its strictest sense, 
is “conformity to the rule of right,” and this rule is pre- 
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scribed by the.Creator, the Sovereign of the cosmos (Rom. 
7:7). ( 2 )  Endowed with the power of choice by virtue of 
which he is a ‘moral being, he has always been undeT Znw. 
The first law was positive, and hence designed to prove 
his moral character, both to himself and to his posterity 
( Gen. 2: 16-17). Throughout the early centuries, the moral 
law was handed down by word of mouth through the 
patriarchs, until the Mosaic Code was added “because of 
the transgressions” of the people (Gal. 3: 19, Rom. 5: 12- 
14).  But the Mosaic Law was to ,be binding only until 
“the seed should come” and “nail it to his cross” (Gal. 
3:19, 3:22-24; Col. 2:13-15; John 1:17; Matt. 5:17-18; 
2 Cor. 3:l-16; Heb. 1O:l-4, 8:6,13, etc. Jesus, the “Seed 
of the woman, abrogated the Mosaic Law and instituted 
“the perfect law of liberty,” i.e., the Gospel (Jas. 1:25, 
2:8; Rom. 8:3, 10:4, 8:2). (This does not mean, of course, 
that Christians are exempt from obedience to the moral 
law-not by any means! When a man makes two wills, he 
may take certain provisions of the first and incorporate 
them into the se,cond, and they become binding, not be- 
cause they yere in the first will, ,but because they are 

acted in the second. In like manner, the provisions 
e moral:I+w have been re-enacted in the Last Will 

and Testament of our Lord (Eph. 4:6; Acts 17:24, 14: 15; 
1 John 5:21; Matt, 5:34; Jas. 5:12; Eph. 6:1, 6:4; 1 John . 

3:15; Roq. 13:l-lO; 1 Cor, 6:9-10, 6:18; Rom. 1:26-27; 
2 Cor. 12:21; Gal. 5:19; Eph. 5:3-5; Col. 3:s; 1 Tim. 1:9- 
10; Rev, 21:8,+22:15; Eph. 4:28; C O ~ .  3:9; Eph. 4:25; Eph. 
5:3; Luke’12:lS; 1 Cor. 5:11, etc.). The sole exception is, 
of Course, [the law of the Sabbath: this is not re-enacted 
in the New Testament; all Christian assemblies, under the 
guidance ,of the Apostles, were held on the first day of the 
week, L. the Lord’s Day (John 16:13, Acts 20:7, 1 Cor. 16:2, 
Rev. 1: 10). The Lords Day is a memorial of the Resurrec- 
tion of Cluist: Mark 16:9), (3) Man is under the Divine 
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Law as reuen7ed in Scripfwc,  in particular, under that 
wliicli is revealed in the New Testament. Divine law was 
communicated orally through the patriarchs in the early 
ages of the world; then codified for the Hebrew People, 
through Moses, when they were elected to preserve the 
kiiowledge of the living God ( moiiotlieism ) , But tlie Old 
Coveiiaiit contained only tlie types and shadows of the 
perfect law to be revealed tlirough Christ and His Apos- 
tles. Christ was the Word o€ God incarnate, and His Will, 
as revealed in the New Testament, is the all-su8cieiit Book 
of discipline for His elect, the church (John 16:7-15, 
20:22-23; Matt. 28: 18-20; Acts 1: 1-8; Eph. 1:20-23; 2 
Tim. 3:16-17). A. J. Gordon (MS, 169):  Scripture is 
literature iiidwelt by the Spirit of God. The absence of 
the Holy Ghost from any writing constitutes the impass- 
able gulf between it and the Scripture.” (4) He has the 
ability t o  coinprelaeizd and obey the lato of God, the Divine 
Word (Psa. 19:7, 119:89; 1 Tliess. 2:13). He can know 
his duty, reflect, compare, judge, and act; heiice it is evi- 
dent that his present state is p,obntio?zary. ( 5 )  He is, 
therefore, a respoizsible creature. Endowed with the power 
of choice, and put under a law that has been revealed, 
and having tlie ability to apprehend and obey that law, 
he is responsible to the Goveriiiiieiit of Heaven for his 
thoughts and deeds (1 John 5:2-3, Psa. 119:143; 1 Sam. 
15:22-23, Matt. 7:21-27; Rev. 20: 11-15, 22: 12-15), Law 
would not be law without a penalty for its violation: 
hence, the law of God einbraces the most awful puiiish- 
iiieiit of wliich the huinaii iiiiiid can conceive, namely, 
eternal separation from God and from the glory of His 
inight ( 2  Tliess. 1:7-10, Matt, 25345-46, Rev. 20: 11-15). 
4, As to his destin!]? (1) He has a playsical body which 

returns to the dust, that is, to the ’physical elemeiits oi 
which it is composed (Gen. 3: 19, Job 10:9; Psa. 103: 13- 
16; Eccl. 12:7). ( 2 )  He is essentially imperishable spirit, 
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Divinely inbreathed; as such he will live forever, either 
in a state of union with God or in a state of separation 
,from God (:Acts 7:59, Luke 23:46, Heb. 12:9, 1 Thess, 

, Heb. 4:12, 1 Cor. 15:45-48, Eph. 2:19-22, Col. 1:20; 
or. 5: 1110, 5: 17-19; Rom. 2: 12-16, 5: 1-5, 8: 10-11, 

8:5-9; Rev.’ 2O:ll-14). (3) His destiny will be Heaven 
or Hell. Heaven‘is the fellowship of the Father and the 
Son and the.Holy Spirit, of the good angels, and of “the 
spirits of just men made perfect,” that is, the elect of all 

, clothed in glory and honor and incorrup- 
:22-24). Hell is the “abode” of Satan and 

his rebel hbst, and of the lost souls of earth (Psa. 9:17; 
Matt, 8:12, 10:28; Mark 9:47-48; Luke 16319-31; 2 Pet. 
2:4; Jude 6; Rev. 2O:ll-14). ( 4 )  Every man’s destiny is 
determind by his acceptance or rejection, as the case may 
be, of the.‘Mediatorship of the Lord Jesus. A complete 
surrender t6, and walk with, our Christ leads to Heaven; 
neglect or refusal to confess Christ and to live according 

led will, leads to Hell (Matt. 7:13-14, 7:24- 
:14, 14:15, 15:lO-14; 2 Cor. 5:17-21, 10:s; 
; Rom, 2:5-11, 12:l-2; Heb. 5:9; John 5:28- 

29). The Spiritual Life is the life that “is hid with Christ 
in God’, f C d .  3: 1-4). 

The thrice great problems of philosophy, said Immanuel 
are God, freedom, and immortality. From the human 
of vie’w, these are the problems of the origin, nature, 

and destiny of the person. There are just three problems 
that are;of primary importance to all mankind; these are, 
What am I? Whence came I? and, Whither 

thet matters are of any significance in comparison 
th‘ese! How incalculably important then that we 

Id live in obedience to the Word of God, in the com- 
mit.ment of faith,, and in the assurance of hope (Heb. 

7-20:)-and so live for eternity- (1 John 5:4)! The Way 
itself has been made plain ( h a .  35:s-10): walk ye in it! 
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On the Tripersonality of God 

Refer back to the “us” in Gen, 1:26. 
Deut, 6:4-“Jehovali our God is one Jehovah,” This truth 

is repeatedly emphasized throughout the entire Bible. 
However, the “one” here ‘has reference especially to the 
uniqueness of God: Our Yahweh is the only Yahweh (Isa. 
44:6-8, 45:5-7, 45:18, 45:20-25; 1 Tim. 2:5, Eph. 4:6; 
Roin. 10:12, 3:30; 1 Cor. 8:4, Acts L7:24-28). 

In this unity, however, there is embraced a triple per- 
sonality, as evident froin tlie following Scriptures: (1) the 
use of the plural forin Elohiin for the Deity (Gen. 1: 1, 
Psa. 8:s) ; ( 2 )  intimations of Divine intercoininunion 
(Gen. 1:26, 3:22, 11:7; Isa. 6:8);  (3) the baptismal for- 
mula (Matt. 28: 19); (4 )  the statements of Jesus in  John 
14:23,26; ( 5 )  the apostolic benediction ( 2  Cor. 13: 14) ; 
(6)  the introduction to Peter’s First Epistle ( 1 Pet. 1:2) ,  

The doctrine of tlie tripersonality of God may be suin- 
inarized as follows : 

1. In the Bible there are Three who are recognized as 
God: (1) the Father (Psa. 2:7, John 6:27, 1 Pet, 1:2, etc.); 
(2 )  the Son (John 1:1,18; John 20:28 (note that Jesus 
accepts Thomas’s confession here without pzotest ) , Roin, 
9:5, 1 John 5:20, Tit. 2:13); (3)  the Spirit (Acts 5:3-4, 
1 Cor. 3:16-17, Heb. 9:14, John 4:24). 

2. These three are so presented that we are compelled 
to think of thein as distinct persons, as evident: (1) from 
passages in which the Father and the Son are distinguished 
from each other (Psa. 2:7; John 1:14, 3:16; Gal, 4:4);  ( 2 )  
froin passages in which the Father and the Son are spoken 
of as distinct froin the Spirit (John 15:26, 14:26, 14: 16-17; 
Matt. 28:19; Gal. 4:6; 2 Cor. 13:14); (3) from passages 
asserting or implying the personality of the Holy Spirit, 
as in Acts 5:9, 7:51, 15:28; John 14:16; 1 Cor, 2:lO-11; 
Rom. 8:26; Eph. 4:30; 1 Thess. 5:19; Isa. 63:lO. Note 
passages that depict the Spirit as manifesting powers of 

481 



GENESIS 
which only pexsons are capable (John 14:16, 14:26, 15:26, 
16:7-8, 16313.14; Luke 12:12; Matt. 4 : l ;  Acts 9:21; 1 Cor. 
2:9-10; 1 Tim. 4:ll; Gen. 6:3);  as having those faculties 
which only persons have (Luke 11: 13; Psa. 51:ll; Neh. 

12 : 11 ) ;, as suffering slights be experienced only 
by persons (Isa. 63:lO; M -32; Mark 3:29; Acts 
5:3-4, 7:51; Eph. 4:30; Heb. 10:29; 1 Thess. 5:19); as 
associated with other persons, both Divine and human 
(Matt. 28:19, 2 Cor. 13:14, 1 Pet. 1:2; Acts 15:28, 16:6-7, 
8:29, 10: 19, etc. ) . 

3. These distinctions of personality are immanent and 
eternal, as evident ( 1) from passages asserting the pre- 
existence of Christ, the Son) (John 1:1, 8:58, 10:30, 17:5, 
17:24; Phil. 2:5-6); (2) from passages asserting or imply- 
ing intercourse between Father and Son previous to the 
Creation of the world (John 17:5, 17:24, 1:18; Gal. 4:4; 
Heb. 12:2); (3) from passages asserting that the Son 
was the executive Agent in the Creation of the world 
(John 1:3, 1 Cor. 8:6, Col. 1:16-17; Heb. 1:2-10); ( 4 )  
from passages which assert the eternity of the Spirit (Gen. 
1:2, Psa. 33:6, Heb. 9:14, Psa. 139:7, 1 Cor. 2:lO-11). 

4. This %ripersonality is not to be construed as tritheism: 
cf. John 4:24. In other words, there are not three Gods- 
there is only one God. God is Three in One, however; that 
is, a triple personality embraced in the unity of the Divine 
Essence. Whereas three persons among men have the 
same kind of essence, the three Persons of God have the 
same essence, The Father is not God as such, for God is 
not only Father, but also Son and Holy Spirit; the Son 
is not God as such, for God is not only the Son, but also 
Father and Spirit; the Holy Spirit is not God as such, for 
God is not only the Spirit, but also Father and Son. This 
tripersonality of God was not revealed in Old Testament 
times, perhaps lest the Children of Israel should be 
temptled to drift into tritheisin (the worship of three 
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Gods), uiider the iiiflueiice of the practices of their poly- 
theistic pagan iieighbors. I-Ieiice, in the Old Testament 
we have God, the Word of God, and the Spirit of God, 
but in the full light of the New Testament (Christian) 
revelation, these become kiiowii as Father, Soli, and I-Ioly 
Spirit, respectively. 

5. The iiiiiiiaiieiice of these three Divine Persoiis in one 
another is set forth in tlie followjiig Scriptures: John 3:34, 
10:30, 14:lO-11, 16:14-15, 17:20-23; Epli. 4:6, 2 Cor. 3:17, 
1 Tim. 3:16, Heb. 1:3. 

6, While we can draw no lilies separatiiig the Persoiis 
of the Godhead, they are presented in Scripture as capable 
of dissociation one from another at the same time: ( I )  
In John 14: 16-17, the Soii, one Person, prays to the Father, 
another Person, to send the Spirit, the third Person, upoii 
the Apostles to guide them into all the truth: cf. John 
16:7-10, etc.; ( 2 )  tlie Father is distinguished from the 
Soii as tlie Sender from the One sent, also as the Begetter 
from the One Begotten (John 1: 14, 3: 16-17, 1: 18; 1 John 
4 :9) ;  (3)  the Soii is pictured as praying to the Father 
(John 11:41.-42, Matt. 26:36-46) (cf. also the 17th chapter 
of John); (4) the Spirit is distinguished from both the 
Father aiid the Soii, and is said to have been sent by both 
(John 14:16-17, 14:2G, 15:26, 16:7; Gal. 4:4-7); ( 5 )  at 
the baptism of Jesus, when the Soli was standing on the 
bank of the Jordan after coming up out of the water, the 
Father was spealtiiig from Heaven, and the Spirit was 
descending through the air in a bodily form, as a dove” 
(Matt, 3:16-17, Mark 1:10-11, Luke 3:21-22, John 1:32- 

7, This doctrine of the tripersoiiality of God is, of 
course, inscrutable. ( Iiicideiitally, it should be noted that 
the term, “Trinity,” is not to be found in Scripture.) Im- 
perfect aiialogies may be cited, however, as follows: (1) 
the mystical uiiioii of inaii aiid woiiiaii in marriage (Matt, 
19: 5-6, Eph. 5: 28-32) ; ( 2 )  the iiiter-relatioiisliips between 

<< 
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4 6 ,  GENESIS 
Christ, the Head, and the members of His spiritual Body, 
thei Church (Eph. 1:22-23; Rom. 12:4-5; ,l Cor. 12: 12; 
Eph< 4:1-1f$ 5:22-23); (3) the metaphor of the vine and 
the branches (John 15:4-5): the teaching of Jesus here 
is that. the life of the Vine (Christ) diffuses itself in the 
life of every’ branch ( individual disciple, saint, etc. ) , and 
hence that the life of each saint, vitalized as it is by the 
indwelling Holy Spirit (Acts 2138, Rom. 5:5, 1 Cor. 6:19), 
is manifested in the life of all who make up the Body; 
(4) the complex psychosomatic unity, the human being: 
on the corporeal side, man is built up successively of cells, 
tissues, organs and systems; on the personal side, of re- 
flexes, habits; traits, dispositions, etc., and all these are 
organically fused (integrated) in the incomparably com- 
plex being known as homo sapiens; ( 5 )  in the various 
cases of dual, or even multiple, personality that have been 
reported from time to time. Interesting experiments have 
disclosed from two to five apparently distinct, yet con- 

per’sonalities within a single corporeal frame. One 
most notable examples is the classic case of Sally 

mp, as  reported by Dr. Morton Prince, in his 
book, The Dissociation of a Personality. Hence, 
ipla personality is possible in man, why should 

it be thought incredible in the Deity? 
8. Nowhere is this unity of tripersonality,in God brought 

out so forcefully as in the Great Commission, that is, in 
the baptismnl formula authorized by our Lord Himself: 
“baptizing them,” said He, that is, baptizing those who 
hatie been made disciples, “into the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” (Baptism is the 
only. ordinance in the entire Bible that is to be admin- 
istefed in the nnme-that is, by the authority-of the triune 
God: it>must therefore be a most sacred, spiritual, heart 
act, cf. Rom. 6:17). Does this mean that the believer is 
to be immersed three times? No, because the singular is 
used, name, not nnmes: there are not three authorities in 
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the Godhead, not three sovereignties: there is but one 
Sovereignty-that of the Godhead as a whole, Hence, one 
iinnaemion brings the penitent believer into the name of 
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit at one 
and the same time, simply because the Father, Son, and 
Spirit are one God. So-called trine immersion, therefore, 
is unscriptural; it would be valid only if there were three 
Gods, if tripersonality were actually ti5theisin. But there 
is one, and only one God, and one iininersion brings 
tlie believer into Covenant relationship with Him. ( Cf. 
especially Eph, 4:4-6). 

This doctrine of the triune personality of our God is, 
to be sure, mysterious, inscrutable, beyond comprehension 
by the finite mind. Yet it is necessary to any possibility 
of divine revelation and human redemption. 1. I t  is essen- 
tial to a cowect understanding of God‘s wlationskips witla 
man. The God who loves must make coinn2on cause with 
the object of His love. It has been rightly said that “love 
is an impossible exercise in a solitary being,” We need not 
only a God who is eternal and sovereign (Elohini), but 
a God as well (Yahweh) who “so loved the world, that 
he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth 
on him sho!ild not perish, but have eternal life” (John 
3: 16). 2. I t  is essential to a pmper self-muelation of God. 
If there are not Three Persons, then there is no Son who 
can adequately reveal the Father (John 14:8). Herein 
lies the emptiness of LJnitarianisin and all such “liberal” 
colorless cults: they have no perfect revelation of God. 
And if there is no Holy Spirit, then self-communication 
of the Divine Being to the human being is impossible 
(Gea. 2:7, 1 Cor. 2:6-15). 3. I t  is essential to  the Scheme 
of Redemption. If God is one, solitary and alone, then 
there can be no mediation, no atonement, no intercession, 
no redemption. The gulf between God and inan is not 
one of degree, but one of kind: it is infinite. Only One 
who is God can bridge that gulf and effect a reconciliation. 
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i GENESIS 
Without a Redeemer, redemption and reconciliation are 
meaningless ,terms, and religion is a human invention and 
sheer presumption. 4. I t  is essential to all t m e  worship of 
God. Worship, says Jesus, is the communion of the human 
spirit with the Divine Spirit, on the terms and conditions 
as revealed by the Spirit in the Word (John 4:24). There- 
fore, without both Spirit and Word.there can be no true 
worship (cf. Rom:8:26-27). 5. I t  is essential to  any ade- 
quate -ClzristoZogy. Rejection of this doctrine of the tri- 
personality of God suffices to explain the utter inadequacy 
of all Unitarian and so-called “moderni~tic’~ views of Jesus. 
If Jesus was just a man, and not the Word who became 
Aesh and dwelt among us, not the God-Man, Immanuel 
(Matt. 1:23), then He cannot be the Savior of anyone or 
anything. If He was just a teacher, a “divinely illumined’ 
philosopher and ethical teacher, and no more, then His 
teaching, like all philosophy, is just another guess at the 
riddle of the universe, and the world is back where it was 
two thousand years ago, floundering in the muck and mire 
of pagan superstition. 6. I t  is essential to any perfect put- 
tern of human life and conduct. We believe that Jesus 
was truly “God with us” (Matt. 1:23, John 14:8). There- 
fore His teaching and His practice are perfect patterns 
for us to follow.f Without the Son to reveal and to live the 
perfect life, the life that God would live and would have 
us live, then we are without an Exemplar: we have no 
Way, no Truth, no Life. In fact, every fundamental doc- 

‘ trine of the Christian Faith-Incarnation, Atonement, Res- 
urrection, Sanctification, Immortalization-is rooted deeply 
in the fact of the tripersonality of God. 

Moreover, to speak of so-called pagan “trinities” in the 
same breath with the triune God of the Bible is to manifest 
either gross ignorance or a mind blinded by prejudice and 
a perverted will. In the first place, what are commonly 
called ‘:trinities” in heathen mythologies are not trinities 
at all, but triads: that is, not three in one, but three sepa- 
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mate ones for whom no unity of essence or function was 
ever claimed. In the second place, these so-called “trin- 
ities” are, in most cases, vague and unidentifiable; they 
are invariably surrounded by other gods regarded as 
equally powerful. In the Vedas, there were Dyaus, Indra, 
and Agni. In Brahmanism, there were-and still are- 
Brahma ( “Creator”), Vishnu ( “Preserver” ), and Siva 
(“Destroyer”). These, ainoiig the oldest of the deities of 
natural religion,” inore nearly approxiinate a trinity” 

than any similar groups; yet in either case the three coii- 
stituted a triad rather than a triunity; moreover, they were 
thought of as ethical antagonists, in most instances. In 
Egyptian mythology, there were Osiris, Isis his consort, 
and Horus their son. But there were inany other great 
gods in Egypt, in addition to these three, depending at 
times on the particular priestly caste which enjoyed dy- 
nastic power. Nor is there any well defined triad in Greek 
mythology. Was it Zeus, Poseidon, and Hades? Or Zeus, 
Hera and Athene? Or Zeus, Hera, and Apollo? Instead of 
a triad, the ancient Greeks generally referred to their 
twelve great gods. The same is generally true of the 
Romans, who took over these twelve great Greek gods 
and gave them Latin names. The Romans had gods for 
everything: the making of gods, as Augustine has pointed 
out so eloquently in his Citg of God, was the chief business 
of the superstitious Roman people. According to a wit- 
ticism of Petronius (Satiricon, 17,5) : “Indeed, our land is 
so full of divine presences that it is easier to meet a god 
than a man.” 

Then, in addition to all this, the gods of the heathen 
inythologies were crude, grossly anthropomorphic, and 
downright immoral. Every god had his female consort, 
and as inany mistresses, including even ordinary women, 
as his passions might impel hiin to appropriate. (Read, for 
exainple, the Ion  of Euripides.) Zeus was perhaps the 
most assiduous philanderer of the lot: he stopped at noth- 
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GENESIS 
ing, including incest (Hera, his consort, was also his 
sister), rape, and treachery. There is absolutely nothing 
of this character in the Biblical presentation of the tri- 
personality of ’the God of the Bible. It is entirely void 
of such gross ’ anthropomorphism. The inter-relationships 
among the Fathdr, Son, and Holy Spirit, are exclusively 
incorporeal, ethical, and spiritual. In fact the only relations 
sustained by ‘the three persons of the Biblical Godhead, 
of a semiterrkstrial character, are those sustained with 

spiritually and for man’s redemption. These relations 
are signified by the two terms, the “begetting” of the Son, 
and the “proceeding forth” of the Spirit. The term “be- 
getting,” in reference to the Son, describes an event-the 
Incarnation-which took place in time, and through the 
instrumentaIity of the Virgin Mary. Prior to His Incarna- 
tion, His Name‘ was Logos, Verbum, Word (John 1: 1-3). 
By the miracle of. the Incarnation-the “overshadowing of 
the Holy Spirit”-He became the Only Begotten Son of 
God (Luke 1:26-38), the Mystery of Godliness (1 Tim. 
3:16). The same% true of the “pitkession” of the Spirit: 
that, too, is* an event which, whenever it occurs, occurs 

eing, of course, co-etaneous with the Cre- 
chiding both Creation and Redemption), 

and for specific Divine ends, as, for example, the coming 
of the Spirit upon holy men of old, upon the great proph- 
ets; and esgeciafly upon the Apostles on the Day of Pente- 
cost ( 2  Pet. 1:21, 1 Pet. 1:lO-12; Acts 2:l-4, 7:51-53). To 

er-relations among the Three Persons of 
in corporeal, or even in anthropomorphic, 

terms, is a gross perversion of the truth. And by no stretch 
tion can any resemblance be found between 
ads of heathen myth and legend and the 

tripersonality of the living and true God. For our God is 
d “they that worship him must worship in spirit 
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THE BEGINNING OF HOMO SAPIENS 
On the Divine Names in Genesis 

For the benefit of students who might want to delve 
more deeply into this fascinating problem, I am sum-, 
marizing here the catenae of the Elohistic passages, the 
Yahwistic (Jahvistic) passages, and finally the mixed pas- 
sages (those in which both Names occur), as given by 
Tayler Lewis in Lange’s Genesis (CDHCG, 106-107). In 
my opinion, this is information that needs to be preserved; 
and since not too many of our young ministers will find 
this great work (now long out of print) available, except 
perhaps those who may have access to the libraries of 
the older theological seminaries, I feel justified in taking 
sufficient space to present it here, in somewhat abridged 
form, of course, as follows: 

1. The Elolzistic Sections, frequently designated “uni- 
versalistic” or “cosmogenetic” (those in which the Name 
Elohiin predominates or is used exclusively) : (1) Chs, 
1:1-2:3, The Hebrew Cosmogony. ( 2 )  Ch. 5. The Sethite 
Line (v. 29, a glance at the judgments of Yahweh, the 
exception). (3) Ch. 6*:9-22. The toledoth of Noah. (4)  
Ch. 7:lO-24. Beginning of the Flood. Elohim orders Noah 
and his progeny, along with pairs of all flesh, into the ark; 
Yahweh, however, as the God of the Redemptive Plan 
shuts him in (v. 16).  (5) Ch. 8:l-19. The emergence 
from the ark. (6 )  Ch. 9: 1-17, The Divine blessing on Noah 
and the new race. The rainbow covenant. ( 7 )  Ch. 17:9-27. 
The ’ordinance of circumcision. Ch. 19:29-38. The story 
of Lot and his daughters. (8)  Ch. 21:l-21. Ishmael’s 
expulsion, Yahweh, only in v. 1, ( 9 )  Ch. 21:22-24. Abra- 
ham’s covenant with Abimelech (but Yahweh in v. 33). 
( l o )  Ch. 25:l-18. Abraham’s death. (But in v. 11, it is 
Elohim who blesses Isaac). (11) Chs. 27:46-28:9. The 
wanderings of Jacob. Esau’s marriage. (However, note 
El Shaddai (“God Almighty”) in 28:3, and Elohiin in 
28:4). (12) Ch, 30. Story of Rachel (but see also mixed 
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sections infra). (13) Ch. 31. Jacob’s departure from La- 
ban. (But Yahweh in vv. 3, 49.) (14) Ch. 33. Jacobs 
return. (15) Ch. 35. Elohim throughout, except in v. 11, 
El Shaddai. (16) Chs. 41-50, Story of Joseph in Egypt. 
(Yahweh only in 49: 18). ( 17) Exo., chs. 1 and 2. Israel’s 
oppression in Egypt. 

2. The Yahwistic (Jehovistic or Jahvistic) Sections 
(those in which the Name Yahweh predominates or is 
used exclusively, and which are frequently designated 
“theocratic”): (1) Chs. 2:4-3:24) Man in Eden, and ex- 
pelled from Eden. ( 2 )  Ch. 4. Story of Cain and Abel. 
Bet Eve thanks Elohim for Seth, v. 25, and calling on the 
Name of Yahweh is said to have become common practice 
among the pious Sethites, v. 26. (3 )  Ch. 6:l-8. Yahweh 
repudiates the antediluvian race, but preserves human- 
kind through Noah. ( 4 )  Ch. 7:l-9. Noah‘s deliverance on 
the basis o€ his righteousness. (5) Ch. 8:20-22. Noah‘s 
thank-offering and Yahweh‘s resolution to have mercy on 
mankind. (6) Chs. 10-11:31. The genealogical table. Yah- 

ne4 only twice, with reference to Nimrod 
whh reference to the confusion of tongues 

at Babel ($$:5,6,8,9). ( 7 )  Chs. 12:l-17:8. Abram’s call 
( 12: 1-8). Pro.te,ction of Sarah in Egypt ( 12: 10-20). Abra- 

t in Bethel, and his separation from Lot 
deliverance of Lot (ch. 14). (Abraham 
as El Elyon (v. 22): cf. Exo. 6:3.) Yah- 

with Abraham (ch. 15). Sarah and Ragar, 
to the child of the Promise (ch. 16). Yah- 

weh as El Shaddai, “God Almighty” (ch. 17: 1; cf. again 
Exo. 6.:3), (8) Chs. 18-19:28. The appearance of Yahweh 
to Abraham in the plains of Mamre. Yahweh‘s judgment 
on Sodom. (9)  Ch. 24. Isaac’s marriage. (10) Ch. 25: 19- 
26. The twins, Jacob and Esau. (11) Ch. 26:2, 12, 24, 2.5. 
“Theocratic” testimonies and promises. ( 12) Ch. 29: 31-35. 
Yahweh takes Leah into His favor. (13) Ch. 30:25-43. 
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New treaty between Jacob and Laban. (14) Ch. 38. Yah- 
weh punishes the sons of Judah. (15) Ch. 39. Yahweh with 
Joseph in Egypt, 

3. The mixed sections. ( I )  Ch. 9:18-27. Vv. 26-27: 
“Blessed be Ya7azueh, the Elolzim of Shein , , , May Elohim 
enlarge Japheth.” ( 2 )  Ch. 14. hfelchizedek a priest of El 
Elyon, and blesses Abraham in this name. But Abraham 
speaks in the Name of Yalzwelz El Elyon. (3) Ch. 20. 
Elolaina punishes Abiinelech, The latter addresses Hiin as 
Adonai. ( 4 )  Ch. 20: 1-19. Abraham (v. 11) speaks of the 
fear of Elohim. He prays to Elohiin for Abimelech’s house 
(v. 17), for Yalawelz had closed up the mothers’ wombs of 
the house of Abiinelech (v.  18). ( 5 )  Ch. 27. The words 
of Isaac as reported by Rebekah: the blessing before Yala- 
we12 (v, 7 ) .  Jacob: “Yahweh, thy Elohim” (v, 20). Vv. 27 
and 28 remarkable: Jacob already blessed by Yalawelz, but 
Isagc gives hiin the bessing of Elohim. (6)  Ch. 28: 10-22. 
The angels of God. V. 13-1 am Yahweh, the Elolaim of 
Abraham and the Elohim of Isaac (v.  13). Jacob (vv. 16- 
17) : Yahweh is in this place . , . This is none other than the 
house of Elolzinz. Cf. also vv. 20-22. (7)  Clis. 29:31-30:24. 
Yahweh takes Leah into favor (29:31-35); yet the blessing 
of fruitfulness is the concern of Elohim (30:2),  Elohinz 
favors Leah with the births of the fifth and sixth sons 
(30: 18,20). Rachel thanks Elohim for the birth of Joseph, 
“taking away her reproach” (30:23), but she named hiin 
Joseph, “saying, Yahwe7~ add to nie another son” (v. 24); 
cf. also v. 27, the words of Laban. (8)  Ch. 32. Jacob: The 
“Elolziin of my father Abraham, and the Elolzim of my 
father Isaac, Yahweh,” etc. (32:9), “Thou hast wrestled 
with Elolaim and with men” ( 32: 28). “I have seen Elohim 
face to face” (v.  30). ( 9 )  Ch. 39. Yahweh is with Joseph 
in Egypt (39:2). Joseph says to Potipliar’s wife: How can 
I coininit this great sin against Elohim? (v.  9 ) .  Yahweh 
is with Joseph in prison (v. 21). 
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Names for the Deity which occur in Geq- 

esis are the .following: ( 1 )  El, “Mighty One” (Gen. 
14: 18,19,20,22; 16: 13; 17: 1; 21:33; 28:,3; 31: 13; 35: 1,3,11; 
43: 14; 46:3;,48:3; 49:25). (Elohim,   GO^,^" “gods,” occurs 
repeatedly throughout the Torah and the entire Old Tes- 
tament. ) (2)  &‘I Shnddai, “God Almighty” (Gen. 17:1, 
28:3, 35:11,.’43:14, 48:3, 49:25; cf. Exo. 6:3). ( 3 )  El 
Elyon, “The Highest,” “The Most H i g h  (Gen. 14: 18,19,- 
20). (4)  El poi, “God of seeing” (Gen. 16:13; cf. Gen. 
32:30, “Peniel,” meaning “the face of G o d ) .  Obvi 
these are NaGes especially of attributes of God, the 
quently overlap in meaning, and they are all to be distin- 
guished from. “the great and incommunicable Name;” 
YHWH (Exo. 3: 14), which is the Name of the very e$- 
Sence (being, nature, etc.) of the living and true God. 
His name is HE WHO IS. 

