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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Cosmology, says Webster, is "that brand of metaphysics 

which treats of the character of the universe as an orderly 

system, or cosmos, especially, that which treats of the 

processes of nature and the relation of its parts, as dis- 

tinguished from ontology which treats of the ultimate nature 

of the real; also a particular theory or body of doctrine 

relating to the natural order." z Again, Cosmology is "the 

general science of the cosmos or universe, in all its parts, 

laws, and operations, so far as these can be *nown by ob- 

servation and scientific inquiry and may be regarded as 

constituting a cosmos." = These definitions, nowevars are 

inadequate for our purpose. They describe cosmology in the 

modern scientific sense of the term. As such it comprises 

all the natural sciences, viz.e, physics, astronomy, chemistry, 

geology, etc. We might, then, describe it more simply as 

the sum total of natural philosophy. But Scripture has little 

to say about an orderly system of the cosmos, of the processes 

of nature, or of the interrelation of its parts. This the 

omnipotent Creator left for man to decipher when he gave 

him the command: “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish 

the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of 

the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living 

  

1. Webster New International Dictionary, 2nd edition. 
2. Funk and lWWagnalls New Standard Dictionary, 1921.  



  

thing that moveth upon the earth."” But Scripture very de- 

finitely does have something to say about the origin of the 

world and of Him that created it and who still rules and 

preserves it. It tells of the omniscient goodness of the 

Creator in forming the various parts of the universe and it 

speaks of the functions and purposes of these parts ‘in their 

role of service to man. For this reason we prefer the wider, 

philosophical definition of the term "Cosmology." "Cosmology 

in this sense, embraces the theories of cosmogony, of cos- 

mology proper, of the systems of nature and the supvernatural, 

and of teleology." ‘ 

In these days of scientific consciousness a study of the 

cosmological teachings of Scripture should be of interest 

and value to the Bible student. For the average man of the 

twentieth century has a new meaXsure by which he computes the 

value of all things, material, philosophical, or spiritual. 

Being taught from early childhood to think largely in the 

terms of science, it is inevitable that the modern man should 

reply to every problem which challenges his interest, "What 

does science say on the subject?" 

Science has solved many of the problems of our daily   lives. It provides us with the modern conveniences of the 

home. It heals us when we are sick. It teaches us to har- 

ness the forces of nature and gives us power. ‘here is hardly 

a phase of our existence which it has not touched in some way 

  

3. Gen. 1:28. 

4. Funk and Wagnals New Standard Dictionary.  
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or other. For these thinzs we are grateful. Sut too often 

this gratitude is carried too far. Our generation has raised 

the fetish of science, to which men bow down and worship with 

4& blind faith. The Judgment of science 1s sought even upon 

the basic premises of our religious philosophy. From the 

ranks of these blind worshippers cf the new god "Science" 

come the most scurrilous attacks upon Christianity and the 

Bible. Worse still, Biblical scholars, self-styled "Higher 

Gritics,” ally themselves with the calumniators and are deter- 

mined to undermine the very foundations of Seripture. 

We often find that Christians, cowed by these attacks, 

apolosetically murmur: "The Bible 1s not a text book of 

selence." Surely, it is net. But "the Bible frequently 

touches on the varicus realms of scientific inquiry. The 

assertion that the Bible in ‘only a book of religion," is 

wrons. The proper statement is that its chief? purpose is re- 

ligious, but since its religion 1s a practical religion, 

4ntended for this world as well as the next, is goes hand in 

hand with historical and scientific gevelopment."> 

Je would therefore hasten to add that we do not in the 

least. disparage true science. Science in the strict sense of 

the term is the collection of facts and their classification. 

whatever goes beyond this is mere speculation. ve need never 

fear the advance anda progress of science. Rather we should 

laud it as the fulfillment of the ¢civine commande to "subdue 

  

5. Leander S. Keyser, A System of Christian Evidence, De 1835.  
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the earth." In this sense, the Christian may and shoujd take 

an interest in science. "Te is proper to reject "Science 

falsely so called, but it is never right to scoff at science 

per se. Does-not true science seek to ‘think God's thoughts 

after Him'? Is not the whole Cosmos God's handiwork? What 

could be more inspiring than to study it with such a thought 

in mind? Wo man ought to be more interested in Science than 

the Christian; for he believes that God made everything, and 

made 4t. good. Science is knowledge validated and clasdfied. 

Can any scholar object to such research?" e 

Further, nature too is God's revelation. From it we 

learn of God's goodness, of His wisdom, and power. Paul re= 

cogniged this fact when he wrote: "For the invisible things 

of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being 

understood by the things that are made, even his eternal 

power and Godhead." 7 me eminent scientist Compton express- 

ed a similar thought when he said that "science is the 

glimpse of God*s purpose in nature, and the very existence 

of the amazing world of the atom and radiation points to a 

purposeful creation, to the idea that there is a God and an 

intelligent purpose back of everything." & 

It 4s impossible, therefore that these two revelations 
should ever be at variance. Both have one Author, the all- 

wise, unchangeable God. It is the peculiar function of 

Golénce to reinforce and substantiate what is revealed in 

Scripture. Lord Bacon expressed this thought in his Novum 

  

6. Keyser, op. cit., pe 182. 
7. Rom. 1:20. 

8. Bernard Jaffe, "Outposts of Science," p. 405.  



  

Organum: "Anyone who properly considers the subject will 

find natural philosophy to be after the Word of God, the . 

surest remedy against superstition and the most approved 

support of faith. She is therefore rightly bestowed upon 

religion as a most faithful attendant, for the one exhibits 

the will and the other the power of God. Nor was He«wrong 

who observed, "Ye do err, not knowing the Scrivtures and the 

power of God, thus writing in one bond the revelation of 

His will and the contemplation of His power." 9 

Agein we repeat, Christians have nothing to fear from 

the advance of science. True, great scientists seldom are 

scoffers. They are too humbled before God's mighty revelation. 