5. For a thoroughgoing discussion of ”the great and 
incommunicable Name,” YHWH, the Tetragrammaton, 
the student is referred to Rotherham (EB, 22-29), from 
which the following excerpt i s  presented as sufficient for 
present purposes. Rotherham writes (EB, 22-23) as fol- 
lows (concerning the “suppression” of The Name) : “The 
Tetragrammaton, or name of four letters (in allusion t o  
the four letters YHWH), is a technical term frequently 
employed by, scholars, and will here, for a little, serve a 
useful purpo$e., Besides employing this term, we can 
reverently speak,of ‘The Name,’ or can set down the first 
letter only, ‘Y,’,in the same way as critics are wont to use 
the Hebrew letter god as the initial of the Divine Name 
intended , . . -It  is willingly admitted that the suppression 
has not been absolute; at least so far as Hebrew and Eng- 
lish are concerned. The Name, in its four essential letters, 
was reverently :transcribed by the Hebrew copyist, and 
therefore was. ‘necessarily placed before the eye of the 
Hebrew reader. The latter, however, was instructed 
not t o  pronounce it, but to utter instead a less 
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sacred name-Adonay or Elohim. In this way The 
Name was not suffered to reach the ear of the listener. 
To that degree it was suppressed. The Septuagint, or 
ancient Greek version, made the concealment complete 
bv regularly substituting Kurios; as the Vulgate, in like 
manner, employed Dominus; both Kurios and Dominus 
having at the same time their own proper service to render 
as correctly answering to the Hebrew Adonay, confessedly 
meaning ‘Lord.’ The English Versions do nearly the same 
thing, in iendering The Name as LORD, and occasionally 
GOD; these terms also having their own rightful office to 
fill as fitly representing the Hebrew titles Adonay and 
Eluhim and El. So that the Tetragrammaton is nearly 
hidden in our public English versions. Not quite. To those 
who can note the difference between ‘LORD’ and ‘Lord’ 
and between ‘GOD’ and ‘God,’ and can remember that 
the former (printed with small capitals) do while the latter 
do not stand for The Name-to such an intimation of the 
difference is conveyed. But although the reader who looks 
carefully at his book can see the distinction, yet the mere 
hearer remains completely in the dark respecting it, inas- 
much as there is no difference whatever in sound between 
‘LORD’ and ‘Lord’ or ‘GOD’ and ‘god.’ I t  hence follows 
that in nearly all the occurrences of The Name (some 
7,000 throughout the Old Testament) the especial Name 
of God is absolutely withheld from all who simply hear 
the Bible read. ‘Nearly all,’ for there are about half a 
dozen instances in the A.V., and a few more in the R.V., 
in which this concealment does not take place, In other 
words there are these very few places in which the Tetra- 
gramnzaton appears as ‘Jehovah,’ and although it may be 
asked, ‘What are they among so many?’ still their presence 
has an argumentative value. If it was wrong to unveil the 
Tetragrammaton at all, then why do it in these instances? 
If, on the other hand, it was right to let it be seen in these 
cases, then why not in all? With the exceptions explained, 

493 



I .  
GENESIS 

however, it remains true to say, that in our public versions 
the one especial Name of God is suppressed, wholly con- 
cealed from the listening ear, almost as completely hidden 
from the hastening or uncritical eye.” Rotherham goes on 
to state that, although the motive for the suppression, 
namely, “to safeguard the Divine Majesty in the minds 
of men,” is respected, the suppression itself must be re- 
garded as a mistake, on the following grounds: ( 1 )  that 
it was an “unwarrantable liberty”; ( 2 )  that it has led to 
serious evil in the form of the notion that ‘Y’ was a mere 
tribal name, and that ‘Y7 Himself was but a local deity. 
“Solid advantage,” concludes this author ( EB, 24) , “may 
be counted upon as certain to follow the restoration” of 
The Name. “Even if the meaning of The Name should not 
disclose itself, the word itself would gradually gather about 
it the fitting associations-and that would be a gain; and 
godly readers would be put on quest-and that would be 
a further gain; and if the true significance of the Tetra- 
grammaton should be brought to light, there would be a 
trained constituency to whom appeal could be made-and 
that would be a yet greater gain.” To the objection that 
Jesus followed the Septuagint version as it stood (in which 
The Name is concealed under the common title Kurios, 
“Lord ) ,  notably in citing Psa. 110: 1 (cf. Matt. 22:41-45), 
Rotherham answers that “Jesus had to plead His Messiah- 
ship at the bar of the Scriptures as then current, and any 
criticism by Him of the nation’s Sacred Documents might 
have placed a needless obstacle in the people’s path,” and 
adds: “We thus conclude that the objection may and 
should be set’aside as inconclusive, and so fall back on the 
reasons given why the Divine Name should be suffered 
uniformly to appear.” 

Rotherham ,insists that the rendering of The Name as 
“Jehovah should be abandoned because it is “too heavily 
burdened with merited critical condemnation.” This pro- 
nunciation, he ,tells us, was unknown prior to the year 
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1520, when it was introduced by one Galatinus. It was 
formed by combining “the sacred Tetmgramrnaton and 
the vowels in the Hebrew word for Lord, substituted by 
the Jews for JHVII, because they shrank from pronouncing 
The Name.” As another authority has put it: “To give 
the name JHVH the vowels for the word for Lord (He- 
brew, Adonai) and pronounce it Jehovah is about as 
hybrid a combination as it would be to spell the name 
Germany with the vowels in the name Portugal-viz., 
Gormuna.” “From this we may gather, writes Rotherham 
(EB, 25), “that the Jewish scribes are not responsible 
for the ‘hybrid’ combination.” (The use of Jehovah is, 
unfortunately, a defect of the American Standard Version. 
The Revised Standard Version returns to the Authorized 
Version’s word “Lord-in small capitals. ) The form Yah- 
weh, Rotherhain concludes, is for all practical purposes the 
best. 

6. Conclusion: It strikes me that to formulate any satis- 
factory hypothesis to account for the interchangeable use 
of these various names (or titles) for our God, in the book 
of Genesis, would be a fruitless task, It seems, rather, that 
no such arbitrarily conceived hypothesis is needed. In fact 
the writer apparently does not follow any sustained par- 
ticular pattern of differentiation. This apparently indis- 
criminatory use of these various names (or titles) is 
precisely the fact that inakes the Documentary Hypothesis 
little more than a hodge-podge of conjecture, one in which 
unknown and unknowable “redactors” have been arbi- 
trarily conjured up by the destructive critics to give the 
Hypothesis any semblance of reasonableness. 

I 

\ 

REVIEW QUESTIONS O N  PART EIGHT 
1. Diagram froin ineinory the content of Gen. 1:1-2:3, 
2. Explain what is meant by the term Homo sapiens, as 

used by scientists. 
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3. State the three marks of the uniqueness of the Penta- 

teuch as cited in this section. 
4. Summarize the evidence of the internal unity of the 

book of Genesis. 
5. What do we mean by saying that the Documentary 

Theory of the Pentateuch is based exclusively on 
alleged internal evidence? 

6. What is the “separate document” theory of the rela- 
tion of Genesis 2 to Genesis l? 

7. What are the claims advanced to support this theory? 
8. State the chief objections to these various c$ims. 
9. Is there any justifiable reason for assuming that we 

have in Genesis 2 a “second cosmogony”? Explain 
your answer, 

10. What is the “complementary theory” of the relation 
of Genesis 2 to Genesis I? 

11. List the added details of the account of the Creation 
that are given in Genesis 2. 

12. What is the over-all theme of Genesis l? Of Genesis 
2? 

13. How does the diversity of theme affect the literary 
style of each chapter? 

14. What is meant by the “problem of the two divine 
Names”? 

15. Explain what each of these Names means when trans- 
lated. 

16. What is meant by the Tetragrammaton? 
17. Explain how the Name “Yahweh substantiates the 

doctrine of the Divine inspiration of the Old Testa- 
ment Scrip tures. 

18. What other names are given to the Deity in Genesis 
and what does each mean? 

19. From the various passages in which the word “gen- 
erations” occurs in Genesis, what must we conclude 
that it points to? To what, then, does it point in Gen- 
esis 2:4? 
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20. To what stage of the Creation does the inspired writer 

return in introducing his account of man’s primitive 
state? 

21. To what does “day’’ refer, as used in 2:4? 
22. On what “day” of the Creation did the first rainfall 

occur? 
23. Does chapter 2 describe vegetation in the world at 

large, or only that of the Garden of Eden? 
24. Does this chapter have anything to tell us as regards 

the priority of man or plants? 
25, What is the import of the combination of the two 

divine Names in 2:5,7? 
26. Explain what the words psychosomatic and organismic 

mean? 
27. Explain how Genesis 2:7 harmonizes with the present- 

day scientific view of man as a psychosomatic unity. 
28. Explain how this text also harmonizes with the organ- 

ismic approach to the study of man characteristic of 
present-day psychology. 

29. What profound truth is suggested by the phrase, a 
living soul”? 

30. How do the words deity and divinity differ in mean- 
ing? 

31. Does deity differ from humanity in degree or in kind? 
Explain. 

32. Are we to conclude that Gods inbreathing endowed 
man with the attributes of deity? Explain. 

33. Explain what is meant by the statement that God’s 
inbreathing endowed man with the potentiality of 
becoming a partaker of the divine nature. 

34. How does this potentiality become actualized? 
35. What was determined, by God’s inbreathing, to be 

36. Distinguish between the dichotomous and trichotom- 
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37. What do we mean by saying that man is a creature 

of both earth and heaven? 
38. List the attributes that are characteristic of spirit, as 

the term is used in the Bible. 
39. What is the Biblical teaching concerning the relation 

between body and spirit (or mind) in man? 
40. Does any one of these terms-mind, soul, or spirit- 

indicate bodilessness in Scripture? 
41. To what systems of human origin does the concept of 

“disembodied spirits” belong? 
42. Explain the Scripture teaching about the natural body 

and the spiritual body. 
43. In the light of present-day study of the powers of the 

Subconscious, what might well be the distinction be- 
tween mind and spirit in man? Hence, how might 
body-mind unity differ from body-spirit unity, and 
how might the s o d  be related to either or both of 
these unities? 

44. Explain how the doctrine of man as a body-mind or 
body-spirit unity is in harmony with the Christian 
doctrine of immortality. 

45. State the Christian doctrine of immortality. 
46. Distinguish between survival and immortality. 
47. How does the word “eternal” probably differ in mean- 

ing from the word “immortal”? 
48. List the evidences of the high value which Christian 

teaching gives to the human body. 
49. What does the Bible teach regarding the ultimate 

destiny of the bodies of the redeemed? Of those of 
the lost? 

50. What changes took place in the body of Jesus after 
His resurrection? 

51. What is meant by the Apostle’s statement that Jesus 
became “a life-giving spirit”? 
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52, Explain 1 Cor. 15:45. 
53. Explain Rom. 8:28-30 in relation to God‘s Eternal Pur- 

pose for His elect, 
54. What seems to be the Pauline distinction between 

“flesh” and “spirit”? 
55, What Pauline phrase apparently corresponds to the 

Freudian concept of the libido? 
56. In what systems of human origin do we find the doc- 

trine of a rigid dualism of soul and body? 
57. Summarize New Testament teaching about the human 

body, and show what is unique in it. 
58. Distinguish between man’s powers of perception and 

conception. 
59. What is especialIy significant about his power of con- 

ceptualization? 
60. List the powers which distinguish inan from the brute. 
61. Explain how man’s power of abstract thinking specifies 

62. What is meant by nbstrnction in relation to the process 

63. List the facets of human culture which originate in 

64. Explain the significance of language in specifying inan 

65. How does sensation in inan differ from consciousness, 

66. What is the full import of these distinctions? 
G7.  Explain what is meant by the phrase, the meaning 

68. Elaborate the @atement that it is impossible to reduce 

69. Explain how man’s power of creative imagination 
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70. Explain how man’s sense of values specifies him as 

man. 
71. What are the two sciences which originate in man’s 

application of his sense of values to everyday living? 
72. Explain how man’s sense of humor and his power of 

laughter specify him as man. 
73. List and explain the phenomena of the Subconscious 

which specify man as maw 
74. Explain what is meant by extrasensory perception and 

by psychokinesis, and show how these phenomena 
support the Biblical revelation of human nature and 
des tiny. 

75. What is the over-all significance of the phenomena of 
the Subconscious? 

76. What is meant by the phrase, man’s range of moral 
potential”? + 

77. Explain what is meant by the mind-body problem. 
78. Show how psychologists are compelled to adopt dual- 

istic terms in attempting to explain human motivation 
and behavior. 

79. Explain what is meant by the “nothing but” fallacy. 
80. State the theory of epiphenomenalism, and show why 

81, Explain the Conditioned Reflex and show how it is 

82. Distinguish between reflexive and ideational condi- 

“educationism” really “begs the question” 
in trying to explain all learning in terms of the Con- 
ditioned Reflex. 

84. State the theory of interactionism and point out the 

m everyday life of the power 

<‘ 
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it is not necessarily a materialistic theory. 

deficient as a theory of learning. 

of the psychical to direct the physical in man. 
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86. Explain the statement that the problem of Creation is 

not one of the Divine power, but of the Divine method, 
employed. 

87. Show how this statement is related to the exegesis of 
Gen. 2:7. 

88. Summarize the excerpt from Dr. Jauncey’s book deal- 
ing with the exegesis of Gen. 2:7. 

89. Summarize the excerpt froin Dr. Strong’s book dealing 
with Gen. 2:7. 

90. What is the view presented in this textbook of the 
exegesis of Gen. 2:7? 

PART NINE: THE BEGINNING OF SOCIETY 
(Gen, 2:8-25) 

“And Jehovah God planted n garden eastward, in Eden; 
and there he p u t  the inan wlaom. he had formed. And out 
of the ground made Jehovah God to grow every tree that 
is pleasant to tlae sight, and good for food; the tree of life 
also in the midst of the garden, and the tree of tlae knowl- 
edge of good and evil. And n river went out of Eden to  
water the garden; and from, thence it was parted, and be- 
came four heads. The name of the first is Pishon: that is 
it which compnssetla tlae whole land of Havilah, where 
there is gold; and the gold of that land is good; there is 
bdellium and tlae onyx stone. And tlae name of the second 
river is Gihon: tlae sanae is it that compasseth the whole 
lund of Cush. And the name of the third river is Hiddekel: 
that is it which goeth in front of Assyria. And tlae fourth 
river is the Euphrates. And Jelaova.la God took the man, 
and put him into the garden of Eden to  dress it and to  keep 

1. The Garden. (Cf. Isa. 51:3; Ezek. 28:13, 31:8-9, 
36:35; Joel 2:3).  (1) God planted it “eastward,” that is, 
to the east of the Land of Promise (Canaan), and from 
the point of view of the writer. Is it significant that there 

it” (VU. 8-115). 



2: 8-25 GENESIS 
is no mention here of anything to the west? ( 2 )  In Eden: 
a name derived probably from the Sumerian “edin,” mean- 
ing a “plain” or a “steppe” (Cornfeld, AtD, 13), and trans- 
lated into the Greek, in the Septuagint, as paradeisos, a 
name meaning “orchard or “garden” (probably a “garden 
of fruit treesy7), Paradeisos is transliterated into English 
as Paradise. The location of this Garden is not precisely 
determinable. Only two theories have been advanced : the 
one puts it at the head of the Persian Gulf; the other, in 
Armenia, the region east of Asia Minor, the area around 
Mt. Ararat and Lake Van. ( 3 )  Did Eden exist at all ge- 
ographically? I see no reason for assuming that it could 
not have so existed: indeed actual geography is indicated 
by specific mention of the two rivers whose names have 
been historically established, namely, the Tigris and the 
Euphrates. This would mean that the Garden was some- 
where in Mesopotamia (from meso, “middle,” and pota- 
mos, river”; hence, “in the middle of” or “between” the 
Tigris and the Euphrates). (The Euphrates has never 
had any other historical name, but the Hiddekel of the 
Genesis account was called the Tigra by the Persians and 
the Tigris by the Greeks: cf. Dan. 10:4, also the testimony 
of Strabo, Pliny, et al). However, it is not possible to 
identify the other two rivers, the Pishon and the Gihon, 
because it is not possible to identify, with any degree of 
certainty, the districts, Havilah and Cush, respectively, 
which these two rivers are said to have “compassed” 
(probably “skirted’). The best bet is that Havilah referred 
to an area somewhere in the Arabian peninsula, probably 
what is today called Yemen (Gen. 2518, 10:7, 10:29; 
1 Sam. 15:7; also Gen. 16:7, 20:l; Exo. 15:22). Cush 
may have represented the Kas of the Egyptian monuments, 
since Cush is pretty generally thought to be the Hebrew 
name for modern Nubia, the name which by extension 
became Ethiopia, the name-apparently a misnomer-used 
by the Greeks (cf. R.V. Gen. 2: 13; also Num. 12: 1, Exo. 

‘0 

502 



THE BEGINNING O F  SOCIETY 2: 8-25 
2:21, Gen. 1O:G-8, 1 Chron. 1:8-10, h a .  11:ll; 2 Ki, 19:9, 
2 Chron. 12:3, 14:9); in this case, the Gihoii could have 
been the Nile. (Some authorities think that Cusli repre- 
sented the country, in Elain, taken over by the Kassi of 
the Babylonian inscriptions, about 1600 B.C. ) , It could be, 
of course, that tlie main river (apparently a subterranean 
sea) which “went out of Eden to water the garden” was 
the Persian Gulf itself, and tlie four heads emanating 
from it may have been identified, in ancient Hebrew 
thought, as the Nile, the Euphrates, the Tigris (which at 
one time flowed directly into the Gulf), and tlie Indus 
Rivers (the four great rivers of what the noted Egyptol- 
ogist, James H.  Breasted, has named the  Fert i le  
Crescent; see sketch map 2 ) .  Some hold that the .four 
rivers may have been the Phasis, tlie Araxes, the Eu- 
phrates and the Tigris. Murphy thinks the Pishon may 
have been the River Halys, which flows into the Black 
Sea, and in the bend of which was the ancient capital of 
the Hittite Empire, Boghazkoi (or Hattusas ) . Finally, it 
could well be that subsequent geological changes have 
destroyed the site of Eden altogether. ( Incidentally, little 
is to be accoinplislied by speculating about some of the 
geographical names that appear in the Pentateuch; hence, 
we do not intend to devote mucli time or space here to 
what can be but little more than conjecture.) Moreover, 
it is this writer’s opinion that the significance of Eden 
geographically is of secondary consequence to the spirituaI 
meaning which the story of Eden has for the inward man, 
the spiritual meaning wliich may well be coininunicated 
to us by the Spirit of God symbolically or inetaphorically 
in the very t e rm wliich reappear in the Revelation, the 
last book of tlie New Testament (cf. Rev. 22:l-5; also 
2:7, 22: 14). ( 4 )  Geographical significance is indicated, 
however, in the fact that tlie BibIicaI account of Eden 
does harmonize with scientific conclusions about the origin 
of mankind. Advocates of the evolution hypotliesis are 
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2~8-25 . I GENESIS 
trying in our time to establish a theory of “centers 
human origin. This theory, however, is wholly conject 
built on the assumption that certain archeological finds, in 
widely separated places of earth (skeletal parts, such, as 
bones, teeth, etc.) are to be described as “humanoidal” 
and could point to separate developments of lower animal 
forms into, humankind. But biologists for the most part 
agree, I think;on the basis of the evolution hypothesis, 
that there has been but one biological development flow,er- 
ing in man as we know him (homo sapiens). Both the 
prehistoric and historic evidence now available agree with 
Scripture i,n putting the cradle of the human race in South- 
west Asia, whence it dispersed westward via the Mediter- 
ranean Sea and the Danube Valley, and southwestward 
by way of the Nile and its tributaries; and eastward into 
what is now known as India and China, and finally by way 
of the Aleutians and Bering Strait into the Americas. Eth- 
nologists are generally agreed that the American aborigines 
came from Mongoloid ancestry in Eastern Asia: the Eski- 

must never overlook the profound import-in 
the form of symbol and metaphor-of the various aspects 
of this exquisitely-told account of man original state. 
Surely the .Garden itself does by symbol and metaphor 
point back to an original innocence and unhindered fellow- 
ship of man with God. The Eden story teaches 
God’s purpose for man was that the latter should ,dwell 
in close communion with his Creator, and ( b )  that God 
had actually constituted him for, and ordained him to, 
happiness as his natural and proper intrinsic end in life. 
As a matter of fact, personal experience must convince us 
that man’s natural impulses uniformly indicate that he has 
been ordained-to happiness or well-being; that the normal 
human being doe9 not set out deliberately to make himself 
ultimately and permanently miserable. Man’s failures occur 
in his misguided efforts to find happiness in apparent goods 
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THE BEGINNING O F  SOCIETY 2: 8-25 
(those which satisfy some appetite in isolation) instead 
of real goods (those which benefit the whole man by add- 
ing perfections or removing imperfections), In a word, 
man’s depravity is expressed in his rebellious determina- 
tion to find true happiness without God: this no man ever 
did or ever will do. The tragic fact is that he allowed his 
moral disceriiment to becoine vitiated by a wrong choice 
at the very outset of his existence (cf. Matt. G:33). This 
Divine purpose is at the very heart of the Eden narrative: 
in his Edenic state, man had unhindered access to God: 
this fellowship he would still have, had he not forfeited 
the right to it by defying the Will and transgressing the 
law of God, But even tlze more t fagic fact is that the story 
of the Garden-of man’s losing Itis oneness with his Cre- 
ator-is repented in tlze life of every lauman being who 
reaches the age of moral discernment (Rom. 3:23). ( It is 
interesting to note here that Breasted puts forward the 
idea that in the story of Adam and Eve we have the ac- 
count of the birth of conscience in man, of his “emer- 
gence” from the Age of Power into the Age of Character, 
from the age of his struggle with nature into that of his 
struggle with himself; this struggle with himself Breasted 
designates “an unfinished historical process” ( DC, 386). 
This is an interesting view, one with which, I should say, 
the account in Gen. 3:G-13 is in harmony.) 
(6) Indeed, I raise the question here: Could not much 

of the account of the Garden of Eden be  deliberately 
symbolical2 The heart of the teaching here is that the river 
which originated somewhere in the subterranean deep, and 
“flowed out of Eden to water the garden” (2:lO) is sym- 
bolical (metaphorical) of the River of Life itself, the 
River which flows out timelessly from one source only, 
“the throne of God and of the Lamb” (Rev. 22: 1); for let 
it be never forgotten that our God, the God of the Bible, 
is the living God (Matt. 16:1G, Acts 14:15, John 11:25-2GY 
1 Thess. 1:9; Heb. 3:12, 9:14, 10:31, 12:22; Rev. 1:17-18), 
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2 : 8-25 GENESIS 
the Source and Preserver of every form of life-natural, 
spiritual, and eternal. This River of Life, with its Tree of 
Life, as the source and sustainer of life perpetually, plays 
a tremendous role in Biblical thought (Psa. 46:4, Ezek. 
47:l-12) and again in the consummation of the Biblical 
drama (that is, the actualization of the Eternal Purpose 
of God: cf. Rev. 2:7, 7:17, 22:l-2, 22:14-17, 22:19; Prov. 
3; 18). (This Garden of the Lord God became throughoyt 
the Scriptures the highest ideal of earthly excellence: cf. 
Isa. 51:3; Ezek. 28:13, 31:9; Joel 2:3.) It is profoundly 
meaningful that this River and this Tree first appearing 
in the story of Paradise Lost should reappear in the story 
of Paradise Regained. We must not overlook the fact that 
the Apocalypse was “signified to John the Beloved (Rev. 
1:l); this means that it is couched in prophetic symbolism 
throughout. Why, then, should not these terms which have 
symbolic meaning in Revelation be recognized as having 
the same import when first used in the book of Genesis? 
(V’e shall consider this matter again infra, in our study of 
the Trees of the primeval Garden.) 

e Garden. (1) God created ( b a r )  the Man 
in 1 €is own imagi: ( Gen. 1:27) ; that is, He formed (speci- 

y-spirit unity, a living soul” or “living 
te person (Gen. 2:7); blessed him (Gen. 

1:28), conferxed on him dominion over the whole earth 
(Gen. 1:28, Psa: ; planted a “garden of delight” for his 
first occupancy en. 2:8); and then put him into the 
Garden “to dress and to keep it” ( Gen. 2: 15). (2 )  V. 9- 
It seems evident that this statement refers exclusively to 
vegetation within the Garden, and not outside it, There 
is no implication in this verse that man preceded plant life 

ation. We are nowhere informed that 
ation of the Garden was brought into 

e time as the vegetation that spread 
generally over the earths surface. Eden, with its trees and 
flowers, was a special act of Providence. It seems equally 
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obvious that the world at large was prepared for man’s 
occupancy after his probationary state was terminated by 
his transgression of Divine law. ( 3 )  God blessed the first 
human pair, the Man and the Woman (Gen. 1:28). It 
should be noted that throughout the Scriptures Gods 
blessing is never a inere wish on His part, but always 
contains “the means of self-fulfilment, if only properly 
applied” by inan. God never p~oposes to do for man what 
man can do for hinzself. (4) God put the Man in the 
Garden: obviously another anthropomorphism: that is, 
God did not pick hiin up bodily and put hiin down in the 
Garden; rather, He exerted some kind of influence on the 
inward man, on the inan’s spirit; the Man went where he 
was ordained to go, in consequence of a suggestion to his 
subconsciousness, some secret impulsion, or even an openly 
stated cominand of the Creator (cf. Acts 8:26, 10:19, 

{ 5 )  Two Divine injunctions directed the course of the 
Man’s life in the Garden: In the first place, he was “to 
dress and to keep it” (v.  15); in the second place, he was 
to refrain froin eating the fruit of a particular tree, known 
as “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.” ( 6 )  The 
first of these coininands signified that the Man was to till 
the soil of the Carden, to cultivate its vegetation (trees, 
plants, and flowers), and to protect this vegetation froin 
the depredations of weeds and of wild beasts. Even the 
plants, flowers and trees of this bower of delight stood in 
need of human tending, lacking which they would surely 
have degenerated. (Does not nature, if left to her own re- 
sources, tend to degenerate, both in quantity and in qual- 
ity? Plant tomatoes this year, and cultivate them, and you 
will have a good crop; but just let the seed drop into the 
ground and come up in what is called “volunteer” fashion 
next year, and you will have an inferior crop.) Nor were 
animals so domesticated that the Man did not need to 
protect (fence? ) the Garden against their depredations. 
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e have here an ominous hint of the grea 
even then, was*“going to and fro in 

lking ‘up “and do in it” (Job 1:7, 1 Pet. 5 : 8 ) ?  (7)  
Work never was, n r will be, a curse to man. Skinner 
(ICCG, 66):  “The ideal existence for man is not idle 

yment, but easy and pleasant work, ‘the highest 
of the kastern peasant’ being to keep a garden 

Gen. 3:17-even here, in the statement of the pe 
is not work ‘that is declared to be a curse; rather, it is 

sly stated that the curse (the penalty of sin) would 
d fr0.m the ground. That is, work in itself was not 

a part of the penalty; rather, the frustrations pursuant to 
’ honest labor, which would characterize man’s life outside 
Eden, on the earth at large, would be the penalty. Corn- 
feld ( AtD, -15’) i “The curse is actually in the niggardliness 
of the soil or the fruitlessness of man’s labor.” Hester 
(HHH, 67-68) : “God provided work for man before the 
-Temptation and the Fall, because it is indispensable to 

he happiness of man. It is not a 
ithout work people cduld not live 
uld be miserable and useless. All 
people have learned the thrill and 

evement by hard work.” Francisco 
tedates the Fall; after the Fall, labor 
would ever want to live the life of 

ating down stream? It is as true today as 
an idle brain is the devil’s workshop. It 

eaven should be a life void of all 
Man’s drive for security is fraught 

, never will be, fully 
realized in 4this life. It that God could have 
created a being incapable of vice and crime and sin-but 
surely such a creature would not be a man.) 

(8)  Gardens and God are always close to each other. 
The very idea of a garden-a properly tended garden- 
suggests beazity: and does not our God love beauty? (Even 
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the great Southwest “desert” is a thing of .beauty and a 
joy forever to anyone who can appreciate its wondrously 
varied and unique plant and animal life.) A garden also 
suggests Zife and gyowtla, for where there is life, there 
must be growth: the living thing that does not grow will 
stagnate and die. A garden also suggests the possibility of 
weeds, and hence the necessity of being tended by inan, 
lest the weeds take over and smother the flowers and the 
fruits. In like manner, the Spiritual Life inust be properly 
tended: the fruit of the Spirit must be protected against 
the encroachineiit of weeds, the wheat from the destructive 
activity of the tares (Matt. 13:24-30, Gal. 5:16:25). What 
an idyllic setting we find portrayed in this story of the 
Garden of Delight, Paradise! What more vivid symbolisin 
of inan’s unbroken fellowship with God could the Holy 
Spirit have given us! What more meaningfu1 picture could 
He have vouchsafed us to accentuate the tehible import 
of the account which follows-the account of the awful 
tragedy of man’s deliberate wrecking of that fellowship! 

3. The T w e  of Life. (1) Is this term to be taken literal- 
ly? That is, was this an actually existing tree? Certainly 
it could have been a real tree, bearing real fruit, the prop- 
erties of which were specifically designed to renew phys- 
ical youth and vigor. There is nothing incredible in such 
an interpretation. If God provides food to renew man’s 
physical strength, as we know that He does (hence, Matt. 
6: 11), why should it be thought incredible that He should 
have prepared a special kind of food to renew and pre- 
serve man’s physical youth? According to this view, the 
means provided for this purpose was the fruit of the Tree 
of Life; and Adam, though m o y t a l  by creation; had this 
means of counteracting his mortality. Thus had he inain- 
tained his innocence, and by unswerving obedience to 
God’s Will had grown into holiness, we may suppose that 
his body could have been transfigured and tralislated to 
Heaven without the intervention of physical death (its 
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2:8-25 GENESIS 
dissolution, 0 1 7  resolution into its physical elements). More- 
over, when he did transgress the law of God, it became 
imperative that he should be expelled from the Garden, 
and that “the way of the tree of life” should be guarded, 
in order that in his state of rebelliousness, he might not 
gain access ,to its fruit and so renew his youth; that is to 
say, in order that the inherent laws of mortality might 
work out their course in his physical constitution (cf. Gen. 
3:22-24, 5 : s ) .  It seems that in view of the possibility (or 
shall we say, likelihood?) of his making the fateful choice 
of transgression above obedience (1 John 3:4) ,  Divine 
Wisdom had made ready the whole earth for his occu- 
pancy and lord tenancy, as the stage on which His Plan 
of Redemption, embodying His Eternal Purpose, should 
be executed (Isa. 46:8-11, 1 Cor. 15:20-28, Eph. 3:8-13, 
John 17:l-6; Eph. 1:4, Heb. 4:3, 1 Pet. 1:19-20, Rev. 
13:8, 17:8). As hlonser has written (TMB, 39-41): As the 
Scheme of Redemption began gradually to unfold, “then 
began this.wondrous series of types , . , which opens with 
the Tree ofnLife, Like the Tree of Knowledge of Good and 
Vvil it takes its: name from the service it renders, but unlike 
that Tree, the very nature and quality of its fruit are pro- 
ductive of the immortal life. To Adam and Eve in their 
virgin innocence the use of its fruit would be natural since 
they were thus, conditionally, mortal beings, becoming 
mortal because‘ of sin. Yet, as we reckon things, the design 
of the fritit .seems peculiar. Other trees, and their fruits, 
might contribate to man’s daily support. This was to 
preserve an undecaying vigor to one so supported. The 
inheritance of life was in it. It did not lose its valuable 
property when inan sinned, but man lost his right to par- 
take of it, being turned aside by the flaming sword of the 
cherubim, while the Tree was put under constant guard. 
To doubt or deny this is not only to challenge Holy Writ, 
hut also -to deny angel-life, and the frequent record of 
angelic presence found throughout the Scriptures.’’ 
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( 2 )  Certainly, however, this Tree of Life has symbolic 

signifhalice for all manltind: obviously it was designed to 
be a synabol of unhindered access to  God, (See discussion 
of symbols in  Part Two.) Symbols are of such a nature as 
to be addressed to 111an~s physical senses or to his mental 
images originally derived by way of sense-perception. 
Symbols are, as a rule, existent in some way in the physical 
realm; and Biblical symbols are for the purpose of pre- 
senting more clearly to the understanding the spiritual and 
abstract qualities of things, by means of outward signs and 
pictures addressed to the senses” (Milligan, SR, 72) .  
Hence, it was to be eipected, because of the inadequacy 
of human language for the communication of Divine 
Thought, that the Remedial System should be “one gor- 
geous array of picture-lessons” ( Monser ) . But it is in 
a metnplzorical sense especially that this Tree of Life, 
whether it actually existed or not, has the most profound 
significance for inan. The metaphor is a special kind of 
symbol-an abridged form of coinparison compressed into 
a single word or phrase. Hence we may rightly hold that 
the Tree of Life, the symbol of unbroken fellowship with 
God, is also the symbol-in the form of a metaphor-of 
the mediatorship of the Logos (1 Tim. 2:5, John 1: 14, 
Heb. 12:24, Gem 28:12, John 1:51) .  Thus the Tree of 
Life takes its place along with other Scripture inetaphors 
of the various aspects of the redemptive work of Christ, 
such metaphors as the Bread of Life (John G:32-35), the 
Water of Life (John 4:13-14, 7:37-38; Rev. 7:17),  the 
True Vine (John 15: 1 - G ) ,  the Door to the Sheepfold (Jvhn 
10:7-16), the Sinitten Rock (Exo. 17:6, Isa. 53:4-G, 1 Cor. 
10: 3 ) ,  etc. This metaphorical import is clearly indicated 
in the references to the Tree of Life which appear again 
in the Book of Revelation (Rev. 2:7, 22:2,19). In these 
passages it becomes evident that the Tree of Life’ is Christ 
Himself, the Great Physician, whose redemptive ministry 
is literally and specifically “for the healing of the nations” 
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‘(Rev. 22:2; 6. John 1:29, Isa. 54:4-5). After all, this is 
the meaning‘bf the Tree of Life which has profound sig- 

ce for’ God’s elect. As is the case invariably, the 
ferences in ’the Old Testament to this subject-as indeed 

to any subject of note-can be fully understood only in the 
light of the New Testament Scriptures relating to the same 
’subject. 

( 3 )  Finally, it should be noted here that a “tree of life” 
pears freqhently in the literature of the ancients. In the 

-Biblical accounts, however, it was pictured as existing 
in some place inaccessible to man. But the Tree of Life 
in Genesis is said to have been “in the midst of the Gar- 
den” (v. 9 )+,into which Yahweh Elohim put the Man. This 
undoubtedly indicates that God intended for the Man to 
enjoy the bless*ing symbolized by this Tree, the blessing 
of unhindeped fellowship with Himself, the kind of fellow- 
ship which theMan broke by his act of disobedience, the 
‘act which ‘brodght sin to the earth, and, as a consequence, 
separation from God, This separation, in turn, brought into 
‘operation ’&e religion, the religion that is essentially 
redemption arid ‘liation, the binding anew of man 
to God (&om ?e 7igare, “to bind back  or “again”: 

(4) A most important principle must be stated in this 
* connection a (one to which we shall be harking back fre- 
quently as we continue our study of Genesis) as follows: 
Concepts that are widespread, woven into the traditions 
07 peopleis euewphere, no matter how degenerate they 
?izhy ha& Become as a result of popular &fusion, point 

unmistakably to  genuine originals. No counterfeit 
existed ‘that did not presuppose a genuine. Hence, 
urify of the accounts in Genesis of such events as the 

Tree of Eife, man’s Golden Age of innocence, his Tempia- 
* fi all, the role of Satan in these events, the institu- 
ti acrifice, Noah‘s Flood, etc., we have every right 
to contend that we have the true original or ancestral 
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forins, in a word, the facts which became corrupted in 
theory and practice by popular diffusion froin their original 
locus-the cradle of civilization, From the very beginning, 
human tradition and speculation have brought about the 
corruption of Divinely revealed truth. 

Note Pfeiffer’s summary here (BG, 20) : “Among the 
many trees which grew in the garden, verse 9 specifies two 
as of particular significance: the tree of life, and the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil. The tree of life was de- 
signed to confirm man in the possession of physical life, 
and to render death an impossibility. Because of man’s sin, 
it never came to be used. Man was expelled froin the gar- 
den, after his sin, ‘lest he put forth his hand and take also 
of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever’ ” (3:22-23). 

“And Jehovah God commanded the man, saying, Of 
every tree of the garden thou naayest freely eat; but of 
the tree of tlae knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not 
eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt 
surelv die” (vv. 16-17). 

4. Tlae Beginnings o j  Liberty and Law. Note that God 
first went to great pains to impress upon the Man the scope 
of the liberty which he was to enjoy: he would be free 
(note, “freely eat”) to partake of the fruit of every tree 
of the Garden, with just one exception. Of the fruit of one 
particular tree he was not to partake: this was “the tree of 
the knowledge of good and evil.’’ This reminds us force- 
fully of the fact that genuine laurnan liberty is enjoyed 
only witlain tlae circumference of obedience to  the law; 
that outside that circumference liberty becomes prostituted 
into license. (Cf. Matt. 7:24-27; John 14: 15, 15: 1 0 ~ 4 ;  
1 Cor. 6:19-20; Gal. 5:l ;  Heb. 5:9; Jas. 1:25, 2:8; 1 John 
3:4) .  Multitudes sell themselves to the Devil either in 
pursuit of unrestrained “personal liberty,” or in the pursuit 
of illicit knowledge. Man, froin the beginning of his exist- 
ence, has ever engaged in the futile business of trying to 
play God. 
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5. The Trek of the Knowledge of Good and Evil. (1) 

“The knowledge of good and evil” may signify ( a )  the 
power of mol-a1 judgment; hence the partaking of it marked 
the beginning of man’s actual experience of sin and the 
consequent birth of conscience; or ( b )  the mntzcrity that 
man acquires through personal experience of sin and its 
consequences (cf. for the meaning of maturity in Scrip- 
ture, Num. ‘1:3,20,22; Num. 14:29-30; Num. 26:2, 32:ll; 
1 Chron. 27:23; Lev. 27:3, etc.); or ( c )  the awakening 
of the physical sex drive in man resulting in physical 
coition (the view that has always been rather widespread- 
but if true, Does this mean that the Male and the Female 
prior to their partaking of this forbidden fruit had the 
power to reproduce their kind exclusively by thought?) ; 
or ( d )  perhaps all these views taken together, or ( e )  the 
entire gamht of possible knowledge ( omniscience). 

( 2 )  The argument is often heard that this Tree was so 
named because until man ate of its fruit he could have no 
adequate understanding of sin and its consequences. It is 
said that “incapacity to know good and evil may be a 
characteristic of unconscious childhood and unreflecting 
youth, or of debilitated age, but it is not conceivable of 
one who +as created in God’s image, invested with moral 
dominion,’ and himself constituted the subject of moral 
goviernment.” The reply usually given to this argument is 
that Adam and Eve, prior to their first transgression of the 

ine law (1 John 3:4) were not totally incapable of 
knowing good and evil, but, rather, were without the ex- 
perience of sin in their lives. Experience, it is said, is a 
dear school, but, nevertheless, it is the only one in which 
We can learn anything perfectly” (cf. John 7:17, Rom. 
12:2). Strong (ST, 583) : “Adam should have learned to 
know eqil as God knows it-as a thing possible, hateful, 
and forever rejected. He actually learned to know evil as 
Satan knows it-by making it actual and a matter of bitter 
experience.’’ The fact is that the choice required of the 
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Man (aiid the Woman) was the choice between self axid 
God, between one’s own way of doing things and Gods 
way of doing things. It is the choice which every human 
being iiialces, one which he caiiiiot avoid, as lie goes 
through this life, The first human pair chose self, aiid siii 
entered the world; selfishness is at the root of every sin 
that iiiaii coininits; the essential principle of sin is selfish- 
ness. I-Ieiice, God has sought to achieve through redeinp- 
tioii aiid imiiiortalizatioii what might have been brought 
about by spiritual growth aiid transfiguration. “Knowledge 
of good aiid evil is the power to distinguish between good 
aiid evil, not in act only, but in consequeiice as well. This 
faculty is necessary in order that inan my reach inoral 
maturity.” 

( 3 )  Did this particular Tree, then, have a real existence; 
that is, did it exist in the inaiiner that a tree is lciiowii to 
exist in the forest? Those who so contend base their con- 
victioii largely on the coiiteiitioii that the condition of the 
heart is iiivariably made lciiowii by the outward act. “By 
their fruits ye shall know them” (Matt. 7: 15-20). On the 
eating or not eating of the fruit of this Tree were sus- 
pended the issues of life and death. Hence the relationship 
between this first huinan pair aiid their Creator was not 
changed until the former manifested their selfish choice 
in the overt act of disobedieiice to God. Not that there was 
hariii in the particular tliiiig which was eaten; rather, the 
harm came about in the  partaking of anything wlziclz laad 
been expressly forbidden by the Div ine Will. A father may 
coininaiid his soli to briiig hiin a book aiid to put it 011 the 
piano, when to lay it upon the library table would be just 
as satisfactory (it would seein)-that is, if the father had 
not specifically ordered that it be placed 011 the piano. The 
father’s command would be sufficient for an obedient 
child-lie would put the book in the place where his father 
has told hiin to put it. Thus, the father’s coininaiid would 
become a proof of the child’s love and obedience. So it 
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was with the Father’s command issued to Adam and Eve: 
their defiance* of it was evidence of their lack of faith, 
trust and love: and this defiance was consummated in the 

act which was itself proof of their rebellious hearts. 
Moreover, as it was in the case of the man’s Fall, so it is 
in respect to’ his Restoration: Conversion is not complete 
until man demonstrates his faith and. repentance and his 

ntary choice of Christ as his personal Redeemer, 
t and King, in the external act of Christian baptism. 
’ changes the heart, repentance the life, and baptism 

the relationship (Gal. 3 : 2 7 ) ,  Baptism is an overt witness- 
ing to the fdcts of the Gospel, the death, burial and resur- 
rection of Christ, and is also the overt act whereby the 
penitent believer commits himself to Christ in such a way 
that the whole’world can see this commitment, testify to 
it, and be influenced by. the example of it. 
(4) Speculation as to what kind of fruit this Tree pro- 

d naturally would be foolish and unprofitable, grant- 
f co&se, that the Tree and its fruit were existent as- 

objects .in the external world: There would be no reason 
at, in any case, any injurious properties were 
. “The death that was to follow on the trans- 

on wias to spring from the eating, and not from the 
fromithe sinful act, and not from the creature, which 

in itself W~wk good’ ( Whitelaw), Why,” sneeringly asks 
the skeptic, “suspend the destiny of the world on so trivial 

as the eating of an apple?” .Milligan (SR, 
he case substantially as follows: Such a 
from total ignorance of the subject. A few 

observations will suffice: (1) It was exceedingly impor- 
tant, in the very beginning, that the first creatures of the 
human riice know themselves, and know whether or not 
their hearts were strictly loyal to God. (2)  No better proof 
of their lbyalty or disloyalty could have been made than 
that which, according to Moses, God appointed for this 
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THE BEGINNING OF SOCIETY 238-25 
purpose. ( 3 )  It was of such siinplicity that they easily 
understood it; hence violation of this first precept had to 
arise iroin a spirit of pure disloyalty, It was a positive law, 
and positive law requires a thing to be done simply and 
solely because the Divine Lawgiver demands it. Those 
very acts which irreverent inen have styled “mere outward 
acts,” “mere external performances,” have been means used 
by the Lord to prove the faith-or lack of it-on the part 
of His creatures. (4) Hence, it follows “that this positive 
precept, originally given to inan as a test of his loyalty, 
was in no sense the c m s e  of his disloyalty; it was simply 
tlie occasion and proof of it, The spirit of disloyalty 
cherished in tlie heart will as certainly lead to a man’s 
condeinnatioii and final ruin as will the onen and overt 
transgressions of any law, whether it be moral or positive.” 
(The student should note here that there is no mention 
of an “apple” in the Genesis account: here, mention is 
made only of the “fruit” of this particular Tree ( 3 : 6) ,  witli- 
out any specification of the particular kind of “fruit.” The 
notion of an apple was brought into the story by John 
Milton, in Pamclise Lost. Was this idea of an apple bor- 
rowed from the Greek tradition of the Golden Apples 
which Ge (Earth) gave to Hera at her marriage with 
Zeus? According to the legend, these apples were guarded 
by the Hesperjdes in their specially prepared gardens near 
the river Oceanus in the extreme West, perhaps near tbe 
Atlas Mountains of North Africa between the Mediter- 
ranean Sea and the Sahara Desert?). Cf. Pfeiffer (BG, 
20): “Man was blessed by God in the beautiful Garden 
of Eden, but man had one responsibility: obedience to the 
express coininand of God. God chose a tree as the means 
whereby Adam could be tested, We need not assume any 
magic quality in the tree. It was the act of disobedience 
which would mar inan’s feI1owship with God.” Kraft 
(GBBD, 47) : “Just one simple prohibition in an environ- 
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ment otherwise apparently completely safe and free-but 
therein was the fatal opportunity of choice: to obey or not 
to obey.’’ 

6. “The Knowledge of Good and Evil.” (1) The present 
writer must admit his agreement with Biblical students 
who hold that “the knowledge of good and evil,” in the 
text before us, is a phrase which signifies complete knowl- 
edge (“total.wisdom”-as someone has put it); ‘in a word, 
omniscience. Strictly speaking, “good” and “evil” are terms 
that have reference to more than moral acts, to a great deal 
more than knowledge of the physical sex life; as a matter 
of fact, they have reference to the constructiveness or 
destructiveness of all huinan motivation and action. Moral 
or ethical knowledge embraces the fundamental facets 
of every other branch of human knowledge, and cannot 
be isolated fro13 human activity in general. (Cf. 2 Sam. 
14: 17, Isa. 7: 15-16.> Certainly mature knowledge includes 
knowledge Lof the ways and means of reproducing the 
human species. But this is only a part-and indeed a rather 
small part-of the totality of human knowledge. It seems 
to me that the fundamental truth embodied in this pro- 
hibition (v. 17) was that man was never to leave God out 

or in overweening pride and ambition aspire 
to illicit knowledge, the kind of knowledge and wisdom 
(wisdom is the right use of knowledge) which God alone 
possesses and which God alone knows how to use for the 
benefit of all His creatures. Dr. J. B. Conant, in his little 
book entitled, Modern Science and Modern Man, ad- 
vances the thesis that the prime fallacy of which man has 
been guilty for the last one hundred years or more is that 
of thinking himself capable of attaining unlimited knowl- 
e,dge. This, says Dr, Conant, is to claim omniscience, and 
omniscience man does not have; to be sure, his capacity 
for knowledge .is indefinite, but it is not infinite. This, 
Conant points out, is the great moral and spiritual truth 
which is taught us in the Book of Job (cf. Job 11:7, also 
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clis. 38-41). Elliott (MG, 45-46) : “Basically, the sin iii- 
volved is pride, trying to be CIS God. Man too often feigns 
or desires oiiiiiiscieiice, thus puttiiig himself at the center 
of the stage rather than God. God wanted inaii to have 
life (the tree of life), but it was to be obtained only as 
God granted the experieiices ( tree of knowledge) validat- 
ing life” (cf. John 10:lO). 

( 2 )  Again I raise the question: Was this particular Tree 
a real tree, bearing real fruit of some kind? Or is the 
account of this Tree one that is clothed entirely in syinbol 
or metaphor? I do not deny that it could have been an 
actual tree bearing real fruit: far be it from me to impose 
Iiinitatioiis on the Wisdom aiid Power of God: hence I 
have presented in the excerpts quoted above the views of 
writers who propose the literal interpretation. The prob- 
lem involved here is this: Was the outward act, in the case 
of our first parents, that of eating some kind of real fruit 
of some kind of real tree, or is the account of the eating 
of the fruit of the Tree in question syinbolic of some other 
overt act of disobedience to God. I do not question the 
fact that an overt or outward act of defiance of Gods Will 
was involved. Let ine repeat, however, that this is not the 
point at issue. That point is the problem of the character 
of this act: Was it a partaking of literal fruit of some 
kind, or was this story of man’s eating the forbidden 
“fruit” designed to describe iiietaphorically any unspecified 
liuinan act of huinaii disobedience to God. Such disobe- 
dience, of course, whatever foriii it may take, is sin (1 John 
3:4) .  In short, whether a literal tree is indicated in this 
story or not, a hunian act of rebellion against God, the 
Sovereign of the universe, is clearly indicated; and this is 
the essential import, for all mankind, of the story of this 
Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil, aiid of the tragic 
role which it played in the iiioral and spiritual history of 
the race. 
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7.  The Assbred Ponalty: “in the day that thou eatest 

th‘ereof thou shalt surely die.” Shook (GB, 62):  “The 
e of the; prohibition, ‘Thou shalt surely die,’ evidently 

to physical death and means no more than ‘thou 
shalt become dieable.’ ” Literally rendered, this clause is, 
“dying, thou shalt die.” Adam Clarke paraphrases it: 
“From that moment shalt become mortal, and shall 
continue in a -dying till thou die.” ( I t  is a known 
biological fact in our time that the human being begins 
to die from:the moment he is born.) “Thou3shalt be mor- 
tal” (the Greek of Symmachus ).  “Thou shalt be subject 
to d e a t h  (The Targum of Jonathan), (But there is no evi- 
dence that Adam had ever been ‘in any sense immortal; 

text of this whole story indicates that he 
tal.) The death indicated here is obviously 

twofold: (a‘) the resolution of the body into its physical 
elements, or physical death (Gen. 3: 19, 5:5; Heb. 9:27-28, 
Rom. 5:12-21; 1 Cor. 15:22-23), and ( b )  the separation 

ward man” from God, the Source of all life (Acts 
Luke 15:24,32; Eph. 2:1-3; Col. 2:13). “By the 

ng of tve tree of the.knowledge of good and evil man 
y to eat of the tree of life” (Dummelow). 
31-32): “In the midst of the fair scene 

Lord God set up a testimony, and this 
a test for the creature. It spoke of death 

in the midst 6f life.“In the day that thou eatest thereof, 
u shalt surely die.’ . . . Adam’s life was suspended upon 

ience. The link which connected him with 
as obedience, based on implicit confidence 

in the 06, who had set him in his position of dignity- 
in His truth-confidence in His love . . . I would 
st to my reader the remarkable contrast between 

the testimony set up in Eden and that which is set up now. 
Then, wHen all around was life, God spoke of death; now, 
on the contrary, when all around is death, God speaks of 
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life: then, the word was, ‘in the day thou eatest, thou shalt 
die,’ Now, the word js, ‘believe and live.’ ” (Ci, John 14:6, 
11:25-26, 17:3, etc,). 

“And Jelzovah God said, I t  is not good tha t  the naan 
slzould be alone; I will make him a laelp meet for lainz. And 
out of the gTound Jelaovala God formed every beast of the 
field, and e u e q  bird of tlae henuens; and brougl7t them 
unto the m i n  to  see tdmt lie would call tlaena: and wlaat- 
soeuei‘ the limn cnlled every living creoture, that was tlae 
name tlwwof. And tlac innn gave names to all the cattle, 
and to the birds of the heavens, and to euwy beast of the 
field; but for nann t l w e  was not fouiid a laelp meet for laina” 

8. The Beginning of Language. (1) Tlza Man, from 
adamala, “red’ (“red ; according to Rotherham 

‘ (EB, 34), probably akin to adlaamalz, “ground” ( Gen. 
2:7, 1 Cor. 15:47), hence, “Adam.” This name “indicates 
here collective huinanity according to its origin in the first 
human pair, or in the one man in general, who was cer- 
tainly the universal primitive inan and the individual 
Adam in one person” (Lange, CDHCG, 192). Note also 
that God is said to have “formed out of the ground every 
living thing of the field (v. 19); that Adam is said to have 
given names “to all the tame-beasts, and to the birds of 
the heavens, and to a11 the wild beasts of the field” (v. ZO), 
according to the Rotherham translation. ( Cf. “cattle,” for 
tame-beasts, Gen. 1:24). Cornfeld ( AtD, 14) : “In a pro- 
found way the story portrays the character of human 
existence, its interdependence with God, with the soil, with 
woman, and with aniinal life.” (Note that the operation of 
the penalty of sin was to proceed from the ground: Gen. 
3:17-19). (2)  Wlaat tlze Man Did. It must be kept in mind 
that we are dealing here with events that occurred on the 
sixth “day7’ of the Creation. There is no reason for assuin- 
ing that all this happened after God had “finished his work 
which he had made” (Gen. 2:1-2), Hence, on this sixth 
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“day,” in addition to what God did, the Man is said to 
have named the birds and the beasts as they gathered in 
his presence, and then, after falling into a deep sleep 
during which the woman was created, and then brought 
to him at his awakening, to have recognized and accepted 
her as his counterpart: and SO the institution of marriage 
was established. (No reference is made in the Genesis 
Cosmogony to brute females, but we infer, from the Divine 
ordination (1:22) to be fruitful and multiply, that the 
brute females had been created along with the brute 
males. ) . 

( 3 )  The Menning of “Good.” This is a very ambiguous 
word as it is bandied about by thoughtless purveyors of 
cliches. For the real meaning of the word, however, we 
must go’to the Bible. We read that following His work, 
of Creation, God looked out upon it and pronounced it‘  
all “very good” (1:31). That is to say, all created things 
were doing.wbat the Creator had designed them to do in 
relation to the totality of being. In order that anything 
be “good’ it must be good for something: that is, good for 

y nature it is constituted to do. Hence, 
th “day,” God looked out upon what had ’ 
scovered there was a great lack-essential 
ded for-in relation to the Man, the crown 
ation. Hence the pronouncement, “It is 
man should be alone.” Now that which 

is a good fsr any created being must be something that 
perfects its qature, something that fulfils its potentialities 
as a creature. So it was with the Man. Obviously, it was 

for the Alan to be alone, because, lacking a 
unterpart, a creature answering to his needs, his 

own potentialities could never have been actualized in 
himself nor handed down to his posterity: in a word, the 
whole human race would have perished with him, would 

a-borning.” There were four reasons especially 
reation of the Woman was necessary: ( a )  the 

“ 

522 



TI-IE BEGINNING O F  SOCIETY 2: 8-25 
I 
I 

Mail needed the Woman in order to reproduce their kind; 
( b )  the &/Ian, hiinself a social being by nature, needed the 
society of his own kind (Robiiisoa Crusoe, it will be re- 
called, found no happiness in the association of brutes 
only ) ; ( c )  the Woman was needed that she might become 
a type of the Bride of the Redeemer; and ( d )  the Womaii 
was indispensable, for the profound reason that the entire 
Plan of Redeinptioii was wrapped up, so to speak, in tlie 
Seed of a Woman (Geii. 3:15). (Skinner (ICCG, 47):  
“Of the revolting idea that inaii lived for a time in sexual 
intercourse with the beasts, there is not a trace.”) Hence, 
Yahweh Eloliiiii caused the beasts aiid the birds to assem- 
ble in the hfan’s presence, perhaps to pass in a grand 
review before him, aiid the latter, obviously exercising the 
gift of speech, gave iiaiiies to them. This act was a striking 
attestation of the Man’s iiitelligeiice: it seeins that each 
naine selected by hiin met with Divine approval. More- 
over, this “grand review” must have stirred within hiin 
a profound sense of disappointment, even frustration, in 
the fact that no creature appeared before hiiii who was 
adapted to his own particular needs. The latent social 
instinct in his bosom, tlie craving for coiiipaiiioiiship of 
his owii kind, was aroused. To satisfy these needs, God 
created the Woinaii and brought her unto the Man. (Note 
that the Man’s iiainiiig of the aiiiinal species was p~inza  
facie evidence of his ability and his right to hold doiniiiioii 
over them. ) 
(4) T77e Beginning of Langzrage. It is certainly of far- 

reaching import that the ineaiis of coiiiinunicatioii among 
persoiis-that is, ineaiiiiigful spoken language-should have 
been originated in preparation for the begiiiiiiiig of human 
society in the first conjugal union. It seeins that the animal 
species were brought before the inaii to see what he 
would call t l ~ d ’ :  to make hili1 aware of the fact that he 
could recognize in iione of them the counterpart which 
lie hiinself needed. His “spontaneous ejaculations” proved 
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2; 8-25 GENESIS 
sufficient for the origin of human speech,.but failed to. 
satisfy his aroused sense of need of companiorlship of his 
own kind. All this boils down to the obvfous’ conclusion, 
namely, that the haan gave expression to these names as“ 
a result of Divine inspiration. This brings us to the con- 
sideration of .one of the most significant facts of human 
history, namely, that as yeti even down to our own time, 
no satisfactory p<urely naturalistic theory of the origin of, 
language has ever been formulated by man, The  origi 
of language-? f propositional, syntactical speech-is sti$> 
enshmuded in mystery. 

j In the course of the history of human science, two-anq 
only two of any consequence-naturalistic theories of the, 
origin of language have been advanced: these are desig; 
nated the interjectional and the onomatopoetic (or onoma- 
topoeic) theories. According to the interjectional theory, 
speech-sound-units were originally of subjective origin, 
that is, they derived from “emotive utterances.” But surely 
our experience of language proves beyond any possibility 
af doubt that words which are expressive of emotiop 
(interjections ) are negligible in relation to any linguistic 
system as a whole; in a word, they are the least important 
and least used of all speech elements. Sapir (Lang, ,  4-5) : 
, . , under the stress of emotion we do involuntarily give 

utterance to sounds that the hearer interprets as indicative 
of the emotion. itself. But there i s  all the difference in the 
world between such involuntary expression of feeling and 
the normal type of communication of ideas that is speech. 
The former kind of utterance is indeed instinctive, but it is 
non-symbolic . . Moreover, such instinctive cries hardly 
constitute communication in any strict sense . . , The mis- 
take must not be made of identifying our conventional 
interjections (our oh! and ah! and sh! ) with the instinctive 
cries themselves. These interjections are merely conven- 
tional fixatiorls of the natural sounds. They differ widely 
in various languages in accordance with the specific 
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TIlE BEGINNING OF SOCIETY 2: 8-25 
phonetic genius of each of these , . . There is no tangible 
evidence, historical or otherwise, tending to show that the 
mass of speech elements and speech processes has evolved 
out of the interjections.” According to the onomatopoetic 
theory, human language had an objective source; that is, 
it had its origin in tlie imitation of sounds in nature. This 
theory has little to recoininend it, for two reasons especial- 
ly: in tlie first place, there is no possible way of ascertain- 
ing what the first form of human speech was; hence no 
possible way of comparing the first plioneines (units of 
speech-sound ) with the sounds in nature froin which they 
are supposed to have been derived; and in the second 
place, sound-imitative phonemes of words that inalte up 
fully developed languages which are propositional and 
relational in their thought content, are obviously so rare 
as to be of little consequence. Again Sapir (Lung.,  7 ) :  
What applies to the interjections applies with even greater 

force to tlie sound-imitative words. Such words as ‘whip- 
poorwill,’ ‘to mew,’ ‘to caw’ are in no sense natural sounds 
that inan has instinctively or automatically reproduced, 
They are just as truly creations of tlie human mind, flights 
of human fancy, as anything else in language. They do not 
directly grow out of nature, they are suggested by it and 
play with it. Hence the onomatopoetic theory of the origin 
of speech, tlie theory that would explain all speech as a 
gradual evolution from sounds of an imitative character, 

*,really brings us no nearer to the instinctive level than is 
language as we know it today.’’ Again (p, 8) : “However 
inucli we may be disposed on general principles to assign 
a fuiidaineiital importance in the languages of primitive 
peoples to the imitation of natural sounds, tlie actual fact 
of the matter is that these languages show no particular 
preference for imitative words.” I repeat, therefore, tlzat 
there is no iiaturnlistic theory of the origin of lauinan lan- 
guage that will stmad tlie test of critical scrutiny. The les- 
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2 : 8-25 GENESIS 
son which Gen, 2:19-2O conveys is that language is of  
Divine origin, by communication from the Spirit of God 
to  the God-,breathed heurnan spirit. 