The trend of the leaders of science, generally speaking, is 

taking a swing back again to the Scriptural conceptions of 

nature. But it is the second and third rate scientists, men 

who worship science as their idol instead of being its mas- 

ter, who level the Piercest attacks against Christianity and 

against the Bible. These are the men who instruct our 

Christian youth and sow the seeds of doubt in their minds. 

The young people will come to their pastors and they will be 

asking questions. The pastor must know what Scripture has to 

    
  say about nature. He.must be able to refute error and estabe 

lish the truth. He must "be ready always to give an answer." 10 

For this reason we propose tostudy the "Cosmolcgy of Scripture." 

  

9. Quoted by Le S. Keyser, op. cit. prt 
10. 1 Pet. 5:15... ;



  

Chapter II 

Origin of the World 

A. Mythological Cosmogonies 

Perhaps the first question which comes to the mind of a 

person as he contemplates the world is, "Whence?" ‘The prob- 

lem of origins is the "riddle of the universe." Technically, 

the study of this problem is known as cosmogony. "Cosmogony 

is any theory which professes to account for the way in which 

the world arrived at its present state of organization." 11 

Every nation and civilization has had some theory or account 

of the origin of the world. The most primitive are mythologi- 

cal in nature. Perhaps the most interesting of all the mytho- 

logical cosmogonies is the Babylonian Creation Story. It is 

interesting to us chiefly for two reasons: first, because of 

4ts extreme antiquity it forms the basis for the more garbled 

mythology of later nations; second, because of this very fact 

it is alleged by higher critics tht it is the source of the 

Genssis creation account. Let us examine it briefly. 

In 1872 a young Englishman, George Smith, curator of the 

Assyrian-Babylonian section of the British Museum in London, 

found fragments of a cunetform tablet in the British Museum 

which contained references to the Babylonian story of 

  

11. McWilliams, Cosmology, pe S52.   
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Greation. In 1876 he published his "Cheldean Genesis" which 

transliterated and translated these fragments. These fragnents 

originally came from the library of Ashurbanipal (Zing of Ase 

syria, 568-526 B.¢.) but the originals, of which the fragments 

were copies, certainly date back much earlier than this. 

Sinee then other fragments have been discovered. Apparently 

the whole narrative consisted of seven tablets. The epic has 

been restored almost in its entirety, the only tablet of which 

a lerge portion is st11l wanting is Tablet ¥. 

Briefly, the account runs like this: "In the beginning 

nothing existed except an inert mass of watery vapor, of 

boundless extent, called Apsu. After a long and indefinite 

period, the heaven and the earth were established as separate 

entities. ‘ths gods who had meanwhile arisen, established a 

disposition of things whieh was displeasing to Apsu; who is 

thus personified. He therefore took counsel with & monster 

sheedevil, named Tianat, to overthrow this order, known as 

‘the way of the gods.’ Tiamet was the personification of 

chaos, darkness, and every kind of evil. The gods appointed 

Marduk to be their champion; a god whose sitar was Jupiter, and 

who was represented by the rising sun; and who became the chief 

god of Babylon. He was commanded to go and slay Tiamat. There 

was arming in preparation; with spells, incantations and 

counter=-spells. The Lightning and the Four Winds were brought 

to help. Mardukk, in spite of curses and spells, crushed the 

skull of Tiamat with his club, and split her body into two 

parts. The vault of heaven he made out of the hide of one 

MEMORIAL LIBRARY 
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part, and the underworld out of the hide of the other part. 

He then established three abodes; for Anu, god of the heavens; 

for Bel, god of the earth; and for Ea, god of the underworld."22 

On the basis of this legend 1t 1s claimed that the Bib= 

liecal creation narrative derived its conception of the Creation 

from Babylon and that there is a decided similarity between the 

Piblieal reeord and the Rabylenian legend. These points of 

Similarity, ss emphasized, for example, by Skinner, Barton, and 

others, are the following: 1) The arrangement of sevens in 

beth records: the Babylonian seven tablets, the Hebrew seven 

days. Mut this is an absurd and childish comparison. It is 

merely a coincidence, and it is rather foolish to force a con= 

nection. 2) The Ssbylonlan Tiamat is said to be re-echoed in 

the Hebrew tehom, 13 The Hebrew, however, is entirely free 

from such mythological absurdities. If anything, the personi- 

fication is the corruption of the original. The philological 

arcunent 15 also invalid. To derive tehom from Tiamat is gran- 

matically imposeible, because the former has a masculine, the 

latter 2 feminine, ending. HNorever, it should have no bh, un=- 

less it had been derived from a Babylonian form Tihamat. 

(Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p- 85.) 3) "the two accounts a= 

  

gree that the heavens and the earth were created by the divi-e 

Sion of the primeval ocean, by 2 firmament (fhe Babylonian calls 

it a covering) which held up a part of the waters, sO that the 

earth could be formed beneath. They accordingly agree in the 

conception that there is a super-celestial ocean, 4.92., ‘the 
  

‘he Bible 28-29. 
12. we Bell Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Sciences, PP 28 

13. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, p. 295. 
14. Barton, loc. cit. 
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waters which are above the firmament! (gen. 1,7)."24 aut the 

heavens and the esrth were craated before the firmament. 