“And Jehovah God caused a deep sleep to fall upon 
the man, and he slept; and he took one of his ribs, and 
closed u p  the flesh instead thereof: and the rib, which 
Jehovah God had taken from the man, made he a woman, 
and brought her unto the man, And the man said, This is 
now bone of ‘my bones, and flesh of m y  flesh: she shall be 
called Woman,  because she was taken out of Man. There- 
fore shall a man 1eave.his father and his mother, and shall. 
cleave unto his wife; and they shall be one flesh. And they 
were both naked, the man and his wife,  and were 
ashamed (uv. 21 -25). 

9. The  Beginning of Human Society. (1) Society is de- 
fined as a permanent moral union of two or more persons, 
for the attainment of common ends (goods) through their 
co-operative activity. hjan is by nature a social being: he 
lives with others, works with others, is benefited by others, 
and himself benefits others, universally and inevitably, 
These are facts of history and of ordinary observation and 
experience. Man is by nature a political animal,” wrote 
Aristotle; that is, a social being, a dweller in a polis (city- 
state). Tempma1 society is of two kinds, namely, domestic 
society ( from domus, “household’) which consists of the 
conjugal and the parental-filial relationships, and civil 
society-that of the state, of persons living under the 
direction of a ruling regime. The Church, of course, does 
not belong in the category of temporal societies-it is, 
rather, a supernatural spiritual society. 

(2 )  Adam’s “deep sleep.” As a result of the “grand re- 
view” of the animal species, the facts became evident that 
no fresh creation “from the ground” could be a fit com- 
panion for Adam: that this companion (counterpart) must 
be taken from his own body. Hence, God is said to have 
caused a “deep sleep” to fall upon him. What was the 
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character of this “deep sleep? Skinner suggests , 
68) : a hypnotic trance induced by supernatural agency,” 
the purpose being “to produce anesthesia, wit11 perhaps 
the additional idea that the divine working cannot take 
place under human supervision.” “While Adam knows no 
sin, God will take care he shall feel no pain” (M.  Henry), 
(Note the typical import of this account: see infra, “Adam 
as a Type of Christ”). 

(3)  The Creation of the Wonban. ( a )  While Adam was 
in this “deep sleep,” God, we are told, removed one of his 
ribs-this rib He is said (literally) to have “builded into” 
the Woman. The place in man’s body from which this part 
was taken is most significant: as M. Henry puts it (CWB, 
7 ) :  “Not out of his head to rule over him, nor out of his 
feet to be trampled on by him, but out of his side to be 
equal with him, under his arm to be protected, and near 
his heart to be beloved.” (Cf. the term “rib” with the oft- 
repeated popular phrase, “bosom companion”). ( b  ) Were 
the sexes separated or isolated froin a common hermaphro- 
ditic ancestor or ancestry? Obviously, this crude notion 
that the first human being was androgynous (from andros, 
man,” or “husband,” and gynaikos, woman” or “wife”) 

and later became separated into inale and female, has not 
one iota of support in the Genesis account. (For a facetious 
presentation of the tale of the androgynous man, see the 
account proposed by the Greek comedy writer, Aristopha- 
nes, in Plato’s Symposium). 

( c )  Do we not have here another example of the funda- 
mental truth that in God’s Cosmic Plan, in both the phys- 
ical and spiritual phases of it, Zife springs out of red OT 
apparent death? In this instance, out of the “deep sleep” 
of the Man emerged the life of the creature answering to 
his needs, (Cf. Matt. 10:39, 16:25; Mark 8:35; Luke 9:24; 
John 3:16; 1 Cor. 15:35-49). ( d )  V. 21, “rib,” literally 
something bent or inclined. Those who scoff at this “old 
rib story’’-and their name is Legion-miss the point of the 
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2 : 8-25 GENES IS 
whole account, both its naturaZistic import ( the Woman’s 
nearness to, and oneness with, the Man in marriage), and 

ositivistic significance ( i ~ , ,  its typical reference, -for 
“Eve as a Type of the Church). Skinner 
e story doubtless suggests a “deeper sig- 
is, ‘the moral and social relation of the 
er, the dependence of woman upon man, 
ship to him, and the foundation existing 

in nature for’ .  . , the feelings with which each should 
naturally regard ’the other:’ ’” (The quote here is from 
Driver). ( e )  Why does not the male man lack one rib 
today? Because it was only Adam’s individual skeleton 
that was affected by the removal of one of his ribs. More- 
over, the, Lamarckian theory of “the inheritance of ac- 
quired characteristics” is rejected by the science of ‘our 
,day (except, perhaps; in Russia, where the Russian biol- 
ogist, Lysenko, *Kas been lauded for re-affirming i t) .  It 
must be ‘understood, too, that this particular act-the re- 
moval of a rib from Adam’s frame-was not of the char- 
acter of a naturally acquired modification; Scripturesmakes 
it clear that it was a special Divine act performed only 
once, and that at the fountainhead of the race. ( f )  I sup- 
pose that no story in the Old Testament has been viciously 
attacked and, .ridiculed as extensively as this “old rib 
story.” In this instance especially, the thought expressed 
in one verse of a great religious poem is surely confirmed. 
That line is: “Blind unbelief is bound to err.” To be sure, 
unbelief is bound to err, because it is blind, because it is 
the product of a closed mind. 

(g )  It should be noted that, having created the Woman, 
God Himself “biought her unto the man,” This means that 
Our Heavenly Father performed the first marriage Himself. 
It means infinitely more: it means that He would have all 

to know that marriage is a Divinely ordained institu- 
It means, too, that marriage is the oldest institution 

known to humankind: it was established prior to worship, 
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THE BEGINNING O F  SOCIETY 2: 8-25 
sacrifice, religion, and all human government. Its antiquity 
and universality are paralleled only by human language, 

(11) That domestic society in its various aspects is an 
ordination of the laws of nature and of nature’s God is 
evident from the following facts: from the definition of 
the word “natural” as that for which there is in man’s 
make-up a genuine ability or capacity, a genuine inclina- 
tion, and a genuine need; froin the constitution of human 
nature itself (no man can realize his potentialities living 
in isolation from his kind); from the natural division of 
the human race into the two sexes, male and female, and 
from the union of the two as nature’s modus operandi for 
procreating and preserving the race; from the natural 
physiological and psychological powers of both male and 
female to enter into the conjugal union; from the natural 
inclination of both sexes to enter into this union; from the 
wondrous complementary character of the two sexes per 
se; from the genuine need of both male and female, as 
physiologically constituted, for the conjugal relation ( as 
the natural and moral outlet for the sex “drive’:); and 
especially for the genuine need of human children for the 
protection, care and love of parents. There is no kind of 
offspring that is as helpless, and as helpless for as long a 
time, as the human infant. Animal offspring mature in a 
few weeks or months at the most; the human child needs 
from eighteen to twenty-one years to mature physically, 
and many more years to mature mentally and spiritually. 
Maturation, in the case of the person and personality, is 
a lifelong process: it is never complete, in all its aspects, 
in the life on earth, Thus it is seen to be evident beyond 
all possibility of doubt that the conjugal union must be 
the origin and basis of all human society, and the home 
the origin and basis of all political and social order. 

( i )  “Bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh,” said 
Adam, on receiving the Woman unto himself. Whitelaw 
(PCG, 52) : “The language is expressive at  once of woman’s 
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2 : 8-25 GENESIS 
derivation from man (1 Cor. 11:8,12) and likeness to 
man. The first of these implies her subordination or sub- 
jection to man, or man’s headship over woman (1 Cor. 
11 : 3 ) , which Adam immediately proceeds to assert by 
assigning to her a name; the second is embodied in the 
name which she receives.” ( I  see no reason to think that 
this dominion or headship needed to be exercised prior 
to the entrance of sin, and the disorder caused by sin, into 
our world. Cf. Gen. 3:16). It seems to me that the most 
fundamental fact expressed here in Adam’s statement, is 
that of the oneness of the male and female in marriage. 
Note the ‘‘~OW” here (“This is now,” etc.) : that is, in our 
state of matrimony: obviously, the words could not apply 
to the male and female generally, that is, outside of marT 
riage. Hence, the breaking of this oneness, by such acts 
as fornication, adultery, homosexuality, or any of the 
numerous forms of sex perversion (unnatural uses of the 
sex power and privilege) is sin. Pfeiffer (BG, 21): “Life 
is realized in its fullest dimensions when man and woman 
dwell *together in that unity which God purposed and 
established.’’ 

( j )  “She shall be called Woman, because she was taken 
out of Man.” Rotherham (EB, 35): “Heb., ishshah, 
‘female-man,’ from ish, ‘man’ or ‘husband.’ ” Her generic 
name is Woman; her personal name, bestowed on her 
later, like the first, by Adam, was Eve (Gen. 3:20). 

10. The Sanctity of Marriage. (1) V. 24-Were these 
words spoken by Adam, or by the inspired author of the 
Torah? By the first husband, or by the historian? (Cf. 
the words of Jesus, Matt. 19:l-9, Mark 10:2-12). In either 
case, they must be understood as the Divine declaration 
of the law of mawiage; as affirming, once for all, the Divine 
ordination of the conjugal union and the sanctity of its 
function, especially in the procreation and education of 
the race. ( 2 )  The basis of marriage is, according to this 
Scripture (v. 24; cf. Matt. 19:5-6, Mark 10:7-8, 1 Cor. 
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6: 16, Eph. 5:31) the conjugal union actualized by the first 
pair at their creation; its nature, a forsaking (by tlie 
woman as well as the man) of parents, especially in tlie 
matter of habitation,- and, relatively, in respect of affection, 
and the man’s cleaving unto his wife, in the joining to- 
gether of the two in both body and soul; its vesult, their 
becoming “into” one flesh. “This language points to a unity 
of persons and not simply to a conjunction of bodies, or 
a community of interests, or even a reciprocity of affec- 
tions. Malachi (2:  15) and Christ (Matt. 19:s) explain 
this verse as teaching the indissoluble character of mar- 
riage and condemning the practice of polygamy” (White- 
law, PCG, 52). (3)  Having loolted over all the animal 
pairs and found no fulfilment for his potentialities nor 
satisfaction for his need, Adam did find all this in the 
Woman. This was part of God‘s blessing in Creation. The 
perpetuation of this blessing was to be assured through 
monogamy (2:24). It seems that polygamy was permitted 
at different times j i i  the Old Testament Dispensations 
(Acts 17:30). But the most fruitful state-the right state- 
is for each man to cleave unto his wife and unto her only. 
Jesus so states the case in Matt. 19:4-6 and in Mark 
1O:G-9). ( 4 )  It should be noted that New Testament 
teaching, in completing these accounts of tlie institution 
of the conjugal union (Gen. 1:27, 2:23-24) does not put  
any emphasis on  the strength of sex; rather, it places the 
emphasis on the sanctity and inviolability of marriage (cf. 
again Matt. 19:4-6, also 1 Cor. 6: IG), as tlie symbol of the 
mystery of Christ’s relationship with His Church (Eph, 
5:28-33). (However, it should be noted here that the 
teaching of Jesus does allow divorce and remarriage (the 
phrase, except for fornication,” applies with equal force 
to what follows it, “shall marry another, as to what pre- 
cedes it, ‘‘whosoever shall put away his wife”): cf. Matt. 
5:31-32, 19:3-9). We also learn, from Paul in 1 Cor. 
7:lO-16, that in cases of desertion in which the deserting 
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2 : 8-25 GENESIS 
believer, the marriage covenant may be 
manently dissolved. I know of no other 

Scriptural ground to- justify remarriage after divorce,) 
( 5 )  Some will say.that the existence of sex in human 
life was a riatural thing and a blessing. Mankind, we are 
told, was crea “male and female” (Gen. 1:27, 5:2), 
and the Divin lessing was bestowed upon them with 
the command ( 1:29) to “be fruitful, and multiply, and 
replenish the earth” (that is, populate. i t) .  Someone has 
said ,that this “reads almost like a wedding b~nedictioni” 
All this is true, no doubt. It is. true that sex in human life 
was, and is, a riatural thing, that is, if rightly ,used; the 
sin comes in’ the misuse and abuse of it. It is a power, 
however, which has been perverted and degraded by man 
into some of the most iniquitous of human acts. We are 
living in an age when unholy emphasis on the so-called 
“sex drive” (libido) is universal and threatens to under- 
mine the very foundations of American home life. Sex is 
included with hunger and thirst as the basic organic drives; 
to be sure, we know that a man cannot live very long 
without food and drink; but who ever heard of a man 
dying of sex frustration? Freudianism, at the hands of its 
over-zealous disciples, has become a kind of “sophisticated 
pornography” that is spread abroad in the college and 
university classroom under the specious cover of “aca- 
demic freedom.:’ Dr. Will Durant has said that the inhi- 
bition (discipline) of sex is the first principle of civilization. 
This is true: it is the first step out of the jungle and the 
barnyard. History proves that a nation’s morale is. depend- 
ent on its morality; and that its morality is determined 
largely by its sex morality, that is, upon its home life which 
is rooted by nature in the sex life of parents. 

I (6 )  A prominent contributor to a well-known periodical 
writes of the “mythology” that has grown up around the 
sQbject of sex, as follows: the myth that sex is natural and 
therefore automatically self-adjusting and self-fulfilling 
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(“all the techniques in the world cannot fill the emptiness 
which grows between two people who no longer have 
anything important to say to each other,” therefore no 
ground exists for blaming the estrangement on some lack 
in the physical relationship in marriage); the myth that 
“there is a right man for a right woman”; the myth that 
sex can be treated casually (“I-can-take-it-and-leave-it- 
when-I-am-ready” point of view); the myth that “sex is 
something I have to have or I will be sick” (the argument 
often used by the male to win the acquiescence of the 
female: many a young woman has been lured into illegit- 
imacy by the specious plea of “love” or “need,” when she 
has done nothing but contribute to the vanity of the “male 
animal” by adding to his “conquests”), etc. This writer 
goes on to say (having inisplaced the original of this ex- 
cerpt, I cannot give proper credit) that the sexual crisis 
in our time is “the sign of that chaos which afflicts men 
and women whose capacity to love has been lost or taken 
from them.” Parental instruction concerning the pitfalls 
which young people face in our present-day complex and 
lawless society must be given them in early childhood. No 
safeguards exist any longer but the moral standards set 
by our home life and training. 

(7)  The primary ends of marriage are procreative and 
unitive. By procreatiue we mean, of course, that marriage 
is essentially for the procreation and training of offspring 
and the consequent reproduction and preservation of the 
human species, Generation without proper training would, 
in most cases, contribute to the increasing momentum of 
lawlessness. Some of the silliest cults of our time are the 
cults of so-called “self -expression.” The natural order de- 
mands that children not just be born and then be tossed 
out to grow up willy-nilly, like Topsy. Lack of discipline 
in infancy and childhood is one of the main sources of 
juvenile delinquency. We train our dogs and our horses: 
why, then, do we allow our children to grow up without 
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any discipline whatever? Someone has rightly said that 
it is far better for a child to learn respect for proper 
authority in the high-chair than to grow up and have to 
learn it, when it is too late, in the electric chair. But 
marriage is also unitiue in character. Mutual love and 
helpfulness contribute continuously to the personality 
development of the married couple. The man has a home; 
the wife has security; both have affection (that mutual 
love which is the union of spirits as well as of bodies); the 
result is the most tender, intimate, and sacred covenant 
relationship, with the sole exception of the covenant of 
grace, into which human hearts can enter. The physical 
union is an important factor in true marriage, of course: 
it is characteristically unitive in its enhancement of the 
intimacy of the conjugal relation. But it is not the most 
important factor. There must be a union of spirits, as 
well as of bodies, to make a marriage permanent. It is 
true, however, that sexual coition, sanctified by Christian 
love, is the mast poignant bliss that human beings can 
experience short of the Beatific Vision (Union with God) 
itself. Nor is there any relationship into which human 
hearts can enter that is as fruitful, as productive of well- 
being and of genuine happiness as the relationship of a 
long and happy marriage. Fortunate indeed is the man 
and woman who can contract and maintain such an ever 
increasingly fruitful relationship as they grow old together. 
There is nothing that can compare with it in human 
experience. Small wonder, then, that the Apostle writes 
of it as a kind of prototype of the spiritual relationship 
between Christ and His elect, the Church! (Eph. 5:22-33, 
4:lO-16; Rom. 6:3-7; 1 Cor. 6:19-20; Acts 20:28; 2 Cor. 
11:2, etc.). 

(8)  V. 25-naked, but not ashamed. Keil (KD, BCOTP, 
91): “Their bodies were sanctified by the spirit which 
animated them. Shame entered first with sin, which de- 
stroyed the normal relation of the spirit to the body, 
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exciting tendencies and lusts which warred against the 
soul, and turning the sacred ordinance of God into sensual 
iiiipulses and the lusts of the ffesli.” Delitzsch (quoted by 
Whitelaw, PCG, 52, and by Laiige, 210): “They were 
naked, yet they were not so, Their bodies were the clothing 
of their internal glory, and their iiiteriial glory was the 
clotliiiig of their nakedness.” Laiige (CDHCG, 210) : 
Nakedness is here the expression of perfect innocence, 

which, in its ingenuousness, elevates the body into the 
spiritual personality as ruled by it, whilst, on the contrary, 
the feeling of shame enters with the coiisciousness of the 
opposition between spirit and sensual corporeity, whilst 
shame itself comes in with the presentiment and the actual 
feeling of guilt.” I find no clear evidence, or even intiina- 
tion, to support the view that Adam and Eve were united 
in physical coition prior to tlie admission of sin into their 
lives. It seeins to me that the iiieaiiiiig of the naines given 
to their sons, Cain and Abel, respectively “a spear” (was 
not Cain’s murderous act truly a spear driven into the 
heart of Mother Eve?) and “a breath” or “a vapor” (what 
Abel’s short existence truly was) refute such a view. Surely 
these naines could not have applied to circuinstances of 
the Edenic state of innocence! I must therefore agree 
with those who hold that a part-but oiily a part-of the 
knowledge acquired by eating of the fruit of tlie Tree 
of Knowledge was the awareness and the experience of 
the physical sex union. Not that this union was wrong, 
or a sin, in itself, but that in consequence of inan’s re- 
belliousness it was bound to become a prolific source of 
the most vicious and depraved of human acts (cf. Rom. 
1:26-32). 

11. “Pnmdise, 0 Paradise!“ From the begiiiiiiiig of his 
existence, inan has always dreamed of such a blissful state 
of being as that portrayed in the Genesis story of the 
Garden of Delight. This is reflected in the iiuinerous 
visions of an ideal earthly state as represented by the 
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utopias (from .the Greek negative prefix, ou, “no,” and 
noun, topos; ;place”; hence, “no place”) which have 

ctically every period of human literature. 
secularistic and hedonistic note is struck 

by our old- friend, Omar, in the Rubaiynt. For “Paradise 
enow” writes Omar, give me- 

“A Book of Verses underneath the bough; 
A Jug of Wine, a Loaf of Bread and Thou 
Beside me singing in the Wilderness.” 

The French,artist, Paul Gauguin, describes such a 
paradise as ‘:q life filled brimful with happiness an 
like the sun, in perfect simplicity, seeking refreshment at 
the nearestabrook as, I imagifie, the first man and womgn 
did in paradise.” , 

In all ages, the vision of a spiritual celestial.Paradise 
seems also to have stirred the hope that “springs eternal 
in the human breast.” In this category, we have the Sum- 
erian Garden of the gods, the Greek Gardens of the Hes- 
peridev, the Homeric Elysia 
Blessed”), the Hindu Uttara 
Teutonic Valhalla, the Aztec Garden of Huitzilopochtl, 
the Celestial Oasis of the Moslems, the Happy Hunting 
Grounds of the Am?erican Indians, and many others. (See 
“The Quest for Paradise,” in medical magazine, MD, June, 
1965), (See also the four successive races of men as en- 
visioned by the 7th century B.C. Greek poet, Hesiod, in 
his Works and Days, namely, the golden race, the silver 
race, the race of demigods, and the last, the iron race, 
described as, vicious, corrupt, and filling the earth with 
violence: cf. Gen. 6:5,11,12). Truly, where there is no 
vision, where the music and the dream of life is lost, there 

people cast off restraint: c$ Prov. 29:18). 
s it not reasonable to hold that the universality of this 

.dream, even in its most degraded (materialistic) forms, 
presupposes sueh a sta,te of being, spiritual and eternal, 
such a fulfilment for those who have prepared themselves 
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in this world to appreciate it, by living the Spiritual Life, 
the life that is hid with Christ in God (Col. 3:3), awaiting 
them at some time, soinewhere beyond the blue, in the 
City of God, New Jerusalem, the antitype, of which the 
type is the Edenic Garden of the book of Genesis. In a 
word, that we have in the Genesis narrative and its fulfil- 
ment in Revelation, the truth respecting the eternal Para- 
dise or Heaven, the future home of the redeemed sons 
and daughters of the Lord Almighty (Heb. l l : l O ,  12:22; 
Gal. 4:12, 2 Cor. 6:18; Isa. 65:17-19, 66:22-23; 2 Pet. 
3:8-13; Rev .2:7, 21: 1-7, 22: 1-5). (For interesting reading, 
in this connection, the following are suggested: “The Myth 
of Er,” in the last book of Plato’s Republic, the concluding 
chapters of Bunyan’s great allegory, The Pilgrim’s Progress, 
and Book 18 of Augustine’s classic work, The City of God) .  

12. Sunamarty of tlae Circumstances of Man’s Original 
State (cf. Eccl. 7:29,) : It was a state ( 1 ) of personal life, 
of self-consciousness and self-determination; ( 2)  of untried 
innocence (holiness differs froin innocence in the fact that 
it is not passivity, but is the product of continuous moral 
activity in obedience to the Divine Will) ; (3) of exemp- 
tion from physical death (as death is in the world, because 
sin is in the world, and because sin had not yet been 
committed, the penalty of death had not yet been pro- 
nounced upon the race); (4 )  of special Divine providence; 
( 5 )  of unhindered access to God; ( 6 )  of dominion over 
all the lower orders; ( 6 )  of liberty within the circum- 
ference of the inoral law and its requirements; ( 7 )  of 
intimate companionship with a helper answering to the 
man’s needs. Generally spealting, it would seem that this 
Edenic existence was a probationary state. Milligan (SR, 
50) :  “The whole earth, was created, and from the begin- 
ning arranged with special reference to the wants of man. 
But to make a world free from all decay, suffering, and 
death-that is, such a world as would have been adapted 
to the constitution, wants, and condition of man had he 
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never fallen, when at the same time God foresaw that he 
would sin and become mortal-to do so would have been 
very inconsistent with Infinite Wisdom and Infinite Benev- 
olence. Even erring man would not act so unwisely. And 
hence we find that the world in general was from the 
beginning constituted and arrauged with reference to man 
as he is, and n man as he was, in Eden. Paradise vas a 
mere temporurg abode for him, during the few days of his 
primeval innocence.’’ On the basis of this view, it is the 
conviction of the present writer that God’s Plan of Re- 
demption is an integral part of His whole Cosmic Plan of 
Creation, and that Creation will not be complete until the 
righteous standi in the Judgment, clothed in glory and 
honor and immortality, redeemed in spirit and soul and 
body. 

FOR MEDITATION AND SERMONIZING 
Adam as a Type of Christ 

(Review concerning types and antitypes in Part Two.) 
Rom. 5: 14, 1 Cor. 15:45. Note the points of resemblance, 

as follows: 
1. Both came by Divine agency: the First Adam, by 

Divine inbreathing (Gen. 2:7); the Second Adam, by Di- 
vine “oversha&wing” of the womb of the Virgin (Gen. 
3: 15; Luke 1:$6-37; Matt. 1: 18-25; John 1: 1-14; Gal. 4:4; 
1 Tim. 3:16). . , 

2. Both said to be the image of God: the First, the per- 
sonal image (Gen. 1:26-27, 5:1, 9:6; 1 Cor. 11:7); the 
Second, the uey  image ( i e . ,  both personal and moral: 
Heb. 1:3; John 10:30, 14:6-11; Col. 2:9; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 
Cor. 1:30; 1 Pet. 2:22; 1 John 3:5; Heb. 4:15, 7:26-27). 
The fundamental revelation of the Old Testament is that 
God created man in His own image (Gen. 1:27); that of 
the New Testament is that God took upon Himself the 
likeness of the creature, man (John 1: 14, Heb. 2: 14-15, 
Phil. 2: 5-8 ) . 
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3. Both were tempted by the Devil: the First, in a Gar- 

den where all the environmental factors supported him, 
and yet lie yielded (Gem 3: 1-7); the Second, in a “wilder- 
ness” where the environmental factors all favored the 
Tempter, but, by reliance on the Word of God, and in the 
strength of perfect manhood, He resisted the temptation 
(Matt. 4: 1-11, Heb. 4: 15). Sin lies not in the temptation, 
but in the yielding to it (Cf. Matt. 26:36-46). 
4. Both were to subdue the earth: the First Adam, in a 

physical sense ( Gen. 1 : 28-“Adain,” in its generic sense, 
I 
I 

l 

takes in all mankind, 2nd human science is but the fulfil- 
inent of this Divine injunction); the Second Adam, in a 
spiritual sense (Matt, 28: 18; 1 Cor. 15:20-28; Phil. 2:9-11; 
Col. 1 : 13-20; Eph. 1 :20-23). The Lord Jesus holds spir- 
itual sovereignty over the whole of created being: He is 
Lord of the cosmos and the Absolute Monarch of the 
Kingdoin of Heaven (Acts 2:36, Rev. 1: 17-18). 

5. The First Adam was the “first-born” and head of the 
physical creation (Gen. 1:2627).  Christ, the Second 
Adam, is the firstborn froin the dead and the Head of the 

John 3: 1-8; Tit, 3:5; Matt. 19:28; Rom. 8:29; Col. 1: 15,18; 
He$. 12:23, etc.). 

Here the analogies end. The contrasts, on the other 
hand, are equally significant: (1) Rom. 5:17-19, 1 Cor. 
15:21-23: Whatever was lost by the disobedience of the 
First Adam is now regained by the obedience of the 
Second (John 1:29) : regained, for the innocent and irre- 
sponsible, unconditioiinlly (Luke 18: 16; Matt. 18: 3-8, 
19: 14), but, for the accountable, conditionally, that is, on 
the terins of adinission into the New Covenant (Acts 
16:31, 2:38; Matt, 10:32-33; Luke 13:3; Rom. 10:9-10; 
Gal. 3:27; Rom. 6:3-11), (Children who grow up to be 
adults responsible for their acts will experience personality 
development as a result of the impact of the factors of 
this terrestrial environment. This is a psychological fact, 
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, Does not th‘is prove’that babies who die in infancy, before 
reaching accountable age, will experience personality de- 
velopment through the impact of the factors of the celestial 
(heavenly) ‘environment into which they will immediately 
enter? In efther case, Christian redemption is the redemp- 
tion of the whole being, in “spirit and soul and body” 
(1 Thess. 52.3 >. ( 2 )  We belong to Adam by generation 
(Acts 17:24-28, Heb. 12:9, Mal. 2:lO). We belong to 
Christ by regeneration (John 3:l-8, Tit, 3:5, Matt. 19:28; 
2 Cor. 5:#17; Col. 3:lO; Eph. 4:24, etc.). (3) The First 
Adam wa3 created cc living so$ (Gen. 2:7, 1 Cor. 15:45). 
The Second Adam, by bringing “life and immortality to 
light throughethe gospel” ( 2  Tim. 1 : l O )  became “a life- 
giving spirit?; (1 Cor. 15:45; John 5:21, 6:57, 11:25-26; 
Rom. 8:2,11.).$ ( 4 )  We are all the posterity of the First 
Adam by’ordinary or natural procreation, and we look to 
Eve as “the mother of all living” (Gen. 3:20). But the 
time came when God had to set aside all flesh: the sad fact 
is that “all have sinned, and fall short of the glory of God” 
( Rom. 3:23). The whole world is concluded under sin, put 
under Divine condemnation (John 3: 16-18 ) , that all might 
return to God by one Way: that Way is Christ (John 14:6, 
2 Cor. 5:17-20). Fleshly birth no longer avails anything: 
“Ye must be born again” (John 3:3-8). By the new birth 
we become “partakers of the divine nature” (2  Pet. 1:4), 
and so belong to Christ (1 Cor. 5:11, 6:20, 7:23; Gal. 
3:  13; 1 Pet. 1 : 18-20; Acts 20:28). ( 5 )  Hence, true brother- 
hood is in Christ and in Him only. (Rom. 8:’1, 2 Cor. 5:17, 
Gal. 3:27-28). We hear so much today about “the universal 
brotherhood of man,” but the prevailing conception ex- 
pressed in this phrase is that of a social, rather than a spir. 
itual, brotherhood. A study of the Scriptures reveals the 
fact clearly that God no longer places any particular value 
on fleshly brotherhood of any kind. Men can no longer 
come to God on the basis of anything within themselves: 
‘they must come through Christ. Hence the utter folly of 
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trying to substitute fraternalism, social service, eugenics, 
civic reform, or any other huinan device, for the church 
of the living God, Spiritual brotherhood in Christ is the 
noblest relationship known in Heaven or on earth: it is 
an eternal relationship. While our “false prophets of the 
dawn” are vainly trying to substitute civic righteousness, 
social service, respectability, and the like, for “the things 
that abide,” every Gospel preacher needs to be at his post 
preaching “repentance and reinissioii of sins” in the name 
of Christ (Luke 24:47, Acts 2:38). Good citizenship is 
not the basis of membership in the Body of Christ: a new 
birth is, however (Matt. 12:50), 

Eve as a Type of the Church 
1. Adam was in need of a helper meet for his needs. It 

was not good that he should be alone: that is, alone he 
could not actualize his potentialities nor fulfil God’s design 
in creating him, that of procreating the human race (his 
kind). Eve was, therefore, provided to meet this need. 
(Note v. l8-not a “helpineet,” but a helper ineet for 
(answering to) the man’s need,-his counterpart.) In like 
manner, when our Lord returned to the Father, having 
accoinplished the work the Father had given Him to do 
(John 17:4-5), it became necessary for a helper to be 
provided answering to His need: for this purpose the 
Church was brought into existence (John 1:29, 1 Cor, 
3:9, 2 Cor. 11:2-3, Eph. 5:22-32, Roin. 7:4, etc.). It was 
necessary that a sanctuary be provided in this temporal 
world for the habitation of God in the Spirit (Eph. 2:22): 
this sanctuary is the Church (Roin. 5:5,  Acts 2:38, 1 Cor. 
3:16, 6:19; Gal. 3:2, 5:22-25): no other institution on 
earth is, or can be, this sanctuary. It was necessary also 
that provision be made to actualize Christ’s redemptive 
work: the Church was established to meet this need. The 
mission of the Church is twofoId, and only twofold, naine- 
ly, to preserve the truth of God, and to proclaim that truth 
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unto the utiermost parts of the earth (Matt. 16: 16-20, 
28:18-20; Acts 1:8), No institution but the Church is 
divinely commissioned to proclaim the Gospel to all the 
nations ( Matt. 24: 14). Hence, the Church is described in 
Scripture a s  the pillar and ground of the tmth, not only 
of its preservation, but also of its worldwide proclamation. 
(1 Tim, 3:15; John 8:31-32, 16:7-15, 17:17; Rom. 1:16, 
1 Tim. 3:4; 2 Tim. 1:13, 2:2, 3:16-17). 

2. As Eve was the bride of Adam, so the Church is the 
Bride of the Redeemer. The Church is described in the 
New Testament under such striking metaphors as ( 1) the 
Body of Christ, a metaphor suggesting a fellowship of 
parts, a living organism (Rom. 12:4-5; Eph. 1:22-23, 2: 16, 
4:4, 12,25; 1 Cor. 12:12-31). (2) the Temple of God, 
a metaphor suggesting, stability, solidarity, permanence 
(Eph. 2:19-22, 2 Thess. 2:4, 1 Cor. 3:16, 2 Cor. 6:16), 
(3) the Household of God, a metaphor suggesting spiritual 
familial affinity (Gal. 6:10, Eph. 2:19, 3:15; Heb. 3.6; 
1 Pet. 2:5, 4:17), and (4 )  the Bride of Christ, a metaphor 
suggesting constancy and purity (John 3:29; Rev. 19:6-9, 
21:2, 21:9, 22:17). 

3. While Adam was in a “deep sleep,” God removed 
the material out of which He made, (literally, which He 
“builded into”) the Woman ( Gen. 2:22). In like manner, 
while Jesus slept the “deep sleep” of death, on the Cross, 
one of the soldiers thrust a spear into His side, “and 
straightway there came out blood and water” (John 
19:34),‘the materials out of which God has constructed 
the Church. We are cleansed, purged of the guilt of sin, 
through, the efficacy of Christ’s blood (the Atonement 
which ke provided by giving His life for us). (Cf. John 
1:29, Lev. 17:11, Heb. 9:22, 1 John 1:7, 1 Cor. 10:16, 
Heb. 9:14, Matt. 26:28, 1 Cor. 11:25, Eph. 1:7, Col. 1:20; 
1 Pet. 1:18-19, 2:21-24; Rev. 1:4).  And the place-the only 
place-Divinely appointed for the repentant believer to 

efficacy of this cleansing blood is the grave of 
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water (Christian baptism). (Cf. Matt. 28: 18-20, Tit. 3:5, 
John 3:5, Acts 2:38, Gal. 3:27, Rom. 6:3-7, 1 Pet. 3:20-21, 
etc. ) . 

4. As Eve was a partaker of the corporeal nature of 
Adam (Gen. 2:23), so the Church is a partaker of the 
spiritual nature of Christ ( 2  Pet. 1:4, Epli. 2:lO). 

5. Adam was divinely appointed to rule over his wife 
(Gen. 3:16). This Divine ordination, it will be noted, 
followed their fall into sin. Authority is necessary to any 
form of society, even domestic society (that of the house- 
hold), because of the selfish and rebellious impulses in 
the human heart (Rom. 3:23). Hence, when sin entered, 
and thus introduced disorder into their lives, God saw fit 
to vest the authority in the man as the head of the house- 
hold; and human experience testifies that this was a wise 
provision. This sovereignty must be exercised, however, 
as a sovereignty of love (Eph. 5:23, 24).  In like manner, 
Christ is the sole head over all things to the Church (Eph. 
1:22-23, Col. 1: 18). Matt. 28: 18-here “all” means all-or 
nothing. Eph. 4:4-“one Lord,” not one in Heaven and 
another on earth. Acts 2:36-“both Lord and Christ,” that 
is, Acting Sovereign of the universe and the Absolute Mon- 
arch of the Kingdom of Heaven. (Phil, 2:9-11, 1 Cor, 
15:24-28). Christ delegated His authority to the Apostles 
as the executors of His Last ”ill and Testament (Matt. 
17:s; John 16:7-15, 20:21-23, Luke 24:44-49, Acts 1: 1-8). 
There is not one iota of Scripture evidence that the Apos- 
tles ever delegated their authority to any man or group 
of men. Rather, apostolic authority is incorporated in the 
Word, as communicated by the Spirit ( 1  Cor. 1: 10-15, 
1 Thess. 2: 13), that is, in the New Testament Scriptures 
(Acts 2:42). The Church is a theocracy, with each local 
congregation functioning under the direction of elders and 
deacons (Acts 11:30, 14:23, 15:4, 16:4, 20:17-36; 1 Tim, 
3: 1-13, Tit. 1:5-9, Eph. 4: 11, etc. ) ,  Denominationalism 
is the product of the substitution of human theology and 
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*human authority for the authority of Christ and His Word. 
The grand theme of all Christian preaching should be the 
Lordship of Christ. But is it? How often does one hear 
this message sounded out from the modern pulpit? 

6, Adam name his wife (Gen. 3:20) : her generic 
s Woman; hey ,personal name, Eve. Likewise, Christ 

elect, the Church. Cf. Isa. 65:15, 56:5, 62:2; 
Acts 11:26, 15: 15-18; Rev. 22:4. Matt. 16: 18--“my church.” 
Rom,. 16:16--“the churches of Christ.” This could be just 
as correctly translated “Christian churches”; the adjectival 
form “Christian” is just as correct as the genitive of pos- 
session, “of ’Christ.” Both names mean “belonging to 
Christ” (Acts 20:28, 1 Cor. 6:20, Gal. 3:27-29). In the 
New Testament, in ual Christians are named “disci- 
ples,” “believers,” ‘ ,” “brethren,” “priests,” etc. But 
these are all common names: to elevate any one of them 
to a proper name is to make it a distinguishing, hence 
denominational, designation. The same is’ true of all such 
human names as those of Luther, Calvin, Wesley, Camp- 
bell, etc. (1 Cor. 1:lO-17, 3:1-7).’The name of Christ is 

(authority) in which salvation is gyanted 
4:ll-12; cf. Phil. 2:9-11; Acts 2:38, 26:28; 

‘I. Adam had-only one wife. In like manner, Christ has 
ride, one Body, one Temple, one Household, 

ey (Jew and Gentile) “shall become 
herd.” Matt. 16: 18-“my church,” not 
4-“There is one body.” For this spir- 

ore than one Head, or for this Head 
to have more than one Body, would be an unexplainable 
monstrosity. Yet this is the picture presented today by 
the denominationalism and hierarchism of Christendom, 
and the price that has been paid for this state of affairs 

o h  R. Mott once put it, an unbelieving world. 
nationalism is a fungus growth on the Body of 
aving its source in human (theological) specula- 
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tion and presumption. It is anti-Scriptural, and it is an 
open violation of the Will of Christ as expressed in His 
sublime intercessory prayer (John 17:20-21). There is no 
salvation in any denomination per se, simply because all 
denominationalism is of human authority and hence ex- 
traneous to the Body of Christ. Salvation is possible only 
in Chis t ,  and to be in Christ is to be in His Body (Gal, 
3:27, Acts 4:ll-12, Rom. 8:1, 2 Cor. 5:17, Gal. 6:15; Eph. 
2:10, 4:24). 
8. As Eve was the mother of all who live upon the earth 

naturally (physically), so the Church is the mother of all 
who live spiritually ( Gen. 3: 20, Acts 17: 25-26, John 3 : 3-5, 
Gal. 4:26) I To the union. of Adain and Eve sons and 
daughters were born in the flesh (Gen. 5: 1-5); to the 
union of Christ and His Church sons and daughters are 
born into the Heavenly Family (John 3:7, 1 Pet. 1:23, 
Rom. 8:14, Eph. 3:14-15, Heb. 8:8-12). 
As the inaterial creation would have been incomplete, 

even non-esistent, without Eve, so the spiritual creation 
( the regeneration ) would be non-existent without the 
Church, Hence, the Eternal Purpose of God looked for- 
ward to the Woman as the counterpart of the Man, and 
to the Church as the counterpart of Christ, her Head (Eph, 
1:4-5, Rom. 8:28-30). Man was first brought into existence, 
then Woman was viewed in him, and taken out of him, 
In like manner, Christ was lifted up, then the Church was 
viewed in Him, and taken out of Him (John 3:14-15, 
12:32). There was no other creature so near to Adam as 
was his bride, and there is no people so near to Christ 
as His Bride, the Cliurcli; hence the Church is said to be 
“the fulness of him that filleth all in all” (Eph. 1:23, 
4: 15-16). 

C. H. M. (NBG, 15-17): “When we look at  the type 
before us, we may form some idea of the results which 
ought to follow from the understanding of the Church‘s 
position and relationship. What affection did not Eve owe 
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to Adam! Wlik nearness she enjoyed! What intimacy of 
communion! What full participation in all his thoughts! 
In all his dignity, and in all his glory, she was entirely 
one. He did not rule ouey, but with her. He was lord of the 
whole creation, and she was one with him . . . All this 
will find its full antitype in the ages to cone. Then shall 
the True Man-the Lord from heaven-take His seat on 
the throne, and, in companionship with His bride-the 
Church-rule over a restored creation. This Church is 
quickened out of the grave of Christ, is part ’of His body, 
of His flesh, and of His bones.’ He the Head and she the 
Body, making one Man, as we read in the fourth chapter 
of Ephesians,-‘Till we all come, in the unity of the faith, 
and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect 
man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of 
Christ.’ The Church, being thus part of Christ, will occupy 
a place in glory quite unique. There was no other creature 
so near to Adam as Eve. because no other creature was 
part of himself. So in reference to the Church, she will 
hold the very nearest place to Christ in His coming glory.” 
(Note that Adam apparently did rule with Eve, not over 
her, prior to their fall into sin, as stated above.) 

REVIEW QUESTIONS ON PART NINE 
1. What does the name Paradise signify? 
2.  What are the two views of the possible location of 

Eden? 
3. What two rivers, in the Genesis account, seem to locate 

Eden geographically, and why? 
4. In what respect does the Biblical story of Eden accord 

with, scientific thought concerning the origin of man- 
kind? 

5. What is the apparent symbolical import of the Garden 
of Eaen? 

6. What lesson does this story have for us with respect 
to all mankind? 
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7 ,  What significance does Breasted find in the story of 

8, Explain the metaphor, the River of Life, as it is further 

9, What two Divine coiniiiands directed the Man’s life 

Eden? 

developed in the New Testament. 

in the Garden? 
10. What was the Man’s work in the Garden? 
11. What does this teach us about honest labor? When 

did this become toil? 
12, In what respects are gardens and God in close relation- 

ship? 
13, How may the Tree of Life be explained as having 

actual existence and fruit? What function could this 
fruit have served? 

. 14, What does the Tree of Life symbolize? 
15. What is the metaphorical significance of the Tree of 

Life? 
16. In what sense is the Biblical story of the Tree of Life 

unique in coinparison with noli-Biblical traditions? 
17. What fundamental truth is indicated by the fact of the 

universality of certain traditions, as, e.g., those of a 
prehistoric Golden Age, of Sacrifice, of a Flood, etc.? 

18. In what verse of Genesis do we have the account of 
the beginning of liberty and of law? 

19. What does this Scripture teach about the relation 
between liberty and law? 

20. State the rather coiiiinon views of the significance of 
the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil. 

21. Concerning the theory that this knowledge was, and 
is, tlie nzatu~ity that man acquires tlirough the personal 
experience of sin and its consequence, does this iinply 
that man “fell upward”? 

22. How is lioliiiess to be distinguished from innocence? 
23. Are we to suppose that the Tree of Knowledge had 

real existence? On tlie basis of this view, what was 
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the intent of the prohibition regarding the fruit of this 
Tree? 

24. Explain what is meant in Scripture by a positive law. 
What is the chief function of positive law? 

25. What kind of choice was involved in the decision to 
eat of the fruit of this Tree? 

26. What kind’ of choice is involved in evei-y sin? 
27. What is the view adopted in this text of the nature 

of “the knowledge of good and evil” indicated by the 
Genesis account of this Tree? 

28. What is‘-probably the full meaning of the phrase, 
“good arid evil”? 

29. Why do we reject the view that the only “knowledge’’ 
indicated’ in this account was physiological sex “knowl- 
edge”? 

30. What would be the symbolic meaning of the “Tree of 
the Knowledge of Good and Evil”? 

31. Regardless of whether this Tree was real or only sym- 
bolic, or even only metaphorical, what kind of human 
act was involved in the eating of its fruit? 

32. What was the twofold character of the “death’ conse- 
quent uponiteating of the fruit of this Tree? 

33. How, according to Genesis, did human language orig- 
inate? 

34. What Is, the, evident meaning of the word “good,” as 
used in Gen. 2:18? 

35. State the two naturalistic theories of the origin of lan-- 

36. How is society to be defined? 
37. What are the two kinds of human society? 
38. What‘was the significance of Adam’s “deep sleep”? 
39. What: grofound naturalistic and positivistic truths are 

to be derived from the account of Woman’s creation 
out o$ part of Adam’s body? 

40. What lessons are to be derived from the identity of 
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the particular part of Adam’s body that God used to 
build into the VC’oman? 

41, What is the significance of the statement that God, 
after creating the Woman, “brought her unto the 
man”? 

42. State the grounds on which we regard domestic so- 
ciety as a natural, and therefore divinely ordained, 
society. 

43. Explain the Significance of the phrases, “bone of my 
bones, and flesh of my flesh.” 

44. Explain how the entire account of the Creation of the 
Woman emphasizes the sanctity of marriage. 

45. What error is involved in the notion that the sex drive 
is-in the same class of organic drives as the drives for 
food and drink? 

46. State and explain the primary ends of marriage. 
47. Explain the relation of physical coition to the unitive 

48. Explain how the morale and morality of a people are 

49. Show how the inviolability of marriage and the home 

50. Explain the significance of the statement that Adam 

51. List the circumstances of man’s original state. 
52. Review the material on Types and Antitypes in Part 

53. List and explain the points of resemblance between 

54. List the points of difference between Adam and Christ. 
55. List the points of resemblance between the bride of 

56. What should these truths teach us regarding the glory 

57. What should these truths teach us about the mission 
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Adam and Christ. 

Adam and the Bride of the Redeemer. 

and dignity of the Church? 

of the Church? 



GENESIS 
PART TEN: THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 

The word “science” is from the Latin scientia, which 
means “knowledge”; the Greek equivalent is episteme, 
hence epistemology, the study of the ways of knowing, of 
the criteria of truth. I have already made it clear in this 
text that I have only profound respect for true science and 
its achievements, the blessings it has conferred on man- 
kind, I: would be the last to seek to deter in any way the 
progress of the human race in the un standing of its 
environment and in the task of overco g those factors 
which prevent adaptation to this environment. But let me 
emphasize the fact anew that in making these statements 
I have in mind true science-the science, especially the 
scientific attitude, that is seasoned with a proper measure 
of both humility and faith: that is, with the awareness of 
man’s creaturehood and his necessity of depending on 
faith, in the main, to guide his activity and his progress, 
rather than on absolute certitude. For absolute certitude 
man does not have in any great measure: even the “laws” 
of the physical, chemical, biological, psychological, and 
sociological sciences are, after all, but statements of very 
great probability. For example, two atoms of hydrogen 
unite with one atom of oxygen to form a molecule of 
water: thus.far no exception to this “law” has ever been 
noted. But this does not mean there never will be an excep- 
tion: and for any man to put forward such a claim is to 
arrogate uqto himself omniscience; and omniscience, or 
the potentiality of omniscience, man does not have. We 
think we live in this present world by sight, but careful 
analysis of human experience will soon make it obvious 
to all “honest and good hearts” that we live, for the most 
part, by faith. Very great probability is itself a measure 
of faith. What is usually designated knowledge is simply 
inference. But-is this inference necessary inference? 
(Necessary inference is rightly defined as that view, the 
opposite of which is inconceivable. ) 
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1. Scieizce ue~sus “Scientism,” While I have all the re- 

spect in the world for true science and the scientists who 
pursue it, I have none whatever for what has come to be 
called “scientism.” By “scientism” we mean the deification 
of science, and, naturally, of inan himself as the originator 
of science. (Devotees of scieiitisin are prone to forget that 
their science is purely descriptive of what lies “out there”; 
that truth is written into the structure of the universe, and 
that all they can do is to discouer it.) ‘‘Scientism,” writes 
Trueblood, “is so naive as to be almost unbelievable , . . 
God is a fiction because He cannot be discovered by 
laboratory technique. Prayer is futile because it cannot 
be proved by scientific method. Religion is unworthy of 
serious attention because it arose in the prescieiitific age.” 
He concludes: What we have here, of course, is not 
merely science, but a particularly unsophisticated philoso- 
phy of science, which deserves the epithet scientism ,’’I 
Scientism is, of course, the product of a closed mind, or 
in the final analysis, a form of wilful ignorance. It feeds 
on assuniptioiis (as premises ) which cannot be proved 
to be valid. 

This distinction between science and scientisin must 
certainly be kept in mind in the study of the book of Gen- 
esis. It is in this area especially, in which we deal with 
such problems as those of the Creation, of the beginnings 
of human society, of the origin of evil, of the institution 
of religion, that “discrepancies” between Biblical teaching 
and scientific thinking have been alleged by extremists 
0x1 both sides of the controversy. It is our purpose, in this 
resume, to show that these alleged “discrepancies” or 
“contradictions” are in the niaiii “straw inen’’ which have 
been set up  by the zealots of these conflicting “schools” 
of thought with their contrary methodologies. 

On the one side of this controversy, we have the “die- 
hard” preachers who refuse to entertain anything but an 
ultra-literal interpretation of Scripture, whether it makes 
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GENESIS 
sense or not [that is, in the relation of the particular text 
tb its context; and to the context of the Bible as n whole),  
and who flatly reject all possible alternatives which do 
make sense., We still have these gentlemen with us, and 
in this writer‘s opinion they often contribute to the destruc- 
tion of faith, on the part of young people of high school 
and college age, as truly as do their ultra-“scientific” an- 
tagonists. This should not be. God knows that the one 

llence ‘needed perhaps more than any other by the 
confused youth of our time is faith, especially faith in the 

rity of’scripture as the record of God’s revelation to 
They’need to realize, once and for all, that nothing, 

‘ absolutely ‘nothing, has been discovered by the so-called 
“modern mind” that downgrades in any way this integrity 
and reliability. As a matter of fact the “modern mind” is 
itself pretty largely a myth of the so-called “modern mind.” 

Howevei-, i’n my opinion, the worst offenders are the 
materialistic “scientists” and “philosophers”: those who, 
in their desire to exclude God from the cosmos and to 
reduce what they call “religion” to an innocuous, inde- 
finable “convictionless religiosity,” deliberately seek out 
alleged discrepancies between Biblical and scientific teach- 
ing, and ‘seem bent on conjuring up discrepancies where 

t exist at all. These “seminarians” never seek 
they are out looking only for contradictions; 

they cannot see the forest for the trees. Believe me, the 
will’ not ’to believe motivates many of the intellectuals of 

Qrn world. I have encountered students, from time 
ave been “sold on the claims of “posi- 
lism,” “humanism,” “existentialism” ( the 

contempordry fad among the ultra-sophisticates ) , and in 
most ca$es I -have found them utterly impervious to any 
view wqich may be in conflict with their pet notions, It is 

of collegians who have completely closed minds: 
1 not even give an honest hearing to contrary 

views. They are right, and anyone who suggests the con- 
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trary is an “old fogy,” These persons-both instructors and 
students-who take advantage of every opportunity to 
throw paper-wads at the Almighty simply demonstrate 
their utter ignorance of inucli of Biblical teaching. Unfor- 
tunately there are so inany young people who do not know 
that these are just paper-wads and not golden nuggets of 
truth, paper-wads saturated with human speculative saliva 
(if a mixed metaphor be permitted) , because these are 
young people who have never had any opportunity to hear 
the other side of the case. And unfortunately young men 
and women are too prone to take as “law and gospel” what 
their instructors hand out, no matter how fallacious, and 
oftentimes utterly absurd, these professorial pronounce- 
ments may be. ( I  am willing, of course, for any man to 
be “sure,” so long as he is not “cocksure,” about what he 
believes.) The result of much of this confusion, not only 
in state institutions of learning, but in “theological” semi- 
naries as well, is what the humorist Mr. Dooley jnust have 
had in mind when he remarked that the trouble with so 
many people is that “they know so many things that 
aint so.” 

I want not to be misunderstood here. College instructors 
who manifest this bias, and who go out of their way to 
cast innuendo on Biblical teaching and on anyone so 
“credulous” as to accept it at face value, and on religion 
in general, are the exception and not the rule. At least I 
have found it to be so. Unfortunately, however, only three 
or four professors coininitted to this type of thinking, are 
sufficient to confuse young jinpressionable ininds and to 
brainwash them into a kind of skepticism (which is rooted 
in pessimism at its worst) that has but one thesis, namely, 
the meaninglessness of life and utter futility of living. 
Naturally there would be little point in living in the here 
and now, in a world, supposedly, of sheer chan& (instead 
of choice), much less would there be any ground for hope 
of amelioration in a future life of any kind. 
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T h e  tragedy of all this is that it need not  be. It is the 

by-product of ignorance of the teaching of the Bible, and 
the immediate product largely of over-specialization so 
characteristic of modern education, that is, of specializa- 
tion in a particular area of knowledge attended by mis- 
information or gross ignorance of what is to be accepted 
as valid in other areas of life and knowledge, and in 
particular of the area commonly described as “religious,” 
the area of the Spiritual Life. Someone has said that “man 
is the only joker in the deck of nature,” and the pitiful 
aspect of this fact is that he persists in playing his most 
tragic jokes on himself. 

2. Harmonies of Science with Biblical Teaching. Let us 
now recapitulate what we have learned up to this point 
of the harmonies which prevail in our day between sci- 
entific theory and Biblical teaching, especially concerning 
matters introduced in the book of Genesis, as follows: 

(1) According to the Bible, the first form of “matter- 
in-motion” was some kind of radiant energy (light: Gen. 
1:3) ,  This is a commonplace of present-day nuclear phys- 
ics. Moreover, in our day, the line between the “non- 
material” ( “<deal,” “mental,” “spiritual”) and the “material” 
is so thinly drawn as to be practically non-existent. As a 
matter of fact, energy-matter has become metaphysical, 
apprehensible in its primal forms by mathematical cal- 
culations only, and not by sense-perception. It is interesting 
to note that, according to the testimony of “top-flight” 
physicists, the as-yet-undiscovered elementary forces in 
matter’’ may turn out to be “new and sensational sources 

of energy vastly more powerful than that loosed by hydro- 
gen bombs.” No one knows what the future has in store 
for man’s understanding of the Mystery of Being. 

(2)  According to the Bible, animal life had its beginning 
in the water (Gen. 1:20-21). This is a commonplace of 
present-day biological science. 
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THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
( 3 )  According to the Hebrew Cosmogony, the order of 

Creation was as follows : light, atmosphere, lands and seas, 
plant life, water species, birds of the heavens, beasts of 
the field, and filially man and woinaii. This is precisely 
the order envisioned by the science of our own time, That 
the order (sequence) pictured in Genesis-in an account 
known to have been written in prescientific times-should 
be in exact accord with twentieth-century science, is 
amazing, to say the least. There is but one logical conclu- 
sion that can be derived from the fact of this correspond- 
ence, namely, that Moses was writing by inspiration of the 
Spirit of God. (We all know today that light and atinos- 
phere (nitrogen, hydrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, etc. ) 
had to exist before any living thing could exist, that the 
process of plant photosynthesis had to be in operation to 
support both animal and liuman life. But who knew any- 
thing about hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, 
chlorophyll, photosynthesis, etc., at the time Genesis was 
written? We siinply cannot invoke human experience to 
account for these facts recorded jn Genesis centuries ago, 
facts that have become known only as a result of tlie 
progress of science in modern times, indeed some of thein 
as the product only of more recent discoveries.) 
(4) It has been pointed out previously in this text that 

there is no necessity for assuining conflicts between tlie 
Genesis Cosmogony and present-day geological science. 
On the basis of the reconstruction theory of the Mosaic 
Narrative-that in Gen, 1: 1 we have a general statement 
about the absolute beginning of the physical Creation, 
and in Gen. 1:2 the account of the beginning of what is 
called an Adniizic renovation, following an alleged pre- 
Adainic reduction of the cosinos to a state of chaos-it is 
obvious that in the interim thus hypothesized there was 
ainple time for all the periods envisioned by the modern 
earth sciences. Again, on the basis of the panoimnic theory 
of the Hebrew Cosmogony, according to which the “days” 
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of the Creation Narrative are held to be aeonic days or 
periods of indefinite length (the interpretation which we 
have chosen in this text as the preferable one), certainly 
sufficient time :could have elapsed between the moment 
when God decreed, “Light, Be!” and the moment when 
He said, later, “L,et us make man in our image,” to allow 
for all the terrestrial developments set forth in the text- 
books of geology and kindred sciences. 

( 5 )  The ,de*scription of man-the human being-as a ,  
spirit-body or mind-body unity (Gen. 2:7) is in exact 
accord with the psychosomatic approach in medicine, and 
the organismic approach in psychology, to the study of 
man. 

(6)  According to the Genesis account, God decreed 
something at the beginning of each stage of the Creation, 
and that which He decreed “was so” (vv. 1, 7, 9, 11, 15). 
“He spake, and it was done; He commanded, and it stood 
fast” (Psa. 33:6,9; 148:5,6). We have already noted that 
recent studies in the area of the phenomena of the Sub- 
conscious support the phenomenon of psychokinesis, the 
power of thought energy in man to effect different kinds 
of “materializations’’ and to affect the movements of pon- 
derable objects of things. Certainly such phenomena sup- 
port the Biblical doctrine that man was created in the 
image (likeness) of God (Gen. 1:26-27). That is to say, 
as the image and likeness of God, man should have within 
him, infinitesimally of course, the power to transmute 
“thoughts into things,” powers which the Creator exercised 

3. The Blind Spots of the Mnterinlists. Materialists have 
ever been eager to seize upon theories which would reduce 
man-including the life processes and thought processes 
characteristic of man-ultimately to some kind of “physi- 
cal” energy or “motion”: that is, to an aggregate of protons 
and electrons. There are scientists and philosophers in our 
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THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
day whose theories are materialistic, but who shy away 
from being labeled materialists, preferring to be known 
by more sophisticated terms, such as humanists,” ‘hat- 
u ra l i s t~ ,~~  etc. Nevertheless, they are one with the material- 
ists in their efforts to discredit religion in general, and the 
fundamentals of the Christian faith in particular. These 
gentlemen repeatedly seize upon theories which they 
mistakenly interpret-largely because of their incomplete 
knowledge-as supporting materialistic predilections, but 
which in fact do not necessarily do so. This type of “half- 
baked” know-how ( “scliolarship”? ) simply adds to the 
already existing confusion brought about by their own 
kind. 

For example, materialists, holding as they do that when 
the body dies the person perishes in toto, assume that 
T. H. Huxley’s theory of epiphenonaennlisnz supports their 
view that all forms of being are reducible ultimately to 
energy-matter and so disproves any possibility of con- 
tinued personal existence beyond the grave. (As stated 
heretofore, epiphenomenalism-the word means literally, 
an accompanying phenomenon,” that is, a phenomenon 
upon a phenomenon”-is the theory that what is called 
consciousness” or “mind” or “mental process’’ i s  a kind 

of aura (something like the electrical glow that may be 
seen hovering over a machine at  work), a refined kind of 
neural energy that is thrown oft’ by the activity of brain 
cells; hence, that all so-called “mental” events are merely 
incidental and cannot be causative, or cannot be thought 
of as having independent existence, in any sense what- 
ever; that mind, rather, in whatever sense it may exist, is 
affected (determined) by body or brain, but in no way 
affects body or brain. Incidentally, I have already empha- 
sized the fact that there is no correlate in the brain for 
meaning in thought; hence, that meaning cannot be re- 
duced to “physical” energy or motion. This is the evidence 
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GENESIS 
of common sense and experience and needs no other 
empirical verification.) As far as I know, it has never 
been denied by informed persons, either scientists or the- 
ologians, that there is some correlation between brain and 
mind in the human organism. But correlntion is not iden- 
t i ty .  The fact that niust be emphasized here, however, is 
that the theory of epiphenomenalism is not necessarily to 
be regarded as materialistic at all. In fact it is in accord 
with t h e  Christian doctrine of immortality, that the per- 
son-and most assuredly the redeemed person-is a body- 
spirit or body-mind unity, both in the here and in the 
hereafter, the only difference being in the transmutation 
of the physical body adapted to its present environment, 
into an ethereal (“spiritual,” 1 Cor. 15:44) body adapted 
to the needs of the saint in his heavenly environment. 
Certainly, present-day physics has nothing to say against 
this teaching, this doctrine of the redemption of the body, 
or personal immortality, promised to all of God’s elect 
(Rom. 8:18-23, Phil. 3:20-21, 1 Cor. 15:35-58, 2 Cor. 
5 :  1-10>. Physicists are still seeking the ultimates, the 
irreducibles of energy-matter. ( These as yet unisolated 
irreducibles of physical energy are now known as qzinrks 
in the vocabulary of physics, and are thought to be even 
more powerful than those which have been discovered.) 
It is a commonplace of physical science in our day that 
matter can, and +does, function in such attenuated forms 
that the possibility of an ethereal body, to replace the 
present earthly body, is no less scientific than it is Scrip- 
tural. For all we know, every person may be carrying 
around with him, while in this terrestrial body. the ele- 
ments essential to the structure of the body he will need 
in the next world; that death, in short, is just such a meta- 
morphosis as is taking place throughout nature all the time. 
(Of course, we are not told in Scripture just what kind 
of bodies the wicked will inhabit in their state of separa- 
tion from God.) 
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Unfortunately, many who have written on this subject 

seem to hnve been unaware of, or misiniormed about, the 
Christian doctrine of immortality. For example, the late 
C, E. M. Joad, a distinguished teacher of philosophy and 
autlior of books 011 various phases of the subject, a truiy 
scholarly ~~lltleillali whose writings are characterized bv 
a sane aiid wnsible approach to pliilosopliical problems, 
seeins to have been beset by this confusion, According to 
Thomas Aquinas (writes Joad), inan is a combination 
of soul and body, the body being the substance, which 
owes its qualities to die imposition of the various forins 
upon the materia pr ima,  aiid tlie soul being the substantial 
form. Coiiforniably with his doctrine of matter and form, 
St. Thomas insists upon the necessity of the body to the 
soul, in order that these may be a soul at all. Hence, the 
soul could not survive \he death of the mortal body, unless 
it were provided with a new and glorified body. But it is 
with precisely such a body that, he teaches, it is provided 
at death.”2 Evidently the scholarly Joad was not aware 
of the fact that Aquiiias was, in substance, simply repeat- 
ing the doctrine which had already been clearly stated 
in the New Testament Scriptures by Jesus Himself and 
by the Apostle Paul. (John 6:38-40, 2: 19-22, 12:24, 11:23- 
26; 1 Cor. 6:19; Rom. 8:11, etc.). 