4) "The Raby Lonian sories culminates in the praise of Marduk 

by all the gods, the Hebrew in the institution of the Sabbath."15 

Gut this 1s hardly a similarity. The chief alm of the Babylon- 

lan eple ia to justify Marduk"s claim to supremacy among the 

Rabylonian geds. The culminating petnt of the Biblical narra- 

tive is the creation of man. 5) "The two series agree in con- 

necting, the heavens with the fourth esoch of Greation, and the 

Greation of man with the sixth."26 put 1t is an arbitrary 

procedure to draw a parallel between the tablets of the Baby=- 

lonian poom and the creative days of Genesis. Tablets II, III, 

and most of T and I¥ dado not deal with any pert of the creation. 

(Heidel, ov. cite, pe 105.) 

Thus the claims of the Pan-fabylonialists are entirely 

unfounded. In opposition to their claims we assert that there 

are wide and fundamental differences betwoen the two accounts. 

All these allesed similarities fade into insignificance when 

the fundamental and unbridgeable differences that exist between 

the @iblical narretive and the Babylonian cosmogony are seen. 

Of these differences we may,note a few: 1) The Babylonian 

epic is polytheistic. The 3iblical record is intensely 

monotheistic. 2) The Babylonian record is mythological and 

sometimes childish. The inspired record, however, is noble, 

exalted, scientific. 3) The order of creation in the two re- 

cords is different. 4) The Babylonian account omits many 

aspects of the S3iblical creation. The supposedly dependent 

account certainly would not add fundamental features omitted 

  

Barton, op. Cite, Pp. 295. 
ie: Barton, Toc. cit. 
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in the original. 5) The Babylonian record is vague and 

diffuse. The Hebrew is terse, direct, and distinct. 

In spite of the claims of the Pan-Babylonialists and the 

claims of religious evolutionists and of most critical con- 

mentators, we hold that the Blblical record 1s not, and can- 
not be, based on, or derived from the Babylonian epic. tie 

must uphold the testimony of Seriptures to their own truth. 

If we grant the Babylonian basis for Genesis 1, we surrender 

every doctrine of Bibliology;and when inspiration is denied, 

the fundamental articles of the Christian faith are brought 

into doubt and disrepute. Further, by all laws of evidence, 

the noble, monotheistic, exalted, pure, never evolves from 

the debased, polytheistic, brutal, and mythological. If 

there is any connection between the Babylonian creation epic | 

and the first chapter of Genesis, then the cuneiform poen 

must be the demoralized, degenerate, vague, and mythological 

re-echoing of the revealed truth of the Bible. 

In passing, we may take note of cosmogonies of several 

other nations. "According to the Hindu Rig-veda, the uni- 

verse was originally a confused chaotic darkness, which the 

great originator or god first dispelled and then created 

water with its seed of light. Out of this seed he developed 

a golden egg, in which Brahwa sat a year in meditation; and 

ul7 
breaking it, he made heaven and earth out of its two halves. 

A Phoenician account of the origin of the world predicates   
  

17. Gruber, L. Franklin, Creation Ex Wihilo, p. 15. 
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the pre-existence of a dark, slimy chaos and tells of a 

weird sequence of events. Among the early inhabitants of the 

Nile Valley the belief was entertained that the germs of 

all things slept for ages within the dark flood which is 

personified as llu ve Nun. ‘There are various, divergent ac- 

counts as to how these germs were drayvm forth and formed. 

We may note, further, the legends of North American Indians, 

the Mexicans, the Peruvians, and the Polynesians. 18 almost 

every nation of antiquity and also the primétive tribes of 

today have some sort of a mythological cosmogony. 

All these legends are highly Polytheistic. Scholars, 

however, maintain that in their earliest forms they show 

traces of a primative monotheism. ‘Thus "the history and 

literature of India show us in the earliest period a close 

approxination to Monotheism; and this is followed by Pantheisn, 

and then by Polytheism. The Ghinese race invariably character- 

izes the earliest period of their history as pre-eminent above 

all others for its theoretical and practical religion. ‘The 

ancient classics of China, like those of India, point out a 

Monotheistic period antecedent to Pantheism and Polytheism.ec. 

Some elso assert that the earlicst Vedic hymns were Monotheistic 

in their expressions." 19 "the Egyptians were perhaps the 

most idolatrous nation of antiquity; yet the Egyptian papyri, 

_published by the Trustees of the British Museum. (in 19235), . 

  

18. Cf. Catholic Encyclopedia, sub. "Cosmogony."” 
19. The Biblical Recorder, July 1, 1950; Sydney, Auste, 

quoted by We Bell Dawson, "The Bible Confirmed by Science,” p.19f. 
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show that there existed very distinotly an early or occasion= 

al Monotheism in Egypt." 20 

Thus we maintain that these primitive cosmogonies, with 

their highly polytheistic and mythological nature, are cor= 

ruptions of an carlier monotheistic accomt. They are, s0 

to speak, a vague racial memory of the primeval creation, 

handed down by word of mouth through milleniums, highly 

colored and distorted by the imaginative vagaries of primitive 

peoples, until finally, they became the distorted, mutilated 

accounts which we have today. We hold, then, that instead of 

discrediting Scripture, they establish the veracity of the 

Biblical creation account. 