The same facts apply generally to the arbitrary absorp- 
tion by materialists into their cult, of the theory known as 
that of “einergeiit evolution.” There are various rainifica- 
tions of this theory, but in the main it is the theory that in 
the progressive development of the cosmos with its many 
and varied forins of being, both non-living and living, new 
forms with new properties appeared from time to time, 
which caiiiiot be accounted for in ternis of the powers 
characteristic of the entities existing on lower levels, e.g., 
energy-matter ( sometimes dealt with as space-time ) , life, 
consciousness, self-consciousness (personality ) , etc., in tlie 
order named. These apparently original and unpredictable 
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realities common to human experience are called “emer- 
gents” by the proponents of the theory (Samuel Alexander, 
C .  Lloyd Morgan, R d  W. Sellars, et al). If one asks, What 
causes these “emergents” to “emerge”? the answer is that 
a niszcs ( a  pull) of some kind does it. (See infra for a 
further critique of this theory, also the Tables at the end 
of this Part). However, the point with which we are con- 
cerned here is not the validity of the theory (in the view 
of the present writer, it is certainly questionable), bpt 
the  fact that the theery is not necessarily to be regarded 
as grossly mntel.inlistic. Obviously, if mind or soul (self, 
person) is an “emergent,” it certainly exists in its own right. 
(just as water exists in its own right, and continues to do; 
sa, as a result of the fusion of hydrogen and oxygen atoms 
in right proportions ) ; hence, despite the rejection, by 
advocates of the theory, of what they call “an alien influx 
into nature” ( a  special Divine act?), it seems evident that 
the theory does not completely close the door to the pos- 
sibility of the continued existence of the mind or soul 
(the person) beyond the grave, that is, the possibility of 
personal immortality. Moreover, emergence,” especially 
in the form of what is called a “mutation,” certainly bears 
a striking resemblance to a special creation, that is, to a 
Divine “influx” into nature, regardless of what the evolu- 
tionists may say about it. 
4. The Ambiguity of the Word “Evolution.” We come 

now, in this text, to the study of the word (and its refer- 
ent) which has been the cause of the most intense and 
sustained controversy in the entire area of the agreement 
(or the lack of it) between Biblical teaching and scientific 
thinking in our time. That word is “evolution.” With the 
publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species in 1859 (his 
contemporary, Alfred Russel Wallace, had already arrived 
at the same general theory), this word has been seized 
upon, on the one hand, as a forensic watchword, by all 
those thinkers who would like to destroy Biblical religion; 
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and on the other hand, as a kind of diabolical device to 
be resisted at all costs, by churchmen who unyieldingly 
adhere to the most literal interpretations of certain sections 
of Genesis largely because of their fear of the effect of 
the theory on young inipressionable minds. They honestly 
fear the theory itself, and more particularly the doctrinaire 
manner in which it is often presented by its over-zealous 
advocates. And indeed they have real grounds for these 
fears: for without justification the theory has been blown 
up into a full-fledged dogma. I t  is nay conviction, howeuet., 
that Claristians need 12nve no fear of the truth. I propose, 
therefore, that we try to sift out as carefully as we can 
whatever measure of truth is embodied in the evolution 
theory, and ascertain as best we can the extent to which 
it is actually in conflict, if in conflict at all, with the Gen- 
esis Cosmogony. I think I should state here that nay own 
criticism of tlze theory is based, not so m,uch on tlaeologi- 
cal, as on scientific and plzilosophical considerations. 

The word “evolution” is one of the most ambiguous 
words in our language. It means literally “an unrolling,” 
“an unfolding,” etc. As used originally, the term had refer- 
ence only to the origin of species: its use was confined to 
biological science. Since Darwin’s time, however, it has 
become a yardstick for analyziiig and tracing chonolog- 
ically every cosmical, biologicaI, sociological, and even 
theological, developinent in the history of humankind. 
Hence we have books with such titles, as Stellar Euolu- 
tion, Frona Atonas to  Stars, Biography of the Earth, etc., 
and innuinerable published articles of the same general 
trend of thought. (Nowhere, perhaps, is this attempted 
universal application of the term made more obvious than 
in the title of a book recently published, From Molecules 
t o  Man, )  Implicit in the meaning of the word “evolution,” 
as used generally, is the idea of progression or progressive 
cleuelopment; and the basis of this idea is the a priori con- 
cept that the historical order inust coincide with a certain 
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logical order in each case; that is to say, as applied by 
evolutionists, all change necessarily takes place from the 
simple to the more and more complex. In logic textbooks, 
this idea is now designated “the genetic fallacy.” As stated 
in one such textbook: “It is an inexcusable error to identify 
the temporal order jn which events have actually occurred, 
with the logical order in which elements may be put ’to- 
gether to constitute existing institutions. Actual recorded 
history shows growth in simplicity as well as in complex- 
ity.”3 The fact is that in some areas change is not from 
the simple to the comples, but just the reverse-from 
complexity to greater simplicity. This is true, for example, 
in the field of linguistics especially: the history of language 
is the story of a continuous process of simplification. The 
same is true in the area of social organjzation: all one has 
to do to realize this fact is to contrast the long tortuous 
genealogical tables of the most primitive peoples with the 
tendency to minimize, even to disregard, genealogies alto- 
gether (cf. 1 Tim, 1:4, Tit. 3:9). To quote again: “Science, 
as well as art and certain social organizations, is sometimes 
deliberately changed according to some idea or pattern 
to which previous existence is not relevant.”* 

I am reminded here of Herbert Spencer’s theory of 
“cultural evolution,” namely, that all cultures have moved 
“forward” from savagery through barbarism to civilization. 
This idea has long been abandoned by anthropologists 
and sociologists alike. The evolution yardstick was, for a 
long time, applied to the history of religion: it was con- 
tended that animism (the belief that everything is en- 
souled”) was the first form of “religion”; that in time, 
animism gave way generally to polytheism; that polythe- 
ism was succeeded by henotheism ( a  pantheon with a 
single sovereign deity); and then henotheism was suc- 
ceeded by monotheism (these systems all having been 
inventions of the human imagination). It is held further 
that monotheism will ultimately give way to pantheism, a 
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sophisticated religion, hence the only system which is 
acceptable io  the intelligentsia, Again, it is doubtful that 
this general theory is serjously entertained in our day: 
there is too much evidence that monotheism has existed 
along these other views, somewhere and in some form, 
from earliest times. Moreover, a dry-as-dust intellectual- 
ized cult,, such as pure pantheism, or any other cult which 
ignores the personal and living God wjll never appeal 
generally to the aspirations or needs of the human soul. 

111 coiiiinon parlance, the word “evolution” means simply 
development, progression, in terms of a sequence. But 
progression is not always easy to define. I might line up 
a wheelbarrow, a gig, a buggy, a wagon, an automobile, 
and even an airplane, in a single row. There would be 
some structural resemblance, of course. But we know, in 
this case, that one of these vehicles is not the outgrowth 
(“emergent”) of that type which preceded it; we know, 
rather, that all of them were products alike of human 
technology, inventions of the human mind. We know also 
that as a sequence they spell progression; this progression, 
obviously, is distinct from that kind of progression which 
is brought about by the operation of resident forces char- 
acteristic of different levels of being. However, evolution” 
is often used to signify a going forward, a development, 
a progression, that is not ‘‘emergent” in any sense of the 
term. Hence we speak of the evolution of political systems, 
of social organization, of the science of medicine, of tech- 
nology, of ethics and law, etc. 

This, however, is not what the term “evolution” ineans 
in biology. Here, it means, according to a well-known 
definition, by LeCoiite, continuous progressive chu.nge, 
according to  fixed latus, by riaeans of resident forces. (Note 
the full import here of the word “resident.”) The full- 
fledged-and rather pompous-defiaitioii of biological evo- 
lution was given us in the Spencerian formula: Evolution, 
said Herbert Spencer, is an integration of matter and 
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concomitant dissipation of motion, during which the mat- 
ter passes froin an indefinite incoherent homogeneity to a 
definite coherent heterogeneity,” that is, of structure and 
function, “and during which the retained motion goes 
through a parallel transformation.” ( It should be noted 
that Spencer’s use of the word “motion” here leaves a 
great deal to be explained.) Obvious theories of this type 
are based on the assumption that all so-called progressive 
change (evolution) is fortuitous, that is, occurring by 
accident or chance (purposelessness); hence they are com- 
monly designated “mechanistic” or “materialistic’, theories. 
This writer finds it difficult to accept the notion that a 
movement can be “progressive” and at the same time 
fortuitous”: surely we have here a semantic paradox, to 

say the least! (The same is true of the phrase, “natural 
selection.” Selectivity, in all human experience, presup- 
poses deliberation and choice: how, then, can impersonal 
nature be rightly said to “select” anything? Thus we seem 
to have another semantic paradox.) However, it is an out- 
standing characteristic of the devotees of evolutionism to 
indulge equivocation, perhaps unwittingly, in their use of 
language. 

Theories of what is called emergent euolution tend to 
the organismic, ,rather than the mechanistic, explanation 
of the various facets of the life process. Emergentism, as 
stated above, is the theory that in general evolution is a 
naturalistic process proceeding from the operation of resi- 
dent, yet essentially vitalistic, force or forces; that each 
“emergent” has a different structure with additional prop- 
erties, and its own different behavior patterns; that each 
emergent not only has subsistence per se (that is, after 
emerging), but also acts as a causal agency, a transmitter 
of effects. Moreover, it is said to be beyond the ability 
of human intelligence to know how many levels of emer- 
gence there may be or yet come to be. If one should ask, 
what is it that causes these “emergents” to “emerge,” the 
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answer is that a nisus or pull does it. The theory of some 
members of this school is that the pull is exerted by “what- 
ever lies ahead.” But it is difficult to understand just how 
whatever lies ahead” actually exists in order to exert a 

pull, when according to the theory it is in the process of 
being actualized (or should we say, of actualizing itself?). 
If “God” is envisioned as the Ultimate Emergent-the Goal 
of the Process-then God is, in terms of the theory, in the 
indeterminable process of becoining God. Hence, other 
advocates of the theory identify the nisus with a push- 
an impulsion-from wjthin. Be that as it may, in either 
case, God is presented to us as engaged in the age-long 
business of Becoming not Himself, but Itself. Emergentism 
is pantheistic: its “God” is either nature’’ as a whole, or 
an impersonal process operating in nature. (Cf. the phil- 
osophical system know as “Holism,” According to this 
system, the Creative Process (Evolution) stabilized being 
in successively more complex wholes (the atom, the cell, 
etc, ), of which the most advanced and most complex is 
the person or personality.5 Holism is a form of Emer- 
gentism. ) 

On the basis of the inclusion of human intelligence in 
evolution, as playing, perhaps, the most important role 
in the process, advocates of the theory in our day take 
the position generally that societal ( or psychological ) 
evolution has superseded in large measure what has here- 
tofore been known as organic (biological) evolution. (For 
a clear presentation of this view, see the book, Human 
Destiny, by Lecomte du Noby, published in 1947 by Long- 
mans, Green. See also the concluding chapters of the 
Mentor books, The Menni.ng of Evolution, by George G. 
Simpson, and Evolution in Action, by Julian Huxley. ) In 
line with this general idea, the academic world has been 
thoroughly stirred in recent years by the serious and pro- 
found view of human evolution put forward by the late 
French priest-scientist, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. In his 
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principal works, The Phenomenon of Man (1959) and 
The Fzitzire of Man ( 1964), Teilhard envisions evolution 
through a gradation of forms from atomic particles to 
hum:m beings, in ever increasing complexity of structure, 
and along with it, development of consciousness. Man is 
the focal point in whom all facets of the evolutionary 
process converge, and in man reflective thought finally 
emerges. The unique idea in Teilhard’s system is his view 
that the ultimate reality of this cosmic development (that 
is, of Evolution) is the incarnate Christ (not the “super- 
man” of Nietzsche, nor that of Samuel Butler, nor that of 
G. B. Shaw’s Man and Superman and his Back to Methuse- 
l n h ) ,  but the God-man. Two quotations from this writer 
are pertinent: “The only universe capable of containing 
the human person is an irrevocably ‘personalizing’ uni- 
verse.” Again, In one manner or the other, it still remains 
true that, even in the view of the mere biologist, the hu- 
man epic resembles nothing so much as a way of the 
Cross.”6 This, to be sure, is another-and more profound- 
theory of emergentism. Like that of Bergson’s creative 
evolution (described below), this is an honest effort to 
describe the modus opernndi of the evolutionary process, 
which in the last analysis becomes an effort to describe the 
indescribable-the ineffable. The mystery of the life moue- 
ment itself is io0 profozind to yield its secrets to the mere 
human intellect, 

5. Evolution and Evolutionism. One fact should be 
emphasized before we proceed further with this study, 
namely, that evolution must not be confused with evolu- 
tionism. The word “evolution” designates only the process 
itself, the process of continuous progressive change; the 
word “evolutionism,” however, designates how the process 
proceeds,” that is, the phenomena that are said to actual- 

ize it. (Evolutionism is also properly designated the theory 
of evolution.) These phenomena are usually listed as fol- 
lows: ( 1) Lamarck ( 1744-1829) : the transmission of char- 
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actwistics (naodificatioias) acquired through the interaction 
of the  organism aiid its envi~onnwnt.  This theory is now 
geiierally rejected, except by tlie Russian biologist, Ly- 
seiiko, who has been all but caiioiiized by tlie Kremlin 
oligarchy for his revival of it, ( 2 )  Charles Darwin (1809- 
1882 ) , getting his cue from Malthus’s Essay o n  Population 
(the thesis of which was that because population increases 
in geometrical proportioii, whereas the earth’s resources 
multiply oiily iii arithmetical proportioii, the time will 
come when the earth will iiot be able to provide food for 
its population, uiiIess some selective process reiiioves the 
surplus ) , advanced the theory of evolution by natural 
selection. The process of struggle for existence, Darwin 
held, selects out and preserves only those organisins which 
prove to  be the iiiost capable of adapting to eiiviroiiiiieiit 
(the doctriiie of the suwiual of the fittest, that is, tlie fittest 
to demonstrate survival quality by adaptation), Darwin’s 

arrived at the natural selection theory even before Darwin, 
but Darwin happened to beat him into print, (They were 
always good friends, however. ) Wallace pointed out the 
fact to Darwin that while natural selection iiiight account 
for the survival of an existing species, it did not uccount 
for the awival of n i a e z ~  species. ( 3 )  August Weisinaiiii 
( 1844-1914) contended that the explanation of evolution 
lies in the coiatiizuity of the g e r m p l a s m .  It seems obvious, 
however, that only process aiid form (the forin being that 
which specifies man as man) can be transmitted from 
geiieratioii to generation through the germ plasiii. Germ- 
cells are affected only by variations or mutations in them- 
selves, aiid iiot by what goes on in the life of the parent. 
( Still aiid all, it seems iiicoiitrovertible that any modifica- 

tlie chromosomes aiid genes, Moreover, genes are but 
hypothetical “determiners” of heredity operating beyond 

567 

I contemporary, Alfred Russel Wallace ( 1823-1913) had 
I 

I tion in tlie parent organisin is traiisiiiissible only through 



GENESIS 
the world of sense-perception, ) (4) Mutations, discovered 
by the Dutch botanist De Vries (1848-1935), are sudden 
big leaps to new species which per se breed true. It is 
commonly held that evolution might have proceeded by 
these abrupt and relatively permanent germinal, changes. 
rather than by slight variations. (There are some, how- 
ever, who cont that mutations might have come about 
through slowly accumulating changes in the genes. ) To 
this writer’s thinking mutations are indispensable to any 
possible validation of the evolution theory. Moreover, 
mutations certainly have all the appearance of special 
creations. (The German philosopher Lotze, and others, 
have taken the position that at different stages in the 
Creative Process, God infused into it new increments of 
force, that is, new and distinct powers, by direct action, 
thus bringing into existence the successively higher levels 
characterized by  matter-energy, life, consciousness, and 
self-consciousness, in the order named. According to this 
view, Creation involved new increments of power pZus 
continuity of plan. (Cf. the title of the book by Hoernle, 
Matter, Life, Mind, and God.) It should be noted too that 
this theory accords in the main with Aristotle’s Hierarchy 
of Being, according to which Being is organized on suc- 
cessively higher levels of matter-in-motion, the vegetative 
psyche, the animal psyche, the rational psyche, with God 
over all as Pure Self-thinking Thought. ( 5 )  The “laws” 
of heredity as first formulated by the Austrian monk and 
botanist, Gregor Mendel (1824-1884) are believed to play 
a significant role also in the evolutionary process, (6 )  
Protagonists of the theory in our day are inclined to agree 
that evolution may have proceeded in all these ways, with 
the sole exception of the Lamarckian notion of the inher- 
itance of acquired characteristics. Howeser, the phenom- 
enas characterizjng this life movement leave the movement 
itself undxplained. 
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The following excellent summation by Patrick is in order 

here: “When the doctrine of evolution was brought prom- 
inently before the world by Darwin in the middle of the 
last century, two iniscoiiceptioiis arose, which in our time 
have been largely corrected. The first was that there is 
some kind of conflict between evolution and religion, and 
the second was h a t  evolution has explained the world. As 
regards the first, we have come to learn that the religious 
attitude has been greatly strengthened by tlie enlarged 
vision wliicli evolution has brought us. We have become 
accustomed now to the idea of development, and we 
understand its immeasurable superiority over tlie old spas- 
inodic theory of creation , , , The other misunderstanding 
that arose about evolution was almost the opposite of the 
first. It was that evolution had explained the world, and 
that no other philosophy or religion was necessary. This 
curious error probably came about because of a confusion 
between evolution as a method or law of change, and 
evolution as a force or power. There is a popular belief 
that evolution is a kind of creative force, soinething that 
can do things. On the contrary, it is a mere description of 
nature’s method. We see in evolution that nature behaves 
in a certain uniform way, or, if you choose, that God 
creates by a certain uniforiii method. The student of 
pliilosophy, who lias already learned that natural laws are 
not forces or powers, but iiierely observed uniformities, 
is iiot likely to fall into tlie mistake of making a God of 
evolution.”7 

6. The Movement of Et~olz~tioiz. Under this caption, we 
call attention to two significant views, as follows: (1) 
What is called orthogenesis, that is, straight libe” evolu- 
tion. This is the view that variation in successive genera- 
tions of a succession of parents and offspring follows a 
specific line of development, filially undeviatingly evolving 
a new type. The classic example usually cited is that of 
tlie very ancient and tiny “eohippus” which by gradual, 
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step-by-step change is said to have evolved into the horse 
that we know today. This is called the theory of “deter- 
minate variation.” ( 2 ) Fountainlike euolution. This is the 
doctrine of the late French philosopher, Henri Bergson 
(1859-1941).8 Bergson’s main thesis was that the phe- 
nomena envisioned bv evolutionism do not explain evo- 
lution, that is, the life movement itself; that this surge 
upward of what might be called the core of the Creative 
Process is explainable only as the Elan Vital ( Life Force). 
In Bergson’s thought, this Elan Vital is the primordial 
cosmic principle, the ground of all being, that is at the 
very root of evolution, a vital push or impulsion “pervad- 
ing matter, insinuating itself into it, overcoming its inertia 
and resistance, determining the direction of evolution as 
well as evolution itself ,”9 This never-ceasing free activity 
is Life itself. Indeed Bergson speaks of it as “Spirit,” as a 
directing Consciousness as well as an actualizing Power. 
The unique aspect of this view is Bergson’s picture of Life 
Force operating like a fountain, so to speak, with a center 
“from which worlds shoot out like rockets in a fireworks 
display,” “as a series of jets gushing out from the immense 
reservoir of life.’’lo We must be careful, however, not to 
think of this center or core as a “thing”-we must think 
of it only as a process. Moreover, as the core-movement 
pushes upward, according to Bergson’s theory, the push 
encounters resistance by the matter on which it works; 
hence there is a falling back toward gross matter by the 
residue that is left behind by the progressive push of Life 
toward fulness of being. According to this theory, the Elan 
Vital manifested itself in the lower animals in the form 
of instinct; in man, it manifests itself in the form of intelli- 
gence (intellection), the power that enables him to surge 
upward through learning by trial-and-error; it will ulti- 
mately push on to what Bergson calls intuition in man, 
which will be immediacy in man’s apprehension of truth, 
corresponding in a way, but on a much higher level, to 
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the immediacy of the brute’s response to sensory stimuli. 
Bergson envisions nothing beyond this power of intuition. 
Of course, his fountainlike description of evolution, allow- 
ing for both progression and retrogression, is another 
theory of emergentism, (One of my science professors 
remarked to me once that to hiin “evolution” ineant varia- 
tion, and variation either upward (progression) or down- 
ward ( retrogression), This is approximately Bergson’s 
view I ) 

7 .  Evidence for Evolutionism. The evidence visually cited 
to support the evolution theory includes the following 
factors: ( 1) Comparative anatomy, or structural resem- 
blance among species. (Rut, to what extent does structural 
reseinblance necessarily prove emergence? Could it not 
be interpreted as supporting the view that a Creative 
Intelligence siinply used the same general pattern in 
creating the living species?) (2 )  Embryology: the em- 
bryos of different animal species tend to similar develop- 
ment in early stages. Those of lower animals are said to 
cease developing at certain points; those of higher animals 
move upward through additional stages of development. 
It has long been contended that ontogeny recapitulates phy- 
logeny; that is, that each individual organisin of a cer- 
tain phylum tends to recapitulate the principal stages 
through which its ancestors have passed in their racial 
history. (This idea is seriously questioned today by many 
biologists. ) ( 3 )  Serology: the blood composition of higher 
animals is the same. Sainples of blood froin closely related 
higher animals can be mixed, whereas an antagonistic 
reaction sets in if there is wide separation between the 
species. (4) Vestigial renznins: the presence of unused 
organs. Usually cited in this category are the appendix in 
man, degenerate eyes in cave animals, wings of the female 
gypsy moth, etc. ( 5 )  Geogmphical distiibution of animals: 
arrested development of flora and fauna in areas cut off 
in prehistoric times from continental land masses, The 
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classic exaqtple of this are the niarsupials of A 
(Yet the op,ossum, whose only natural habitat is 
is a marsupial,) (6 )  Paleontology: correlation of the 
ascending sgale of the simple to the more complex fossil 
forms with -successively earlier to later geological strata. 
(Thus gedogists rely on the evidence of paleontology to 
support historical geology, and the paleontologists cite 

. the evidence of geology to support their chronology of 
fossil remains. This, some wag, has remarked, borrowing 
from the Gomic strips of the nineteen-twenties, is a kind 
of Alphonse-and-Gaston act. ) ( 7)  Artificial selection. That 
is, changes hrdught ‘about by selective breeding, by the 
applicationso€ .human intelligence; for example, by Mendel, 
Burbank, and others. This, it is claimed, adds momentum 
to the whble p-ocess. (8)  Classification of animals in phyla, 
classes, geuera, species, orders, families, etc., in ascending 
order of cprkplexity, from unicellular organisms up to man. 
This, it is held, gives evidence of an over-all relationship 
among all livi<ng organisms, 

8. ThL Evohctionism Dogma. The chief protest by Chris- 
to evolutionism is a protest against the 

e theory into a dogma. A dogma is a 
e accepted on the ground that it has been 
e proper authority; in this case, of course, 

the “prop4r authority” is human science. Evolution is pre- 
sented @‘many high school and college textbooks as an 
established fact; and in others, the inference that it is 
factual ,is expressed by innuendo, with the accompanying 

./ inference that persons who refuse to accept it are naive, 
. childish, or just plain ignorainuses. It seems to be assumed 
,.bv these devotees of the cult that they have a monopoly 
on the, knowledge of this particular subject. The fact is 
that quch  of the material appearing in these textbooks 
is simply parroted by teachers who are so ignorant of 
Biblical teaching, they are not even remotely qualified to 
pass judgment on the matter. Unfortunately, too, many 
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persons of eminence in certain highly specialized fields are 
prone to break into print on various aspects of Biblical 
doctrine only to prove by their statements ‘that they are 
coinpletely uninformed on the subjects oii which they 
choose to expatiate. Pernicious fallacies, based on the 
authority of a great name, thus have a way’of persisting 
from generation to generation even though they have been 
shown to be fallacies many times: it is the’ prestige of 
the “great name” or names” with which tliey are asso- 
ciated which gives them apparent deathlessness. I want 
to make it clear at this point that whatever objections I 
have to evolutionism are not based so much on the view 
that, in certain forms, it is anti-Biblical or ‘irreligious, but 
on the conviction that it is based all too frequently, not 
on established fact-that is, by the testimoiiy of eye- 
witnesses-but on inference. The important question, tbere- 
fore, is tliis: Is the inference drawn from alleged phenom- 
ena in this field necessary iizference?-inferei~ce, that is, 
the opposite of which is inconceivable? Or does much of 
it savor of little more than conjecture? 

Dr. Jaines Jauiicey states the case clearly iii these words: 
“Of course you will often hear from some enthusiastic 
evolutionists that evolution is now indisputable, that it 
has been proved beyond doubt, and that adyone who 
disputes this is an ignoramus or a fanatic. This is jumping 
the gun, to say the least. The vehemence’ of Spcli state- 
ments makes one suspect that the speakers are trying to 
convince themselves, When a scientific theory crystallizes 
into law, such as that of relativity, it spealts’for itself. 
All we can say at h e  moineiit is that evolution is’generally 
accepted, possibly because of the lack of any’- scientific 
alternative, but with serious inisgiviiigs on the adequacy 
of some aspects of it. As for the kind of rigorous proof 
that science generally demands, it still isn’t there. Indeed, 
some say that because of the philosophical aspebts of the 
theory, that proof will never be possible.”ll 
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A clear eximple of the blind spots which seem to char- 

acterize the :’devotees of evolutionisni is the title of an 
article appedring recently in Reader’s Digest that reads 
:Can Scienc’e’ Produce Life?” This title is misleading, to 
say the lea-stl: life never was produced (created) by 
human agenby. ‘This fact, the author of the article in 
question, seekns to realize. Towa he end, he writes, with 
reference td‘ -microspheres ( p noids formed by the 
fusion of amino acids): “Although these spheres are not 
true cells-they’ have no DNA genes. aQd they are simpler 
than any contemporary life-they do possess many cellular 
properties. -The$ have stability; they keep their shapes 
indefinitely. Th$ stain in the same way as the present- 

n “cells, an important chemical test, But the 
&‘of these microspheres is that scientists do 

not syntheii$e’fhem piece by piece; they simply set up the 
right conditiohs-and microspheres produce themselves.” 
Thus it wilf be noted that the eminent scientist-author 
of this artiglevflatly contradicts the import of the title, by 
stating that ‘man can only set, up the conditions necessary 
to the production of microspheres but cannot do the “pro- 

is, in fact, an excellent example of the 
careless use of language can spread 

indeed sets the stage, but the God of 
the cosmic Efficient Causality, can actual- 

ize the lifq ’process. 
’ I recomtnend that every reader of this textbook procure 

a copy of ‘the ’latest issue of Everyman’s Library Edition 
(published by E. P. Dutton, New York) of Darwin’s 
Origin o/ Species, and read the Preface written by W. R. 
Thompson, F.R.S., and Director of the Commonwealth 
Institute -of Biological Control, Ottawa, Canada,. Thomp- 
son states expressly that the content of his Preface will 
not follow the tenor of previous introductions to Darwin’s, 

written by other scientists, in particular that 
Keith. “I could not content myself,” Thomp- 

574 



THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
son writes, with mere variations on the hymn to Darwin 
and Darwinism that introduces so many textbooks & 
biology and evolution , . . I am of course well aware that 
my views will be regarded by many biologists as heretical 
and reactionary, However, I happen to believe that in 
science heresy is a virtue and reaction often a necessity, 
and that in no field of science are heresy and reaction 
more desirable than in evolutionary theory.” After stating 
in no uncertain terms what he considers to be the weak- 

’nesses of the Darwinian theory (which he describes as a 
theory of the “origin of living forms by descent with 
modifications”), Thompson goes on to point out the fal- 
lacies involved in the argumentation used by the evolu- 
tionists. This, he declares, “makes the discussion of their 
ideas extremely difficult.” In what .way? Because “personal 
convictions, simple possibilities, are presented as if they 
were proofs, or at least valid arguments in favor of the 
theory” (repeating an evaluation made by De Quatre- 
fages ) . Thoinpson adds: “As an example De Quatrefages 
cited Darwin’s explanation of the manner in which the 
titinouse might become transformed into the nutcracker, 
by the accumulation of small changes in structure and 
instinct owing to the effect of natural selection; and then 
proceeded to show that it is just as easy to transform the 
nutcracker into the titinouse. The demoiistratiQn can be 
modified without difficulty to lit any conceivable case. It 
is without scientific value since it cannot be verified; but 
since the iinagination has free rein, it is easy to convey 
the impression that a concrete enample of real transmu- 
tation has been given. This is the more appealing because 
of the extreme fundamental simplicity of the Darwinian 
explanation , , . This was certainly a major reason for 
the success of the Origin. Another is the elusive character 
of the Darwinian argument. Every characteristic of or- 
ganisms is maintained in existence because it has survival 
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value. But this value relates to the struggle for existence. 
Therefore we .are not obliged to commit ourselves in regard 
to the meaning <of differences between individuals or 
species since’ .the possessor of a particular modification 
may be, in tlle race for life, moving up or falling behind. 
On the other hand, we can commit ourselves if we like, 
since it is imposiible to disprove our statement. The plausi- 
bility of the argbment eliminates the need for proof and 
its very nature gives it a kind of immunity to disproof. 
Darwin didenot .show in the Origin that species had, orig- 
inated by natdral selection; he merely showed, on the 
basis of certah- -facts and assumptions, how this might 
have happened, and as he had convinced himself he was 
able to convihce .others.” (We are reminded here of Mark 
Twain’s evaluation: “There is something so fascinating 
about science.: one gets such wholesale returns of conjec- 
ture out of such trifling investments of fact.”) 

On the kubject of mutations, Thompson writes as fol- 
lows: “As kniile Guyenot has said, mutations are power- 

e general adaptation which is the basis 
‘It is impossible to produce the world of 
ominant note is functional organization, 

n and progression, from a series of ran- 

An important point in 
in’s doctrine, as set out in the Origin, was the convic- 
hat kvolution is a progressive process . . . The Vic- 

toiii’dns accepfed this idea with enthusiasm. Here I need 
on1 n’ this point Darwin was inconsistent since, in 
his’view, natural selection acts not only by the survival of 

s t  but also by the extermination of the less fit and 
buce anatomical degradation as well as improve- 

arwin himself considered that the idea of evolu- 
tipn is upsatisfactory unless its mechanism can be ex- 
plained. 3 agree, but since no one has explained to my 
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satisfaction how evolution could happen I (do not feel 
iinpelled to say that it has happened. I prefer to say that 
on this matter our inforination is inadequate,:’ 

( I  should like to interpolate here a few personal state- 
ments as follows: An outstanding example of the down- 
right fanatical zeal with which early exponents .seized upon 
Darwin’s theory and blowed it up to such fantastic ex- 
tremes ( notably, by means of the intellectual vacillations 
of the erratic T. H. Huxley, the semantic pomposity of 
the agnostic Herbert Spencer, etc.) is the “tree of life” 
as hypothesized by the arrogant German, Haeckel (1834- 
1919). Haeckel presumed to arrange existing forms in an 
ascending scale from the simple to the complex, by arbi- 
trarily inserting imaginary names to identify all the neces- 
sarily numeroiis missing links.” Today Ha‘eckel’s famous 
tree” is largely famous, even in the scientific world, for its 

absurdities. ) 
Dr. Thompson concludes his Preface with what is ob- 

viously the most telling objection of all tor evolutionism. 
“A long-enduring and regrettable effect of the Origin,” he 
writes, “was the addiction of biologists to unverifiable 
speculation,” the net result of which was that “the success 
of Darwinism was accompanied by a decline in scientific, 
integrity. This,” he adds, “is already evident in the reckless. 
statements of Haeckel, and in the shifting, devious, and 
histrionic argumentation of T. H. Huxley.” Finally, his 
conclusion: “It may be said, and the most orthodbx theol- ’ 
ogians indeed hold, that God controls and guides even the 
events due to chance; but this proposition the Dqrwinians 
emphatically reject, and it is clear that in the Origin evo- 
lution is presented as an essentially undirected process, 
For the majority of readers, therefore, the Origin effec- 
tively dissipated the evidence of providential control. I t 
might be said that this was their own fault. Nevertheless, 
the failure of Darwin and his successors to attempt an. 
equitable assessment of the religious issues at stake indi- 
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cates a regrettable obtuseness 
Furthermore, on the purely ph 
winian doetrine o s some difficulties 
which Darwin and 
might well add that their de 
seem to have closed minds on the same matters). “Between 
the organism that simply lives, the organism that lives 

and the organism that lives, feels, and reasons, 
+ in the opinion of respectable philosophers, 

abrupt transitions corresponding to an ascent in the scale 
of being, and they hold that the agencies of the material 

ce transitions of ’this kind.” Again, 
agree on the separation of plants and 

e idea that man and animals differ only 
general among them, that even psy- 

onger attempt to use words like ‘reason’ 
in an exact sense. This general tendency 

y means of unverifiable speculations, the 
tegories Nature presents to us, is an inher- 

from the Origin. of Species.” 
student to procure a copy of this book 

pson’s Preface in its entirety. Another 
one which deals with the evolution 

self, is that by Douglas Dewar, 
ist Illusion; this book may be pur- 
blic,ations, 749 N.W. Broad Street, 

ere for a review of the conjec- 
e been put forward at different 
utionists: they are far too nu- 

merous to be catalogued anyway. Darwin himself set the 
conjecture. It is amazing to note the number 
h words as “apparently” and “probably” occur 
gs. One reliable authority may be quoted for 

hat the phrase, we may well suppose,” 
hundred times in his two principal works, 

<‘ 

occurs over 
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The Origin of Species, and The Descent of Man.12 This 
would seem to indicate that in all such instances the 
eminent scientist was guessing. Indeed, is not “hypothesis” 
after all the academic term for what is to be taken only 
as a fairly good guess? 

(For a review of some of the absurdities advanced by 
evolutionists in days gone by, the student is referred to 
the little book, In His Image, a collection of lectures and 
addresses by William Jennings Bryan, published by Revell, 
New York, in 1922. h4r. Bryan’s name recalls, of course, 
the role which he played in the widely publicized Scopes 
trial in Tennessee, at which his antagonist was the Chicago 
attorney, Clarence Darrow. The underlying issue in this 
trial was the contention of the prosecution that money 
contributed by taxpayers for the support of public schools 
could not be used legitimately by teachers to destroy the 
faith of young people in their classes, and that the teaching 
of evolution was in a special sense destructive of Christian 
faith, Hence evolutionism, by indirection, became the real 
issue that was debated by the two antagonists. I know of 
no event in my lifetime about which more sheer nonsense 
has appeared in magazines and newspapers than in the 
publicity which has been given the Scopes trial, in par- 
ticular the Bryan-Darrow debate over the theory of evolu- 
tion. I doubt that any debate was ever held in which 
both antagonists were as incompletely informed on the 
subject they were debating as were Bryan and Darrow 
in this particular case, Darrow’s questions were for the 
most part puerile and irrelevant in the manner in which 
they were stated: he simply rehashed questions which 
have been heard again and again in the history of 
Christianity, froin as far back as the time of Celsus and 
Porphyry. Bryan’s answers were often childish, largely 
because he allowed himself to be on the defensive: he 
should have kept the offensive, which he could have done 
easily, which any informed Christian can do in exposing 
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the shallowness of atheism or agnosticism. The fact is, 
however, that Bryan was not the nit-wit that uninformed 
science teachers and popular writers have tried to make 
him appear to be.jAnd I know of no more interesting col-- 
lection of the genuine absurdities which have been ad- 
vanced by over-zealous evolutionists than those which are 
presented in Bryan's book, In His Image. It is interesting 
to note, too, that Darrow was flabbergasted in two debates 
with the 1ate;F. H. Welshimer ('for some fifty-five years 
Minister of the First Christian Church, Canton, Ohio), a '  

the first at Canton, the second at Akron, Ohio. In the 
Canton debate Welshimer stressed the marvelous unity of 
the Bible, dwelling especially on the Messianic prophecies 
and their fulfilment; and just before the debate at Akron, 
Darrow sought him, out privately and asked for the source 
of his information,' admitting that he himself had never 
encountered such arguments. Welshimer gave him the 
titles of some 'important books of Biblical prophecy. But 
Darrow died just two weeks after the Akron debate. Of 
course, these $acts never get into print in popular news 
medial3). 

9. A Critique of Evolutionism. I shall now list the more 
commdn, and what I consider to be the most valid criti- 
cisms of, and objections to, the evolution theory in general, 
as follows: 

(1) Mention has1already been made of the attempt to 
extend the gefieral concept of continuous progressive 
change (the fundamental thesis of evolutionism) to every 
aspect of the world- man lives in and of his life in it. As 
Patrick has writien: The'fact is that evolution is a very 
much overworked word. As the close of the last century 
and in the beginning of this one, the idea of evolution held 

st undisputed sway. It was extended far beyond its 
original application and applied quite universally. We 
began to hear 'of inorganic, cosmic, astral, geologic and 
atomic evolution. Even the 'delirious electrons' evolved 
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TI-IE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
into atoms and matter itself was the product of a process 
of development, Social evolution had already made its 
appearance . . , nothing is fixed or final; nothing is created; 
everything just grew and is growing,”l4 This, as has been 
stated previously, is what is now recogniqed as the genetic 
fal lacy, There are areas in which this notion of continuous 
progressive change siinply is not in accord ,with the facts. 

(2)  In addition to the genetic fallacy, evolutionists 
coininit another coininon fallacy of the jnductive method, 
namely, that of oue~-simp7ificntion, also known as the 
“nothing but” fallacy. This they do in making no effort 
to account for the modus operandi of the inany leaps 
occurring in the alleged evolutionary process (as Thoinp- 
son has stated it, leaps froin the organisin that siinply 
lives” to “the organism that lives and feels” to “the organ- 
isin that lives and feels and reasons”). They simply take 
it for granted that these are only matters of clegyee. (Even 
in one’s personal life, one siinply caiinot explain how the 
psychical takes hold of and moves the physical: how a 
person moves his body if and when he makes up his 
mind” to do so.) In simple truth, they have no explanation 
of the leap froin an existing species to a new species, 
except by mutations, and these, of course, themselves 
need to be explained. As Chesterton writes: Far away 
in some strange coiistellation in skies infinitely remote, 
there is a sinall star, which astronomers may some day 
discover . . . It is a star that brings forth out of itself 
very strange plants and very strange animals and none 
stranger than the men of science.” Again: “Most inodern 
histories of inanlcind begin with the word evolution, and 
with a rather wordy exposition of evolution , . , There is 
something slow and soothing and gradual about the word 
and even about the idea. As a matter of fact, it is not, 
touching primary things, a very practical word or a very 
profitable idea. Nobody can imagine how nothing could 
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GENESIS 
turn into something. Nobody can get an inch nearer tq 
it by explaining how something could turn into something 
else. I t  is really far more logical to start by saying, ‘In 
the beginning God created heaven and earth‘ even if you 
only mean ’ ‘In the beginning some unthinkable power 

some untginkable process.’ For God is by its nat 
e of mystery, and nobody ever supposed that 

could imagihelhow a world was created any more than 
he could create one. But evolution really is mistaken for 

the fatal quality of leaving on many, 
ion that they do understand it and 

everything else; just as many of them live under a sort of 
illusion that they have read the Origin of Species . . . What 
we know, in a sense in which we know nothing else, is 
that the trees and the grass did grow and that a number 
of other extraordinary things do in fact happen; that queer 
creatures support themselves in the empty air by beating 
it with fans of various fantastic shapes; that other queer 
creatures steer themselves about alive under a load of 
mighty waters; that other queer creatures walk about on 
four legs, and that the queerest creature of all walks about 
on two. These are things and not theories; and compared 
with them evolution and the atom and even the solar 
system are merely theories. The matter here is one of 
history and not of philosophy; so that it need only be 
noted that no philosopher denies that a mystery still 
attaches to the two great transitions: the origin of the 
universe itself and the origin of the principle of life itself. 
Most philosophers have the# enlightenment to add that a 
third mystery attaches to the origin of man himself. In 
other words, a third bridge was built across a third abyss 
of the unthinkable when there came into the world what 
we cal1,reason and what we call will. Man is not merely 
an evolution but rather a revolution . . . the more we look 
at man as an animal, the less he will look like one.”15 
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THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
(3) Evolutionism has no adequate explanation of the 

process by which a variation in a parent organism becomes 
embodied in the parental reproductive cells ( the fertilized 
ovum), obviously a change necessary to ,the transmission 
of the variation to the offspring. (4) Eyolutionism does 
not give us any satisfactory account of the origin of the 
life process itself. (Spontaneous generation is now tlae- 
oretically considered to have been a possibility, but as yet 
no direct evidence of its actual occurrence in nature has 
been brought to light.) ( 5 )  Evolutionism does not afford 
any explanation of the life process itself, that is, of the 
mysterious movement of life; rather, it simply starts with 
this movement as a fact, apparently indifferent to the 
importance of the how and why of it. One may watch 
the division of a single cell into two cells (as, e.g., again 
the fertilized ovum), but no one understands why the cell 
divides and the process continues in geometrical propor- 
tion (one into two, two into four, four into eight, etc.), 
or how the daughter cell inherits the particular forms and 
functions of the parent cell. Why does this movement 
of life push upward, by differentiation of structure and 
specialization of function, into the vastly more and more 
complex forms and finally into the most complex form of 
all,-man, There is no evidence that a potency can actual- 
ize itself. What then is the Efficient Causality which ac- 
tualizes all these changes which are supposed to become 
stabilized into the multifarious forms that make up 
the living world? ( “Protoplasmic irrital~ility~~ is a high- 
sounding phrase which reminds us of John Locke’s defini- 
tion of matter as “something-I-know-not-what” ) , 

( 6)  Evolutionism requires an almost unlimited stretch 
of time to account for all the changes envisioned by its 
advocates. Apparently they expect us to accept without 
question the necessity of such an extent of time to any 
adequate explanation of the process; and at the same time 
they arbitrarily use this hypothetical extent of time to 
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support their theory of the process. Is not this a form of 
begging the, question? Is it not true that the stretch of 
time required by the theory puts it beyond any possibility 
of clear proof or disproof empirically, that is, by the testi- 
mony of eye-witnesses? One is reminded here of a stanza 
of Hilaire Bello’c’s “Ode to a Microbe”- 

The Microbe is so very small 
You cannot make him out at all, 
But many sanguine people hope 
To see him through a microscope. 
His jointed tongue that lies beneath 
A hundred curious rows of teeth; 
His seven tufted tails with lots 
Of lovely pink and purple spots, 
On each of which a pattern stands, 
Composed of forty separate bands; 
His eyebrows of a tender green; 
All these have never yet been seen- 
But Scientists, who ought to know, 
Assure us that they must be so , , , 
Oh! let us never, never doubt 
What nobody is sure about! 

-From Belloc’s More Beasts for Worse Children, in 
Belloc’s Cautionary Verses. ( Knopf, 1951). 

(7) That the gap between the intelligence potential of 
man and that of any known animal species existent or 
extinct is inconceivably vast, is conceded by evolutionists 
today. Indeed, ‘many eminent men in biological science 
are prone to accept the view that man’s appearance on 
the scene is explainable only in terms of a mutation. (In- 
cidentally, it should be made clear that evolutionists do 
not take the view that man is ‘‘nothing but” an animal. 
On the contrary, they hold that he has “evolved” beyond 
the brute stage; that, in short, he is animal plus. However, 
they insist that the difference is only one of degree, not 
one of kind.) 
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THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
( 8 )  The theory of mutations is that new forms come 

into being as wholes, as the result of sudden juinps in 
the process, and continue to “breed true” from the time 
of their “emergence. ’’ Do biologists have any explanation 
of the mysterious process by which a mutation is brought 
about? Obviously they do not, They seem to take it for 
granted that resident forces of some kind, or of various 
kinds, work effectively, either singly or collectively, to 
produce the mutation. Why this process occurs, or just 
how it occurs, no one knows. (Cosmic rays have been 
found to produce mutations in fruit flies, we are told). 
Yet it is inconceivable that evolution could ever have 
taken place unless the fact of mutations is granted. Many 
biologists, however, frown on the theory of mutations 
siinply because they find it difficult to harmonize the 
theory with the niechanisin of natural selection which they 
seek to establish. It is obvious that mutations have all the 
appearance of special creations. 

(9 )  Despite positive assertions in which, as a rule, the 
theory to be proved is taken for granted, the  simple truth 
is that as yet no one lcnozus just hoto a new species emerges 
or could emerge. 

(10) Evolutionism is unable as yet to give us a satis- 
factory account of the origin of sex differences. (It is 
interesting to note liere that the Genesis Cosinogony is 
silent regarding the origin of females among subhuman 
orders, with the sole exception of the iinplication in Gem 
1:22. It is the human female, Woman, to whom our atten- 
tion is especially directed in Scripture: Gen. 1 : 27-31 ) . 
(11) Evolutionisin has no adequate explanation of the 
fact of instinct, of the almost inconceivable inanifoldness 
of instinctive responses among subhuman creatures. In- 
stinct has rightly been called “the Great Sphinx of Nature.” 
If complexity of instinct were to be made the criterion of 
the classification of living forms in ascending order, it is 
obvious that the lowly Insecta would stand at the head 
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of the list, and man, poor man, would be somewhere near 
the bottom. Are not instinctive responses the media by 
means of which Divine Intelligence ensures the preserva- 
tion of non-intelligent species? (1.2) It is doubtful that 
evolutionism could ever adequately account for the great 
variety of special organs in different species ( characteristic 
of the entire complex of nature’s adaptation to the needs 
of living creatures), organs such as wings, feathers, eyes, 
ears; fins and electric organs of fishes, poison glands and 
fangs of snakes, the “radar” system of bats, migratory 
powers of homing pigeons, and many others too numerous 
to mention, (13) As stated heretofore, structural resem- 
blance does not necessarily prove emergence of the higher 
form from the lower, It may be the product of the activity 
of the Divine Mind creating according to an archetypal 
pattern (as in the instance of man’s invention of the 
wheelbarrow, buggy, wagon, chariot, automobile, airplane, 
all of which manifest some structural resemblance). ( 14) 
Ordinarily, nature, when left to its own resources, seems 
to deteriorate rather than to advance. Any gardener knows 
that tomatoes produced by properly cultivated plants are 
always superior to those which are produced by seed or 
plant in what is called “volunteer” fashion. (15) The ap- 
parent non-fertility of hybrids would seem to militate 
against the evolution theory. (16) Apparently useless 
organs are not necessarily reduced or rudimentary, in 
many cases. Ignorance of the use or purpose of an organ 
is not in itself a proof that the organ has no necessary 
function at all. ( 17) Neither similarity nor gradation (nor 
both together) can prove emergence, that is, continuous 
progressive change, according to fixed laws, by means of 
resident forces” ( LeConte) . 

(18) Man has no known existing animal ancestors: those 
alleged humanoidal forms which are supposed to have 
existed prehistorically are now extinct, hence hypothet- 
ically identifiable only by isolated sparse skeletal remains 
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THE ASSUMPTIONS OF SCIENTISM 
which have been found in different parts of the world, 
These remajns of prehistoric man-prior to Cro-Magnon- 
are too fragmentary to allow for any reliable reconstruc- 
tion of inaii’s ancestry from tlie so-called honaiiaidae, Nor 
do these widely scattered skeletal remains necessarily 
indicate that there were different “centers” of tlie origin 
of laoiiao sapiens, What Dr. Bloom has said about such 
finds in Southern Africa is equally applicable to all otlier 
such discoveries : “When we speak of Plesianthropus as 
a found ‘missing link,’ this does not mean that inaii came 
from even that species, We mean only that we have a 
ineinber of the family from one of whom man arose.”l6 
As far as I know, no real evidence has ever been found 
that would discredit the generally accepted view that tlie 
cradle of the human race was where tlie Bible pictures 
it to have ‘been, that is, in Southwest Asia. Moreover, 
evolutionists inust accept the fact that t1aecl.e had to be a 
space-time locus at which tlie transition from honaiiaidae 
to homo sapiens actually occurred; and that with the 
appearance of homo sapiens, reason also appeared (as 
indicated by tlie Latin sapiens or sapieiatia), and along 
with reason, coiiscience, wliicli is the voice of practical 
reason. In view of these facts, it inust also be recognized 
that all huinanoidal forins existing prior to this transition 
were not forins of lzoiiao sapiens. The tendency of so many 
scientists to pontificate about these huinanoidal finds 
makes it necessary for us to put their significance in proper 
perspective in order that we may not be led astray by 
exaggerations. 

(19) The Mendelian laws of heredity have been gen- 
erally accepted in biological science. Ilowever, it inust be 
kept in mind that these “laws” are simnply descriptions of 
what evidently takes place in transmission through the 
media of genes; tliey do not tell us why these transmissions 
take place as they do, nor do tliey give us any information 
as to tlie modus opeimdi  of tlie transmissions themselves. 
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.Even the geqes themselves are only hypothetical “deter- 
miners” of heredity. This is true, of course, of practically 

+ all, facets of 1 the evolution theory: nearly all that the, 
advocates have to tell us is descriptive in character, de- 
scriptive of .what occurs, not of why, nor specifically of 
how, it occurs. Perhaps these are mysteries that lie beyond 
the scope of human comprehension. 
’ , (20) In the final analysis, the arrival of a new species 

’is to be accounted for only on the ground of variations 
transmitted through the chromosomes and genes: as far 
as we know; inheritance in man takes place in no other 
way. If mutations be the final “explanation” of these 

changes, then the mutations must haves occurred 
ologjical sequence to have produced’ the continuous 

‘progressive changes (demanded by the theory) into more 
and more qeurally complex organisms, culminating in the 
,human organisni. It is only a mark of sanity to conclude 

I that there is reason and order back of this entire process, 
actualizin~~all such changes; and that the Cosmos is the 

ndiwork of the Universal Mind and Will whom we call 
d (-Psa, ~19:1-6). 

‘ A *word of clarification is needed at this point: I do not 
to assert that we are now in possession of all the 

th reference to the various aspects 
btedly additional information will 
, as is usually the case, the acquir- 

ill gain momentum, as time goes 
ither to refute the various criti- 
ry as presented in the foregoing 

‘paragraphs or to give added substantial 
various facets of the over-all theory. We 

ction that truth never con 
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10. Matedalislic evolutionism. This is the1 doctrine that 

all things have evolved by accident or chance (that is, 
purposelessness), Devotees of this cult simhly refuse to 
acknowledge Efficient Causality of any kind in the origin 
and preservation of the cosmos (with the’ possible excep- 
tion of some form or forms of primal physical energy): 
they rest their case on the eternity of matter-in-motion. 
( Obviously this primal physical energy is their “god.”) 
With disarming siinplicit y they proceed to describe all 
phenomena of the cosmos, including those of the life 
processes and of the thought processes, in. terms of a 
fortuitous concourse of atoms” ( or sub-atoinic forces). 

The creed of the materialistic evolutionists is bluntly stated 
in what may rightly be designated their .‘fBible,” namely, 
the book by George Gaylord Simpson, The Meaning of 
Evolution. Simpson writes : “In preceding pages evidence 
was given, thoroughly conclusive, as I believe, that organic 
evolution is a process entirely materialistic in its origin 
and operation I . , It has also been shown that purpose 
and plan are not characteristic of organic evolution and 
are not a key to any of its operations , . , Man:was certainly 
not the goal of evolution, which evidently had no goal,” 
etc. He goes on to say, however, that with the entrance 
of the human mind into the process, purpose and plan 
did come into operation: this he designates “the new 
evolution.” He writes: “But purpose and plan are char- 
acteristic in the new evolution, because man has purposes, 
and he makes plans. Here purpose and plan d,o definitely 
enter into evolution, as a result and not as a cause of the 
processes seen in the long history of life. The purposes 
and plans are ours, not those of the universe,. which dis- 
plays convincing evidence of their absence.”l7 

Materialistic evolution is usually described as “mechan- 
istic.” The word “~nechanisin,” however, has a question- 
begging aspect. Machines are contrivances, but as far as 
human experience goes, they are contrivances of some 
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intelligent agent to serve some function, to gain some end. 
Moreover, anyone who insists that the cosmos is just a 
great machine, is simply reading into his understanding 
of it the properties and powers that he himself sees in a 
machine. Now.it seems obvious that in an oyganization of 
any kind an organizing agency is required: some power 
by which elements are organized into wholes of being; 
some power to marshal them into a cosmos or world order. 
This moreover, would have to be some kind of power that 
is entirely different from mechanical forces and the oppo- 
site of gravitational force; gravitational force tends to drag 
the physical world down to a “heat-death,” which is tech- 
nically defined as a state of “maximum entropy.’’ (The 
physicists tell .usp that the cosmic clock, so to speak, is 
running down as matter continues to dissolve into radia- 
tion and energy continues to be dissipated into empty 
space.) However, the basic thesis of evolution is progres- 
sion or progressive development: and progression is pre- 
cisely the aspe,et that is of importance to it. But progression 
implies a goal to which the movement is directed, toward 
which someone or something is striving; and thus the idea 
of progression belies the concept of mechanism. Obviously, 
‘cmechanism7’ and “evolution” are irreconcilable terms, As 
Butler has wqitten, in his famous Analogy: “The only dis- 
tinct meaqing;.of the word ‘natural’ is stated, fixed, or 
settZed: since what is natural as much requires and pre- 
supposes an intelligent agent to render it so, i.e., to effect 
it continually.or at stated times, as what is supernatural 

iracul6us. does to effect it for once.” In a word, with 
respect to what are called “the laws of nature,77 we should 
noth say, “the more law, the less God.” but we should say, 
“the more,law, the more God.” Laplace opce declared that 
he .had swept the heavens with his telescope and could 
not find a, God anywhere. Qne of his contemporaries re- 
marked that “he might just as well have swept his kitchen 
with a”broom.” Because God is not corporeal being in any 
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seiise (John 4:24, Exo, 3: 14), I-Ie is not to be apprehended 
by any physical or corporeal means (John 1: 18). Hence 
the stupidity of the Russian cosinonaut who is reported 
to have said that in all his travels throughout ,the celestial 
realm he had searched the stratosphere in every direction 
to find God but had failed to do so. Of course he failed- 
the humblest, most uneducated student of the Bible knows 

The Christian, of course, caiinot possibly accept ma- 
terialistic evolutionism, because it directly contradicts the 
Biblical doctrine of the sovereignty and eternal purpose 
of God ( h a .  46:9-11; Acts 15:18, 17:30-31; 1 Cor. 15:20- 
28; Eph. 3:8-12). Nor is there any special reason why any 
Christian, or any other intelligent person, should accept 
it, for several reasons. In the first place, any unbiased 
person can readily see that the phenoiiiena of personality 
(perception, consciousness, and especially meaning) are 
not entirely reducible. if reducible at all, to “matter in 
motion” (brain cell activity), As the noted physicist, 
Arthur Eddington, has written : Force, energy, diinensions 
belong to  the world of syinbols: it is out of such con- 
ceptions that we have h i l t  up the external world of 
physics . . . We have to build the spiritual world out of 
syinbols taken from our own personality, as we build. 
the scientific world out of tlie syinbols of the mathema- 
tician.”ls 

In the second place, materialistic evolutionism cannot 
be harmonized with the einpirical fact of cosihic order. 
This order is clearly evident ( a )  froin the mathematical 
relations cliaracteris tic of the processes of the physical 
world and the mathematical forinulae by wliich they are 
amenable to precise description; ( b ) from tlie manifold 
interrelationships of ends and means, as empirically dis- 
cerned, prevailing throughout the totality of being; ( c )  
froin the predetermined (planned) life cycles of all living 
species; and ( d )  from tlie over-all adaptation of nature 
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man life and its needs. As stated often herein, the 
cosmos means order; lacking this order, human sci- 

ce would not be possible, for the simple reas 
is mqnls discovery and, description of th 

prevailing in the various segments of the natural world. 
Surely this i architectonic order presupposes a Supreme 
Orderer, a ;directing Mind and Will. I t  is inconceivable 
that sheer chpace could have produced the order w e  see 

be sure, in our day evolutionists admit the intro- 
n of *purpose, now that-as they contend-psycho- 

$logical evolution has, taken over from the biological. (We 
his, in .the excerpt quoted above from Simp- 
$urpose entered the cosmio picture-we are 
ith ,the human intellect-and its power of 

purposefu€ selection and striving. It strikes me, however, 
that by corre;lating purpose with human mental activity, 

alogy ,we are bound to conclude ,that the design 
reuails. throughout the subhuman world points 

.:to another and superior kiqd of mental activity, 
.Creative Intelligence and Will. Man obviously 

does not create; he simply uses the material he finds at 
hand to be used. 

11. Theistic evolutionism. This is the view, stated in 
simplest terms, that evolution is Gods method of creation. 

the important question for us is this: 
tionism be harmonized with Biblical 
lar with the Genesis account of the 

phasized here, first of all, I think, that 
ny Gods Creatorship. In the closing 
igin of Species he wrote as follows:, 

'the highest eminence seem to be fully satisfied 
ew that each species has been independently 
my mind it accords better with what we know 

on matter by the Creator, that the 
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production and extinction of the past and present inhab- 
itants of the world should have been due to secondary 
causes, like those determining the birth and death of the 
individual , . , There is grandeur in this view of life, with 
its several powers, having been originally breathed by 
the Creator into a few forms or into one; and that whilst 
this planet has gone cycling on according to the fixed law 
of gravity, from so siinple a beginning endless forms most 
beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being 
evolved.” In the Life of Darwin, we find this statement: 
“In my most extreme fluctuations, I have never been an 
atheist, in the sense of denying the existence of a G0d.”*9 
Darwin was a very modest man, even to the extent of 
making an interesting “confession”; he described his own 
mind as having become a kind of machine for grinding 
general laws out of large collections of facts, with the 
result of producing “atrophy of that part of the brain on 
which the higher tastes depend.”20 This is a remarkable 
statement and one which scientists generally should treat 
seriously. Apparently T. H. Huxley had the same experi- 
ence, albeit unwittingly; as stated in terms of May Ken- 
dall’s parody: 

“Priinroses by the river’s briin 
Dicotyledons were to him, 
And they were nothing more.” 

(We are reminded here of Lord Bacon’s declaration that 
man cannot enter the kingdoin of science, any more than 
he can enter the kingdom of heaven, without becoming 
as a little child.) It was not Darwin who developed evo- 
Iutionisin in such a form as to make a Creator superfluous 
(nor in truth was it either Huxley or Spencer); rather, 
it was Haecltel (whose fulminations became most em- 
barrassing to Darwin at times) and his successors in the 
present century who are responsible for this development. 
Dr. Strong is right in saying that “an atheistic and un- 
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tion. is a reversion to the savage?view of 
n, and to the heathen idea of a sphynx- 

man growing out of the brute.”z1 
Theistic evglutionists, as stated above, hold that evolu- 

tion was in all likelihood Gods method of creation. There 
are many educated and sincerely religious persons who 
hold that theistic evolutionism if “properly stated” ( that 
is, within ceytain limitations) is not necessarily in conflict 
with the teaching of Genesis, if the latter is also “con- 
structively ipterpreted.” In the exposition of this general 
view, the student should consider the following matters 
of importance: 

(1) There is a clear correspondence between the Gen- 
esis Cosmogony and present-day scientific thought on 
many points. I ,(These harmonies have been listed on pre- 

this Part of our textbook.) 
(2)  It must always be kept in mind that the major aim 

e Genesis Cosmogony, and indeed of the whole Bible, 
tell us who made the cosmos, and not how it was 
. It was what God said that “was so,’’ that is, that 

was. done” (Gen. 1:3,7,11,15,21,25; Psa, 33:6,9; Psa, 
148:6), but the inspired writer makes no effort whatsoever 
to inform us as to how it was done. It is crystal clear that 
the narrative is intended to be a religious, and not a scien- 
tific, account* of the Creation. 