B. Philosophical. 

After these crude mythological attempts to explain the 

origin of the world, followed many philosophical systems. 

But all these philosophical systems must necessarily fail, 

for in dealing with the problem. of origins, the mind, unaided 

by Revelation, is out of its sphere. "When the mind in its 

conditioned nature attempts with certainty to solve the 

problem of the primal origination of the existing universe, _ 

then it attempts what does not belong to its proper sphere, 

and what therefore lies beyond the range of its every func- 

tion. All its data for reasoning are limited to what already 

exists, however it came tc be. Here, then, the cons lusions 

of unenlightened reason cannot be trusted. It is, therefore, 

absurd for the human mind to stand in judgment on the problem - 

  

20. Avery H. Forbes: The Bible League Q marterly, July=- 
Sept., 1920 -- Dawson, loc. cit.  
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of creation." 71 mat this is the case, we shall see from 

the erronéous philosophies which follow, all of ther antagon- 

istic to the Scriptural idea cf creation. 

Foremost of these philcsophies is Atheism. Perhaps it 

is wrong to call it a philosophy, for it is merely a negative 

quantity. It simply denies the existence of God. It is 

antagonistic to the creation account in Genesis, for there it 

is definitely stated that there is a God, and that God made 

the earth. Atheism willfully closes its eyes to the testi- 

mony of God in nature; it shuts its ears against the inner 

voice of the natural knowledge of God. We leave it with the 

judgment of Scripture: "The fool hath said in his heart, 

Thore is no God. They are corrupt, they have done abominable 

works, there is none that doeth good." ee 

Next, and closely allied with atheism, is materialism. 

"Atheism 1s the negative pole, Materialism the positive. 

Atheism simply denies God's existence and makes no further 

assertions: Materialism also denies the divine existence and, 

in addition, asserts positively that material substance is 

the only substance that exists; it rejects all ideas of 

spiritual or psychical entities." 25 

Materialism is hardly a modern innovation, though it 

is widely prevalent today. It originated with the atomic 

theory of Democritus. Later it was taken up by the Epi- 

  

21. Gruber, op. cit., p. 21. 
22. Ps. 14,1. . 
25. Keyser, Ope cite, pe 198.  
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cureans in their philosophy. In their system it took the 

following form: "me original constituents of the universe, 

of which no account could be given, were atoms, the void, 

and motion. By a fixed law or fate, the atoms mage through 

the void, so as to form the world as we know it. The same 

uniform necessity maintains and determines the abiding condi= 

tion of all that exists. Epicurus modified this system so 

far as to admit an initial freedom to the atoms, which en- 

abled them to divert slightly from their uniform straight 

course as they fell like rain through space, and so to ime 

pinge, combine and set up rotary motions by which the worlds, 

and all that is in them, came into being. He did not follow 

the idea of freedom in Nature and man beyond the exigencies 

of his theory, and the thoroughly materialistic nature of 

his. universe precluded him from deducing a moral realn.” 24 

From the time of Democritus, HMaterlalism has come down 

te our present day, and persists in a form only slightly 

altered. Since the advent of the modern scientific age, it 

has received renewed impetus, though in more recent years 

science itself has discredited it. Waterialism comes into 

conflict with Genesis in that it states that matter is eternal 

and infinite; at is the ultimate in nature. Matter was 

neither created, nor can it be destroyed. But Scripture de- 

Clares that matter as well as form takes its origin from God. 

In opposition to such vagaries of the human mind it grandly 

  

24, Ballace, Epicureanism, by International Standard Bible 
Dictionary, De oe, Pe 209.  
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states: "In the beginning God created the heaven and the 

earth." And, again, "Through faith we understand that the 

worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which 

are seen were not made from things which do appear." 24 

Not only is Materialism intrinsically antagonistic to 

the Biblical account of creation, but science itself has 

deserted it. Recent researches in atomic physics have come 

pletely discredited it, and today it is a waning philosophy. 

A modern scientific philosopher has consigned it to its grave 

with the epitaph: "It is not at all clear just what the 

positive outlines of the new philosophy of nature will be, 

but of one thing we can be certain: another fossil of human 

intellectual evolution, the naive materialism which modern 

physical science inherited from classical atomism, will soon 

take ‘its place in the cultural museum of deceased scientific 

doctrines." 76 

Pantheism (pan + theos) teaches that all is God, and 

God is all and in all. It emphasizes the immanence of God 

to the excision of His transcendence over the world. Thus 

the creature is identified with the Creator. It was held by 

the Stoics in ancient times and is still widely prevalent to- 

day. The Stoics believed that "what the soul is to the body, 

God is to the world. He is the great world-soul, the 

movement of matter, the fire which warms and animates it, 

  

25. Gen. 1, 1; Heb. 11, 5S. 
26. Rusir, Philosophy and the Concepts of Modern Science, 

Pe 67.
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the Logos or reason, of which our reason is a part. Since all 

the seeds of life and development are present within the Logos 

it is called the "spermatic Logos'....When viewed thus, God 

is the absolute mechanical necessity, the destiny, the fate 

which determines everything." 27 : 

In epposition to Pantheism Scripture affirms the dis- 

tinction of God from His world, His transcendence over it as 

well as His immanence in it, His free action in creation. 

Genesis 1,1 clearly implies that God is previous and im- 

measurably superior to the world, and plainly shows that the 

created objects, therefore, cannot be God. It states con- 

clusively that there is "One God and Father of all, who is 

above all, and through all, and in you all." 7% 

' Dualism 4s the error that proclaims the parallel existence 

of the principles of good and evil. It was held by both 

Gnostics and Stoics. "Gnosticism derived its dualism from 

the Syrian systems which had been shaped under Parsee in- 

fluences. Persian dualism was physical and consisted of two 

antogonistic principles - light and darkness. In Gnosticism 

this physical dualism of light and darkness became a meta- 

physical dualism of spirit and matter. Here the word of 

matter (Hyle), which is under the governance of the evil 

principle, 4s from all eternity in in violent opposition to the 

world of spirit (7rigwwerr) which 18 ruled by the good Goa 

  

27. Neve, History of Christian Thought, p. 25. 
cant oa
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In the conflict some of the spiritual elements became ime 

prisoned in the world of mtter. such was the beginning of 
the world and man, and likewise of sin and misery." 29 

Dualism comes in conflict with Genesis because verse 1 

implies that in the beginning there was only God and, by 

deduction, that God being good, He could procure only good. 

There is no room for an evil principle whether you call it 

darkness or matter. Almost as if in direct answer to ‘such 

vagaries, Goa proclaims: ny form the light, and create dark- 

ness: I make peace and Srente evil: I the Lord do all these 

things." °° mus in opposition to Dualism we must maintain 

with Paul that to us there is but one God, the Father, of 

whom are all things and we in him." 51 

The Hellenic systems of Gnosticism (Basilides and Valen- 

tinus of Alexandria) followed Plato in his Emana tional Teo Ory. 

mis theory which was held especially by the Alexandrians 

and was extensively, developed by them, served to explain how 

the world and man came into existence. The system of Valen- 

tinus in partioular had a highly fantastic and speculative 

process of cosmogony and theogony. From the hidden God there 

emanated a long series of divine essences (#€o"S ) whose in- 

herent divine power diminished inversely with the distance of 

removal from the original divine source. This process of 

depotentialization continued until a point was reached where 

the spiritual element came into contact with matter and was 

  

29. Neve ‘ cit., pe 54. 
30. Is. z0By ott 3 
Sl. 1 Gr 8,6.  



P
e
s
a
n
 

he
 
  

tmprisoned an a material body. Tne man and the world were 
created." 52 

The Emanational imeory denies that creation was a free, 

determined act of God. It makes of the creation an over- 

flowing of the fulness of Divine life in "aeons," and it 

makes of a personal God an abstraction, a@ vague "absolute, ® 

who is too far removed from the world either to have created 

it or to govern and preserve it. The Genesis account, however, 

asserts that God was actively engaged in creation without the 

use of intermediary "aeons." The rest of Scripture maintains 

that He is intensely interested in and personally rules and 

preserves the world. Calov in this connection remarks: "Crea- 

tion does not consist in emanation from the essence of God, 

nor in generation, nor in motion, or natural change, ...but 

an outward action, by which through infinite power things are 

produced om nothing." 5S 

A more recent philosophy, at least an its formal caevalooe 

ment,is Pessimism. "Pessimism is the ‘doctrine ‘that the world 

isa misfortune or -a lapse, and, therefore, an economy of 

evil .and sorrow." =f It could be no more ably illustrated 5 

than in the. words of its outstanding exponent, Sohopenhavy: 

"Well for those who have no conscious existence. ‘The 1ife 

of the animal is more to be envied than ‘that of man; the life 

of the plant is better than that of the fish in the water, 
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or even of the oyster on the rock. ‘“on-being 15 better than 

being, and unconsciousness is the blessedness of what does 

exist. The best would be if all existence were annihilated."25 

This was hardly God's verdict. When He had finished His 

work of creation, He, So to speak, stood back and viewed His 

handiwork, and He pronounced it “very good." Further, 

Seripture tells us that among God's children there is moral 

good, and joy and happiness in the world, for "He loveth 

righteousness and Judgment: the earth is full of the good- 

ness of the Lord." Pessimism exaggerates the evil and over-= 

looks the good in the world. 

Yost important of all the philosophic systems which are 

diametrically opposed to the Cenesis creation account is 

evolution. This is the system which is prevalent today. It 

masquerades under the guise of science, which makes it all the 

more insidious in this selence-conscious age. It is being 

taucht in many of our public schools to our Christian youth, 

instilling doubt into thoir minds and undermining their faith 

and morals. For this reason we shall consider it at greater 

length. 

We have classified evolution 2s a philosophy purposely. 

For evolution is "a philosophy, not a science; a system of 

speculation, not verified knowledge. "3° As we stated before, 

science is the collection of facts and thelr classification. 

Anything which deviates from this is speculation. Thus 
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science by its very nature is unable to reach the protiem of 

origins. "The more thoughtful scientists see this need of 

some initial basis and they do not therefore attempt to 

account for the origin of space cr time, matter or force, 

light or other radiation... The origin of life is equally 

unaccounted for; and Darwin took 14fe for granted in his 

theories, without seeking to explain how it vegan. ‘The posi- 

tion of science in this matter was made clear by Sir William 

Dawson, when he was questioned as to man's origin; 'I know 

nothing about the origin of man except what I an told in 

Seripture -=- that God created him. I do not lmow anything 

more then that, and I do not know anybody who does. I would 

say with Lord Kelvin that there is nothing in science that 

reaches the origin of anything at all.'" wt 

Evolution, briefly defined, is "that theory which lds 

that all things have been brought to their present status 

by a series of progressive changes according to certain fixed 

laws, and by means of resident forces." 58 This, however, 

4s a general definition of evolution. In this treatise we 

are particularly interested in that branch of evolution 

kmown as cosmic evolution. Cosmic evolution concerns itself 

with the formation of the solar system and the heavenly bodies. 