( 3 )  There is nothing in thk Genesis text that constrains 
us to accept the ultra-literal view that God spoke all living 

s into existence at one and the same time. On the 
contr,ary,, according to the narrative itself, the activity of 
Creation ,was extended over six “days” and a fraction of 
the seventh. This is true, however we may see fit to inter- 
pret the word “day.” 
(4) Certainly the weight of all the evidence available, 

as. explained in an earlier section of this textbook, is in 
support of the view that the “days” of the Genesis account 
were not solar days, but aeonie days; that is, indefinite 
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periods of time. Thus the nm‘rative allows for all the t ime 
tlae evolutionists mray wa,nt to muster up theoretically in 
support of their tlaeory. 

(5) Evidently infinity in God has no reference to any 
kind of magnitude because God is Spirit (Jolin 4:24); 
rather, the term designates the inexhaustible Source of 
Power by which the cosmos was created and is sustained 
in its processes. Hence the problem before us is not one 
of power, but one of method. What method, then, did the 
Creator use? Was Creation a long-drawn-out process of 
progressive development, or was it a process of actualiza- 
tion in a very brief time-span? But, after all, what differ- 
ence does it make, whether it was the one or the other? 
Whether the Creation extended over six or seven solar 
days, or over six or seven aeonic days, the same measure 
of Creative Power would have been necessary in either 

Because this problem is one of method, and not one 
of power, why  do not tlae textbooks writers on  this 
subject make this clear, and b y  so doing remove much 
of the ground on which their texts are resentfully 
criticized by Christian leaders. All that would be re- 
quired would be a simple statement bf the fact that 
the time element involved has little or nothing to  do  
witla tlae expenditure of Energy necessary to  effect 
the actualization of the process. The reason seems 
obvious, I should say: Many of t hem actually want 
to  belittle Biblical teaching and to  create a tlaorough- 
going “naturalism” wlaicla mould rule the Creator out 
of the cosmic picture altogetlaer. I have long been 
convinced that this is a case in wlaicla tlae wish is 
father to the thought; that the will not to  believe is 
the primary motivation; and that the elimination of 
everything superlaumun or supernatural is the ultimute 
objective of the ‘‘positivist,~,’’ “naturalists,” “laumun- 
ists,” and all those of like persuasion. 

ca..Se. 
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(6) As a matter of fact, the language of the Geqesis 

Cosmogony allows for Divinely directed progressive devel- 
opment through the media of secondary causes, through- 
out the Creation. This is clearly implicit i’n God’s decrees, 
‘‘Let. the earth put forth grass,” etc., “Let the waters 
swarm with swarms of living creatures,” “Let the earth 
bring forth living creatures,” etc,; and even in the earljer 
decrees with reference to non-living being, “Let there be 
a firmament- in, the midst of the waters,” “Let the waters 
under the heavens be gathered together unto one place,” 
“let the dry land appear,” etc. The idea implicit in the 
original here is’that‘of causation, as if to say, “let the earth 
cause . . . let the seas cazcse, it to be done,” etc. We see 

jecting the view that God, whose Will is 
of the cosmos and its processes, should 

and the sovereign power of 

( 7 )  Ther>e are philosophers and theologians who take 
that at certain stages in the Creation, God, 

actiqn (that is, primary, as distinguished from 
,- causation) inserted new and higher powers 

mic Process, the first above the inanimate 
r-in-motion) being the life process (cellular 
n consciousness ( the product of sensitivity), 

and finally, sdf-consciousness (person and personality). 
Qbviausly, these are phenomena which mark off, and set 

successively more complex levels of being as 
hese levels empirically. On the basis of this 

theory, it is held that even though variations-both upward 
(progresSive ) and downward ( retrogressive )-by means 
of resident forces, may have occurred on the level of plant 
life and that of animal life, the actualization of the first 
form of energy-matter, first life, first consciousness, and 
first personality (homo sapiens) must have been of the 
Gharacter of special creations. It is interesting to recall 
the fact here that Wallace, the author with Darwin of the 
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theory of natural selection, held that there were three 
breaks in the progressive continuity, namely, with the 
appearance of life, with the appearance of sensation and 
consciousness, and finally with the appearance of spirit. 
These breaks seem to correspond in a general way to 
uegetable, animal, and rational (human) life, in the order 
named.22 

(8)  Finally, it must be admitted that one of inan’s most 
corninon fallacies is that of trying to project his own puny 
concepts of time into the sphere of God’s timelessness. 
God does not hurry; His timelessness is Eternity. ( 2  Pet. 
3:8, 2 Cor. 4:18). 

12. Tlwistic evolutionism and Gen. 2:7. The crucial 
problem involved here, of course, is that of the origin of 
homo sapiens; as stated jn a nutshell, can theistic evolu- 
tionism be harmonized with the teaching of Gen. 2:7? 
Can a Christian accept the view that man arrived on the 
scene through descent (or ascent?) froin a brute animal 
species? Can such a view be harmonized in any way with 
the description of man as a body-spirit unity 1 (or body- 
mind unity) that is explicitly given us in Gen. 2:7? Dr. 
A. H. Strong argues rather eloquently for an affirmative 
answer to these two questions, as follows: “Evolution does 
not inalte the idea of a Creator superfluous, because evolu- 
tion is only the method of God, I t  is perfectly consistent 
with a Scriptural doctrine of Creation that inan should 
emerge at the proper time, governed by different laws 
froin the brute creation yet growing out of the brute, just 
as the foundation of a house built of stone is perfectly 
consistent with the wooden structure built upon it.” (Is 
not this, however, an irrelevant- analogy? ) Again: “The 
Scriptures do not disclose the method of inan’s creation. 
Whether inan’s physical system is or is not derived by 
natural descent from the lower animals, the record of 
creation does not inform us . . , We are compelled, then, 
to believe that God’s ‘breathing into inan’s nostrils the 
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breath of life’ (Gen. 2:7), though it was a mediate cre- 
ation as presupposing existing material in the shape of 

was yet an immediate creation in the sense 
ivine reinforcement of the process of life 

turned the. +animal into man. In other words, man came 
not from the brute, but through the brute, and the same 
imaanent God who had previously created the brute 
created also the rnan.’’23 

4 3  <To -me it is inconceivable that the inspired writer of 
Genesis 2:7 could have had any such idea in mind as that 
suggested by Dr. Strong in the statements quoted above. 
Of course, it is entirely possible that the Spirit of God 
deliberately caused the material of the Genesis Cosmogony 
to be presented in a form such as to make it adaptable to 
man’s ever-increasing knowledge of his external environ- 
ment (cf. Gen. 1:28). This seems to have been true of 
the over-all panoramic picture of the Creation given us 
in Gen. 1: 1-2:3, That is, having sketched in broad outlines 
the religious truths of the Genesis narrative, He may well 
have left7it to man himself to spell out BS best he can the 
issentially* scientific ( empirical) evidence concerning the 
origin of the cosmos and its manifold forms. 

In relation to evolutionism, the meaning of Gen. 2:7 is 
‘to be studied primarily in the light of the phrase, “the dust 
of the grourld.” Surely we have here, in the verse as a 

hole, a portrait in what we of the modern world would 
call archfaic language. Yet the portrait turns out to be 
scientific-in the sense of the now-recognized fact that man 
is in truth a p s z ~ c h ~ ~ ~ m ~ t i c  unity. Obviously, in terms of 
modern scientific thought, the writer of Gen. 2:7 would 
have us to know that man in his present state is both 
body and miid (or spirit) and that he is immeasurably 
more than body alone; that his body-“the earthly house 
of our tabernacle” (2  Cor. 5:1, Wisdom 9:15)-like all 
things corporeal, shares the properties of what is commonly 
designated physical energy or matter; that in short he has 
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a body altiii to all earthly living bodies, This is surely the 
import of the verse as a whole: as Murphy tersely puts it: 
Man “is a combination of matter and mind.”2* The narra- 
tive here, writes Whitelaw, “which, beginning with tlie 
constructioii of Iiis body from tlie Ellie dust of tlie ground, 
designedly represents it as an evolution or development 
of the material uiiiverse.”25 Marcus Dods writes : “The dis- 
covery of tlie process by which tlie presently existing living 
forms have been evolved, and tlie perception that this 
process is governed by laws which have always been 
operating, do not make intelligence and design at all less 
necessary, but rather more s0.’’26 Obviously, the writer 
could not have presented this thought in present-day sci- 
entific ternis: he did not have the language for such a 
communication, and even if he could have had the proper 
language at his disposal, no one could have understood 
it. It seems, therefore, that the Spirit has left it to man’s 
intelligence to f athoin the implications of this revelation. 
The passage, as it stands, appears to ine to b6 irrelevant 
in respect to modern scientific explanations, even though 
possibly amenable to interpretation in inoderii scientific 
ternis. Hence, it can hardly be said either to prove or to 
disprove tliem. 

Is the “breathing into inan’s nostrils the breath of life” 
to be correctly explained (as in Strong’s language) as a 
“reinforcement of the process of life” that “turned the 
animal into a man”? The word “reinforcement” as used 
here strikes me as being exceedingly vague. What kind of 
reinforcement”? Or, just what did this “reinforcement” 

involve? Surely the text of Gen. 2:7 leaves us with only 
one valid interpretation, namely, that “the breath of God” 
carried with it a direct iinpartation from God Himself of 
those powers which specify man as man-his intellectual, 
moral and spiritual eiidowineiits, in fact the whole of his 
interior life: hence the declaration in Gen. 1:28 that he 
was created in the image of God. Surely this phrase, 
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“image of God,” disallows the claim one frequently en- 
counters that, the “breath of God” of Gen. 2:7 designates 

artation to man of the vital principle on1 
t means anything, surely means that God b 

-4 

into him, nof‘just 
ciple as well. (C  
These are the powers which separate man fro 
creation. Hence, because these powers are so 
to. any that are manifested by brutes, even by the highest 
primates,. I find it impossible to accept the view that the 
dsifference of.,man from the brute is simply one of degree. 
My conviction is that the difference is, and will always 
be, one of kind. However Dr. S’trong’s theory of “reinforce- 
ment” is to be explained, whether anthropomorphically 
(which certainly is not to be ruled out) or by mutation 
(in some manner biologically) it certainly was of the 
character of“ a special creation. Even though evolution- 
istic progression may have accurred on the plant level, on 
the animal level,. or on both, certainly in the vast leap 
from the brute to man, a. special Divine operation of some 
kind affords the only satisfactory explanation of its occur- 

am’ not convinced that the case for the evolution 
interior.inenta1, moral, and spiritual propensities- 

his essential being, as man-from hypothetical primate and 
humanoidal fohns has ever been proved. In all likelihood 

stery which will never become fully known 
r3 by divine revelation or by scientific discov- 

simply, because it lies beyond the scope of compre- 

I therefore Summarize as follows: I strenuously object to 
the manner in which the theory of evolution has been 
built up irlto what might be called a dogma. Many modern 

oks ,‘are replete with assertions of, and statements 
what is designated the “fact” of evolution. This 

ustldlly occurs when, from an author’s viewpoint, the wish 
is father to the thought. It is unfortunately true that when 
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certain of the intelligentsia lose their faith in God, they 
avidly seek every possible device to bolster their unbelief, 
To say that evolution is a “fact,” however, is going entirely 
too far, especially in the atteinpt to establish a theory 
which is constructed for the most part on inferewe. 
Whether this infereiice is ~zecessay inf erelice or not, or 
just sheer conjecture, remains a moot question. Bold asser- 
tions do not cover lack of concrete evidence. Although I 
have never been able to bring myself to the point of 
accepting inany of the exaggerated claims that are made 
by the evolutionists, yet after some fifteen years of dealing 
with college students, it has become my conviction that 
there is no real need for adding difficulties for them un- 
necessarily, or setting up and shooting at what may turn 
out to be straw ineii. Hence, the inaterial of this section 
has been organized and presented with the end in view 
of helping the student to be strengthened in the most holy 
faith. If this can be accomplished witliout doing violence‘ 
to the sacred text, on ang subject that laas been more or 
less controversial, I think it should be done. I cannot con- 
vince myself t12at acceptance or rejection of any theory 
of the inetlaod of the Creation that recognizes and allows 
for the operation of Divine Intelligence and Power slaould 
ever be made a test of fellowship in a claurcla of the  New 
Testament order, (See my Suruey Course in Clzristian Doc- 
tidne, Vol, I, pp, 175-188. College Press, Joplin, Missouri, 
1982.) 

REVIEW QUESTIONS ON PART TEN 
1. Define the word science. What is epistemology? 
2. Why do we say that the “laws” of nature (of  physics, 

chemistry, geology, biology, etc. ) are statements of 
very great pTobability2 
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3. Distinguish between science and scientism. 
4. Why do we affirm that much of the loose talk about 

alleged “conflicts” between Biblical teaching and sci- 
entific thinking in our day simply “need not be”? 

5. List the harmonies between present-day science and 
the Genesis Cosmogony. 

6. What is meant by the “blind spots” of materialists, 
naitoralists, humanists, etc.? 

7 .  Explain bow the theory of epiphenomenalism is not 
necessarily to be regarded as antiBiblica1. 

8. Explain how present-day physics supports the Chris- 
tian doctrine of immortality. 

9. Explain how the theory of emergent evolution is not 
necessarily to be regarded as antiBiblica1. 

10. Explain the ambiguity of the word ‘‘evolution,’’ 
11. Ersplain 
12. State LeConte’s definition of evolution. 
13. sent-day theory of societal (or psycho- 

on as reJated to the biological. 
14. What f9 the meaning of the word “organismic” in 

15. Explain die difference between evolution and euolu- 

contributions of Lamarck, Darwin, Weis- 
Vries, and Mendel, respectively, to evolu- 

t is meant by the genetic fallacy. 

relation to theories of “emergent” evolution? 

tionism. 

17. What are mutations? 
18. Explain what is meant by the movement of evolution. 
19. Explain orthogenesis, also Bergson’s fountainlike evo- 

20. List the kinds of evidence usually cited to support the 
hitionism . 

ant by the evolution dogma. 
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22, Explain tlie fallacy in the title, “Can Science Produce 

23, Summarize Thompson’s critique of evolutionism. 
24, Explain liow scientists have extended the iiotioii of 

coiitiiiuous progressive change” to practically every 
aspect of tlie cosmos. 

25, Explain what is meant by tlie fallacy of ovey-simplifi- 
cation. 

26. Explain what is iiieaiit when we say that evolutionisin 
has no adequate explanation of tlie transmission of 
variations froin parents to off spriiig. 

27, Does evolutioiiism give us aiiy adequate explanation 
of the life movement itself? Explain your answer. 

28. Explain liow tlie unlimited stretch of time that is 
required by evolutioiiisin is a forin of begging tlze 
question. 

29. How do mutations fit into the general tlieory of evo- 
lution? How are mutations to be accounted for? 

30. Does structural resemblance necessarily prove einer- 
geiice? Explain your answer. 

31. List various facts of tlie world we live in, for which 
evolutionism can give no satisfactory explanation. 

32. What is materialistic evolutionism? Explain wliy 
Christiaiis cannot accept it, and wliy there is no real 
ground for any jiitelligeiit person to accept it. 

33. What is tlie fallacy in the so-called “mechanistic” 
explanation of tlie origin of the cosmos? 

34. Explain what is ineaiit by theistic evolutionisin? 
35, What did Darwin have to say about tlie activity of 

tlie Creator in the origin of tlie biological world? 
36, Suiniiiarize the arguiiieiits that iiiay be offered in sup- 

port of theistic evolutionism, 
37, What is iiieaiit by the stateineiit that tlie Creator may 

have operated tlirougli secondary causes in bringing 
the world into existence? 

Life?” 
!! 

<< 
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38. Summa@ze ; Dr. Strong’s application of evolutionism 

to the “account of the creation of man in Gen. 2:7. 
Do you consider the explanation valid? Explain your 
answer. , 

39. Discuss the likelihood of any correlation between the 
phrase, “the,dust of the ground,” as occurring in Gen. 
2 : 7, and, the 2 theory of evolution. 

40. What, ~bviously, is the full meaning of Genesis 2:7? 
41. Summarize our general conclusions about evolutionism 
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ADDENDA: COSMOLOGICAL THEORIES 
(Theories of the Origin and Organization of the Cosmos) 

EMANATIONISM : Unity is prior to plurality, Creation 
is conceived as a process of the “watering down” of per- 
fection, as, for example, light, in moving away from its 
source and thus becoming diffused, is finally lost in dark- 
ness. Darkness is non-being, and non-being is usually 
identified with gross matter. The most thoroughgoing 
emanation cults were those of the Gnostics and especially 
that of Plotinus, which is known as Neoplatonism. 
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PLOTINUS (A.D. 205-270). 

(The Egyptian Neoplatonist, who derived his sys- 
tem largely from his teacher, Ammonius Saccas. His 
writings were published by Porphyry in six books, 
each consisting of nine sections, hence entitled the 
Enneads. ) Origen and Augustine both were greatly 
influenced by Neoplatonism. The following should 
be read downward: 

The One 

Nous 

Soul 

Body 

The Void 

one: world unity, prior to the possibility 
’ of plurality 
many: “ideas” or “forms” of all possible 

one: world soul, undivided 
many : individual souls, ( 1 ) unconscious, 

(2 )  conscious of ideas 

one: world body, as a whole 
many: particular bodies (1) as wholes, 

existents: ( 1) universals, ( 2 )  particulars 

( 2 ) decomposed 

8 Gross matter: non-being 
. F  

Gnosticism, in its various cults, postulated a series of 
emanations from the Absolute Being or Unity in the forms 
of psychic intermediaries, known as aeons. According to 
this early Christian heresy, Christ Himself was just such 
an emanation or aeon. I t  is interesting to note, in this 
connection, that the Deists of a later age were prone to 
regard the “laws of nature’’ as emanations, hence as having 
a kind of independent existence. 
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PI-IILOSOPI-IICAL HINDUISM 

(or Hindu Mysticism Very old, as set forth in tlie 
Upanishads) 

Again, read downward: 

Brahman (perfect unity) 

Atman (unity that pervades plurality) 

Souls (plurality that is really unity) 

Bodies (plurality that is mistaken for reality) 

Castes (levels of social classes) 

Animals (levels of animal life) 

Plants (levels of plant life) 

- 
L 5 
!3 
5 s 
.* 

Matter (levels of decomposition) 

It will be noted that einanatioiiist systems all tend 
toward pantheisin, the doctrine that identifies God with 
what we coininonly call His Creation. The fallacies of 
pantheisin are clearly pointed out in the following terse 
statements by C. H. Toy, Introdu,ction t o  the History of 
Religions, p. 476 : “Pantheism has never coininended itself 
to tlie masses of inen , . . The demand for a deity with 
whom one may enter into personal relations-the simple 
concept of a God who dwells apart satisfies tlie religious 
instincts of the majority of men. The ethical questions 
arising from pantheisin seem to them perplexing: how 
can man be inorally responsible when it is tlie deity who 
thinks and acts in him? and how can lie have any sense 
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of loyalty to a deity whom he cannot distinguish from 
himself? . . . Man demands a method of worship, and 
pantheism does not permit organized worship.” Moreover, 
pantheism, .by distributing the Divine 
all cosmic existents, inanimate or animate, amoral or moral, 
makes God to be the author of evil as well as of good; to 
this fact the only alternative would be that evil is illusioti, 
and this is the corner in which Absolutists are uniformly 
forced to take refuge. May I remind the student that an 
illusion is necessarily an illusion of something: an illusion 
of nothing or nothingness is inconceivable. 

I PLATO’S COSMOLOGY 
(Plato lived 427-347 B.C. See his “likely story” of the 

Being: The Forms (Ideas): The Form of the Good, 

Creation, in the Timneus.) 

Unity 
Forms of all classes of existents 

The Demiurgos ( Craftsman, Architect) 

The World: World-Soul 

Irrational Souls 
Inanimate Bodies 

Becoming: Rational Souls 

Non-being:. Indeterminate matter 

Plato can hardly be classified as an emanationist: in fact 
it is difficult to put his cosmology in any definite category. 
In the Timneus, he pictures the Creation as having been 
actualized by the Demiurgos (Master Craftsman, Great 
Architect, ) as the World-Soul, according to the archetypal 
Forms, out of what he calls the Receptacle. This last term 
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seems to have been the word he used to designate the 
Void (empty space). It will be recalled that the Greek 
word clzaos denoted, not disorder, but einpty space; hence 
this was the Greek term generally used for non-being 
which was conceived to be what we call “matter.” (Cf. 
Plotinus, above). The Forins, in Plato’s thought, were the 
Principles of classification, e.g., the “mustardness” of a 
mustard seed, the “horseness” of a horse; that is, that which 
specifies the individuals of each particular kind of things. 
Had he put these Forms in the Mind of “The Divine’,- 
The Form of the Good, that is, Unity-his system would 
have to be regarded as theistic; however, there seems to 
be no evidence in his writings that he took this step; he 
apparently gave the Forms an eternally separate existence 
in themselves. Hence, we must conclude that on the whole 
Plato favored a view of the Deity as immanent, and that 
his systein was weighted in the direction of a “higher 
pantheism.’’ This is evident from the fact that the World- 
Soul (as the “Prime Mover”) is presented as spreading 
out throughout the cosmos and as directing its processes 
and changes from within. As a matter of fact, Plato obvi- 
ously belonged to the Greek philosophical tradition (Ar- 
istotelianism alone excepted) in which the Divine Prin- 
ciple (“God”) is conceived pantheistically as That Which 
Is, in striking contrast to the Hebrew voluntarisin in which 
God is revealed as He Who Is ( Exo. 3: 14), in a word, as 
pure personality. 

’ 

ARISTOTLE’S HIERARCHY OF BEING 

God 
(defined as Pure Thought Thinking Itself: cf. John 

4:24) 
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- rational psyche (‘‘soul”) 

( physiochemical processes, cellular processes, sensitivity, 
locomotion, plus reason) 

animal psyche 
( physiochemical processes and cellular processes plus 

sensitivity and locomotion) 

vegetative psyche 
( physiochemical processes, plus the cellular processes ) 

matter-in-motion 
(or in modern terms, the physiochemical processes of 

the inanimate world) 

Aristotle, in his De Anima (“On the Soul”), pictures the 
totality of being as a hierarchy, that is, as organized on 
different levels in an ascending scale of complexity of 
powers, in which each higher order subsumes the powers 
of those below it. Analysis of the nature of “movement” 
(change) convinced Aristotle that in order to account for 
the complex of contingent causes-and-efFects which is the 
cosmos, there must be a First Cause, a First or Prime 
Mover, who is self-existent (sui generis), that is, non- 
contingent and without beginning or end, the only alter- 
native being that somewhere, at some time, nothing must 
have originated the first something-a notion utterly ab- 
surd, of course; or, as someone has put it, the “first mover” 
must himself be unmoved, except from within, and dif- 
ferent from the “first moved.” This Prime Mover, otherwise 
described as Pure Thought Thinking Itself, is Aristotle’s 
God, who is presented as affecting the universe without 
being a part of it. Hence, it will be seen that Aristotle’s 
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God is transcendent, and that his system more nearly 
approximates theism than that of any other Greek philos- 
opher, (Aristotle lived 384-322 B.C., and was a student 
at Plato’s school, the Academy, for some twenty years.) 

Why does our world exist instead of any other kind of 
world? asked the German philosopher, Leibniz (1848- 
1716), Siinply because ( Leibniz concluded) God has 
chosen, not to create any kind of world at random, but to 
create the best of all possible worlds, that is, the best He 
found it possible to create for achieving His ends, the 
actualization of the greatest possible good and the least 
possible evil. (Evil, Leibniz held, is of three kinds, namely, 
physical evil (suffering), moral evil (sin), and metaphys- 
ical evil: this he defined in terms of the necessary imper- 
fection of finite beings.) Therefore, because our world 
is the handiwork of this Perfect Being (The Absolute 
Monad), it must be the actualization of the fulness of 
created being. In such a world (reasoning a priori, of 
course), all possible beings must be actualized, all possible 
levels (grades) filled therein: there must be unbrolcen 
continuity in the form of progwssive gradation of organ- 
isms from the very lowest living being up to the very 
highest, God Himself. Thus arose the doctrine of the Great 
Chain of Being, a doctrine which flourished in early mod- 
ern times, and which, obviously, is largely in accord with 
present-day evolutionism. ( For a thoroughgoing presenta- 
tion of this view, see the excellent book by Arthur 0. 
Lovejoy, Tlze Great Clzain of Being, published by the 
Harvard University Press, 1950. The concept is also clearly 
set forth in the poem by Alexander Pope, “An Essay on 
Man.”) 
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EMERGENTISM 

view that unity is in the process of emerging 
out of plurality. The process is, and probably will always 

ed process. The following tables are to be 

God 

Mind Mind 

Life 
Life 

Mattes 

Society 

Mind 

Life 

Matter Space-Time Matter 

C.“Lloyd Morgan, Samuel Alexander, Roy Wood Sellars, 
in his book, Emer- in his book, Time in his book, EvoZu- 
gent  EvolutJon, and Deity, 1920. tionary Naturnl- 
1923, ism, 1922. 

Emergentism (discussed on preceding pages), though at 
times paying lip service to a “God,” is strictly pantheistic 
in character. In all cases, it rejects the theistic doctrine 
of God’s transcendence. It ignores uniformly the necessity 
of Efficient Causality in all cosmic processes. 
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1 have presented the foregoing concepts (and diagrams) 
for the purpose of demonstrating the futility of all efforts 
to obtain complete knowledge of the origin and organiza- 
tion of the cosmos through unaided hyman reason. The 
ultimate mysteries are inscrutable. These various philo- 
sophical theories surely prove this to be true; that is, they 
prove the inherent incapacity of the human mind to ex- 
plain (as Chesterton has put i t )  how nothing could turn 
into something or how something could turn into some- 
thing else. How refreshing to turn away from the best 
that human wisdom can afford us, and to accept by faith 
the Biblical teaching, on these subjects! (Cf. Job 11:7; 
Isa. 55:6-11; 1 Cor. 1:18-25, 3:18-20; Rom. 11:33-36; Heb. 
11:3), 

The following tables will serve to point up the cor- 
respondences between the empirical ( commonsense) and 
the Biblical accounts of the origin and organization of the 
created world: 

self -consciousness God 
(the person) 

(the brute) (ethereal beings, minister- 

(Pure Spirit: John 4324) 

<‘ 
do4 consciousnesS Angels 

ing spirits”: Heb. 1:14) 
Iif e 

(the cell) Souls 
(Gen. 2:7) 

Bodies 
Matter 

energy-matter 
( non-living ) 

The EMPIRICAL AC- 
COUNT of the Dimensions 
of Being, based on observa- 
tion and experience. 

T h e  B I B L I  C A L  AC- 
COUNT of Being. 

(Read upward) (Read upward) 
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Day 7-rest 

Day 6-man and woman, bara, v. 28; Gen. 2:7 
land animals 

Day %water and air species, 
barn, v. 21 

Day 4-chronology ( measurement 
of time ) 

Day 3-plants, 
lands and seas 

Day 2-atmosphere ( “expanse”) 

Day l-energy, light, matter: 

THE HEBREW COSMOGONY (Gen. 

GOD 

bara, v. 1 

(read upward) 
: 1-2: 

Some hold that God, the Eternal Spirit, created without 
the use of pre-existing materials, inserting new increments 
of power into the Creative Process at successively higher 
levels. Some hold that God put into Prime (First) Matter, 
all potentialities (Forms) later actualized by His Efficient 
Causality. 

N.B.-For the diagrams presented above as illustrative 
of the Emanation and Emergent-Evolution theories of the 
origin and organization of the cosmos, I am indebted to 
Dr. Archie J. Bahm, Professor of Philosophy., University 
of New Mexico. These diagrams appear in his well-known 
book, Philosophy: An Introduction, published by Wiley 
and Sons, 1953. It is by his permission that I reproduce 
them here, and for this privilege I am deeply grate- 
ful.-C.C.C. 
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Dr, A. H. Strong, in his Systematic Theology, suggests 

that the content of the Biblical teaching falls under the 
category of what is philosophically designated Ethical 
Monism. 

It is my conviction, however, that Dr. Bahm, in the 
work cited above, presents a philosophical view which 
approximates rather closely the essence of the Genesis 
Cosmogony. Dr. Balm has named his theory Organicism. 
Should the student wish to pursue the subject further, he 
can do so by familiarizing himself with the argument 
presented in Chapter 20 of Bahm’s book. 

The late Martin Buber, the Jewish theistic existentialist, 
in his book entitled The Eclipse of God develops the thesis 
that whereas philosophy holds fast to an image of God, 
or even to a faith in God, religion holds fast to God Himself. 
This is a true contrast. 

I must confess that I find philosophical theory and ter- 
minology, aside from suggesting clues now and then to 
. the understanding of certain matters of Christian doctrine, 

to have little in common with Biblical revelation as a whole. 
Now may I close this volume with a personal confession, 

namely: I could never substitute for faith in the Biblical 
Heavenly Father who has revealed Himself to us in His 
Son Jesus Christ (Heb. 1: 1-4, 11:6; John 15: l ) ,  any coldly 
intellectual philosophical theory of the origin and nature of 
the Mystery of Being. I recall here the striking forcefulness 
of the questions which Zophar the Naamathite addressed 
to Job in olden times: “Canst thou by searching find out 
God? Canst thou find out the Almighty unto perfection?” 
(Job 11:7). There is but one answer to these questions-an 
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unequivocal negative. Or, as the Apostle Paul puts it: “The 
wisdom of this world is foolishneqs with God” ( 1  Cor. 
3:19). Again: “For seeing that in the wisdom of God the 
world through its wisdom knew not God, it was God’s good 
pleasure through the foolishness of the preaching to save 
them that believe” ( 1 Cor. 1:21). Through the foolishness 

aching of what? The preaching of “Christ cruci- 
fied, unto Jews a stumblingblock, and unto Gentiles fool- 
ishness; but unto them that are called, both Jews and 
Greeks, Christ the power of God and the wisdom of 
(1 Cor. 1:23-24). 
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