We shall consider two of these theories in particular, the 

Nebular Hypothesis and the Tidal Theory. 

The Nebular Hypothesis was already advanced by Kant in 

  

37..We Bell Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Science, pe 146 
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in 1755, but especially later by LaPlace, whose name is 

usually associated with it. According to this theory the 

origin of the planetary system of the universe, in which our 

earth is viewed as an incidental part, is traced to a vast 

primeval nebula which filled all the space at predent em- 

bodied by the planets. "This gas was supposed to be rotating. 

Such a mass of gas would contract under the mutual gravitae 

tlon of its particles, and, when the attraction hed gone a 

certain way, an outer ring of gas would be separated from the 

main body. Further contraction would separate off a sacond 

ring, and then @ third ring, and so on. The theory then sup- 

poses thst each of these rings condensed into a comcace mass. 

Each of these masses became a planet. The central mass which 

was left after all the rings nad been thrown off condensed 

to form the sun."39 

The Nebular Hypothesis, in the first place, is in ob- 

vious opposition to the Biblical account. I, Genesis the 

creation is a free, determined act of God; in the Nebular 

Hypothesis it is the accidental result of physical and chemi- 

cal action. Turther, the hypothesis assumes the pre-existence 

of matter; Genesis denies it. Finally the Bible places the 

origin of the solar system as subsequent to the creation of 

the world proper; the Nebular Hypothesis reverses this process. 

In the second place, true science is opposed to the 

theories involved in the Nebular Hypothesis. The satellites 
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22 

of the various planets sometimes move in directions opposite 

to that suggested by the hypothesis. The discovery of this 

fact has been the chief factor in discrediting the theory. 

The argument, explained by Sir Robert Ball, runs as follows: 

"The solar system consists of some thousands of different 

bodies; these bodies move in orbits of most varied degree of 

eccentricity; they have no common direction; their planes 

are situated in all conceivable positions save only that 

each of these planes must pass through the sun. Stated in 

this way, the present condition of the solar system is surely 

no argument for the nebular theory. It might rather be said 

that it is inconceivable on the nebular theory how a system 

of this form could be constructed at all. Nine-tenths of the 

bodies in the solar system do not exhibit movements which 

would suggest that they were produced from a nebula. "29 

Turning from the discredited Nebular Hypothesis to the 

favorite modern theory for the origin of the world, we have 

the so-called Tidal Hypothesis. In the words of one of its 

. advocates we are told: "This theory attributes the formation 

of the solar system to an accident. We are to suppose that, 

gome thousands of millions of years ago, a wandering star 

passed close by the sun. The effect of such a close approach 

would be to raise enormous tides on the sun. Indeed, if the 

approach were close enough, a huge filament of matter would 
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be torn from the sun. This filament, it can be calculated, 

would be cigar-shaped structure. At various points along it, 

condensations would occur, these condensations being most 

massive where the cigar was thickest, that is, about the 

middle. Gradually these condensations would form more 

distinct masses, and the cigar-shaped filament would be re- 

placed by a number of separate bodies. ‘Thus the planets 

would be born." 40 

This theory, however, is open to all the Scriptural ob- 

jections raised before against the Nebular Hypothesis. It 

attributes the origin of the solar system to a fortuitous © 

concurrence of circumstance, thus denying the Biblical creation 

by a personal God. It places the origin of the: solar systen 

before that of the earth, while the Scriptural account asserts 

that the earth was first formed, then the heavenly bodies. 

It assumes the pre-existence of matter, while Scripture teaches 

a creation ex nihilo. Furthermore, it is contrddicted by some 

of the facts involved. The planet lita s, for instance, 

though farther removed from the sun than the earth, is smaller. 

According to the theory, since it is more toward the center 

of the cigar-shaped filament, it should be larger. 

There have’ been other evolutionistic cosmogonies, and 

all of them are largely open to the same Scriptural objections. 

All of them try to explain the origin of the world without 

  a 
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the agency of God. aay rule out a divine providence which 

planned and antendea the world and all that is in it for the 

service of man and to the glory of Goa. They deny God's in- 

mediate rule and preservation of the world. . In place of .. 

God evolution substitutes the physical and chemical laws and 

forces said to be resident in matter = too near-sighted to 

see that where there is law, there must also be a Lawgiver. 

Further, it 1s impossible to compromise with it in a theistic 

form of evolution. Evolution asks no quarter and gives none. 

Such attempts are disavowed by consistent evolutionists ,for 

it is contrary to.the whole end and aim of their materialistic 

philosophy. Nor can Christians consistently accept such a 

compromise, for it rules out an active, complete creation 

ex nihilo. 

Not only is exolation contrary to the Genesis account of 

creation, but it denies other fundamental articles of faith. 

Evolution stems from materialism, which denies all spiritual 

reality. Proceeding from a denial of God, it denies the 

reality of sin, which is the transgression of the will of 

God.» It 1s antagonistic to the. personal union: of God and 

man in Christ Jesus, and to His vicarious atone ment. It 

follows, too, that it denies the existence of the human — 

soul, the freedom of the will, and human "personality." 

Finally, it is opposed to the resurrection from the dead and 

the life hereafter. Thus ee a fundamental doctrine of 
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the Christian religion 1s unaffected. This antagonism is 

admitted, yes, even extolled by the exponents of evolution. 

Professor Ernst Haeckel of Germany averred that “dod, 

freedom and immortality" are “the three great buttresses of 

superstition" which 1% 1s the business of science to destroy.41 

And Dr. Huxley makes the statement: "The doctrine of evolu- 

tion is directly antagonistic to that of creation. Evolu— 

tion, if consistently accepted makes it impossible to believe 

the Bible."42 
Fortunately, evolution, like the materialistic philosophy 

out of which it grew, 1s declining. No longer can it clain 

the unconditional support of science. The same scientific 

. trends which led to-the downfall of materialism, must eventu- 

ally spell the doom of evolution. But it is certainly not 

yet dead. It is still being taught in many of our schools, 

‘not as a theory, but as scientific fact. Christians must 

be on their guard. against it and hope for the day when it 

too will be relegated to the museum of deceased fossils of 

the human intellect together with such out-moded theories 

like the spontaneous generation of insects. 

Cc. The Biblical Creation 

In contrast with these conflicting, and often foolish 

and irrational, theories, the Biblical doctrine of the origin 
  

é | bp. alte, pe 206. 2 feriers ae ai 2 Bible soatimes br Sciences p- 59 

 



    

of the world stands alone and unique. It 4s free of mytho= 

logical tendencies with their personification and deification 

of natural objects. It is free, moreover, of all rationalistic 

attempts to explain the origin of the world, which in reality 

explain the ultimate origin of nothing at all. All rational- 

istic attempts must fail, for the human mind cannot fathom, . 

cannot even imagine other than that it has already experienced. 

But here, in the noble, exalted measures of the Cheation - 

Hymm we have God's own account. In simple, measured lines, 

without embellishment, we are told the astounding story of 

the events which lead to the formation of ordered cosmos as 

we know it. All who read it are impressed by the grandeur 

of its comsption and by the simplicity of the narrative. 

Even the critic Skinner must admit: “It is. a bold thing to 

Gesiderate a treatment more worthy of the theme, or more = 

impressive in effect, than we find in the severely chiselled 

cutlines and stately cadences of the first chapter of Genesis." 

Though there are few who fail to admire the form .of 

the creation narrative, many deny its veracity. The gosmogony 

given in Genesis has been the favorite object of attack on the 

part of infidels. Many laugh at it as childish and un- 

scientific. Perhaps eae word has been examined to see ~ 

whe ther there 4s not some point at which this Dares ne can 

be ut out of accerd with the speculations of delehnes ‘me ! 

persistence with which infidels attack the Biblical account, 
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and the bitterness which they sometimes display, would elmost. 

indicate that they do not want to believe in a (od. whd created — 
the universe, who made man in His own image, placed him in 

the midst of a favorable environment, and cared for him 

before and after his disobedience. We have often wondered 

why unbelievers do not prefer to regard the Biblical record 

as true anther than false. ne 

The antagonism of infidels, however, is understandable... 

Hore shocking is the verdict of. High Critics. Many Christians, 

who otherwise accept the Bible as the inspired Word of God, 

regard the first chapter of Genesis as a myth or a legend 

which must be interpreted allegorically. Dr. Driver comments: 

"It has been shown that while the progress of scientific ~ 

discovery in modern times has left the theological ‘value of 

its sublimély-concefived narrative unimpaired, it has made it 

evident that it possesses no claim to contain a scientific 

ascount of the origin of the world....For our knowledge of 

the stagess..by which the existing fabric of the universe 

has ben marvelously built up, we must go to the mathematical 

and physical sciences, not to the Bible." ot Another com- 

mentator writes: , "If anyone is in search of accurate infor- 

mation regarding the age of this carth, or its relation to 

the sun, moon, and stars, or regarding the order an which 

the planets and animals have appeared upon it, he is referred 
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to recent text-books’ in astronomy, geology, and palacontology. 

Wo one fora moment dreams of: referring a serious student of 

these subjects to the Bible as a source of information. It 

is not the object of the writers of Scripture to impart 

: physical’ instruction or to enlarge the bounds of sotentit ss 

mowledge." 45 . 

& literal interpretation of the creation narrative is 

thus branded as “unscientific.” Our contention, however, is 

that 1t is positively unscientific to make science a judge, ‘ 

an interpreter of Scripture. Science prides itself on its 

strict adherence to the inductive method. Due to the very 

neiure of the case, however, there are no data available; no con- 

clusions can be drawn. As one of our dogmaticians writes: 

"Since the Mosaic creation record is the only authentic re- 

port which we have of the miracle of creation (no man was 

present at the creation, and no one can show fron ‘the now 

existing world how it sprang into existence), we must regerd 

every attempt to correct or supplement the record of Genesis 

as unscientific pretense." 46 

Wé ‘have seen before that neither science nor philosophy — 

can adequately answer the problem of origins. For an answer 

to the problem we must look to the revealed aoocet in Genesis. 

It forms the sole source’ of our information on this subject. 

Many scholars try to explain the account away by an ‘allegorical 
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interpretation, but Scripture gives no warrant for such a oc 

: procedure. We must. accept it literally as a true, historical 

account of the events which actually took place, though , 

written in a simple, non-téchnical language which could be 

understood by all peoples of. every culture and age. 

Creation may be defined as “that free act of the Triune 

God by which in the beginning, for His own glory, He made, 

without the use of preexisting materials, the whole visible. 

e 47 mis doctrine is epitomized and 

crystalized in the first verse of Genesis: "In the beginning 

and invisible universe. 

God created the heavens and the earth.” From this statement 

we learn three great truths: " 1) That the universe 1s.not 

eternal. It began to be. 2) It was not formed: out of: any: 

preexistence or substance; but. was created ex nihilo. - 

5) That creation was not necessary. It was free to God to 

create or not to create, to create the universe as it is, 

or any other order and system cf things, according to the 

good pleasure of his will." 48 Let us examine these three 

fundamental principles briefly. 

The first principle is that the world, or creation, is 

not eternal. Verse 1 explicitly states: "In. the beginning . 

God created." There definitely was a beginning of the existing. 

fabric of the universe and of matter in general. This is 

further 4uplied in the verb: "to create,": which means the 
  

47. Strong quoted by Mueller, J. T., op. cit., p. 185. 
48. Hadge, Charles, Systematic Theology, vol. 1, p. 555.



  

calling into existence of something cnt cf nothing. ‘Thus 

there could be no preexistent matter, and the world cannot be 

eternal. This is in direct opposition to materialism which 

“holds that matter is eternal. The idea of an eternal creation, 

however, has also been held by Christian theologians. Origen, 

for example, although he referred the existence of the 

universe to the will of God, still held that it was eternal. 

We speak of the divine decrees as free and yet from everlasting. 

So Origen held that this was not the first world God made; that 

there never was a first and never will be a last. This 

idea was also held by Scotus Erigena and the schoolmen who 

folbved him, and finally also by modern theologians influenced 

by Monistic philosophy. Such a philosophy, however, is even 

out of harmony with human reason, for "it is evident that 

physical nature, as a finite and non-absolute entity, cannot 

be self-existent and can therefore not have eternally existed. "49- 

Vie must reject all such philosophic vagaries and hold to the 

ciear word of Scripture. The common doctrine of thse Church 

has always been, in accordance with the simple teaching of - 

the Bible, that the world began to be. 

The second principle is that this creation was truly 

a creation ex nihilo. It was not formed out of preexistent, 

eternal matter as we just saw. Nor was it formed out of the 

substance of God (Emanationism)." The idea...that God fashioned 

the world out of his own substance, has found advocates, more 
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or less numerous in every age of the church." 50 Many 

‘theistic and even evangelical writers have promulgated this 

. philosophy. Sir William Hamilton, for instance, writes: 

’ “We are unable, on the one hand, to comsive nothing becoming 

something; or, on the other, something becoming nothing. 

When God is said to create out of nothing, we construe this 

thought by supposing that He evolves existence out of Himself; 

n OL This, 

however, is contrary to the plain and simple words of the 

we view the Creator as the cause of the universe. 

text: "The narrative makes it clear that the creature {is 

essentially different and distinct from the Creator, and thatec. 

it is therefore not simply an emanation from His own being. 

Each separate event chronicled .is represented as having 

had its supernatural origin external to the Creator, from His 

omific fiat." 52 "mis doctrine the fathers, and the chureh 

generally, strenuously resisted as inconsistent with the © 

nature of: God. It supposes that the substance of God admits 

of partition or division; that the attributes of God can be 

separated from his substance; or that the divine substance 

can become degraded and polluted.” 5S 

The third fundamental principle of creation is that it 

was a free act of God. One of our dogmaticians has ably ex. 

pressed it: "Creation is a free divine action, because God 
  

50. Hodge, Charles, op. cite, pe 554. 
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framed the universe, not induced thereto by necessity, as 

though He needed the services of creatures, ...but freely, as 

He was able to create or not, to create and to frame sooner 

or later, in this or another matter." 54 mis doctrine was. 

denied alraady, as we say, by the ancient Gnostics in their 

Emanational Theory. They find their counterpart in modern 

theologians like Cousin, who writes: "He cannot but produce; 

so that creation ceases to be unintelligible; and God is no 

more without a world than a world without God.” ee Others, 

again, assert that a moral necessity prompted God to create 

the world: "God, is is said, is love; but it is the nature 

of love to long to communicate itself. Therefore God's 

nature impas Him to call into existence creatures in whom 

and over whom He can rejoice." 56 Against such teaching we 

must maintain with Scripture that God is self-sufficient. He 

needs nothing out of Himself for his own well-being or 

happiness. He.is in every roupeat independent of his creatures; 

and the creation of the wuniversé was the act of the free will 

of that God of whom the Apostle says, “or Him, and Se 

Him, and to Him are all things." °7 

A brief word will be in place about the order of creation. 

: Generally speaking, we adhere to a creation ex nihilo. However, 

this is true’ only of the primary act of creation. God aid 
  

54, Holas; Doct. Theol. p.- 164 = > Mueller, JoTo, op. eit., pe179. 

55. Hodge, Charles, op BB cite; Ps 555. 
56. Hodge, C. loc. 
57. Rome il, 36. cr. Ps. SS 293 Heb. 11,5; Rev. 4,11.
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not create all things at once, but gredually, observing an 

., admirable order. We must therefore. differentiate between 

mediate and immediate creation. "The Hosaic account re- 

presents the present order of things as the result, not 

simply of original creation, but also of subsequent arrange- 

ment and development. A fashioning of ahorgante materials 

is described, and also a use of these materials in providing 

the conditions of organized existence." 5© in general the 

work of creation comprises three steps: a) the creation of 

the material (Weltstoff) of the universe. This is the 

primary creation ex nihilo as indicated in verse 1; b) the 

separation of the elemental matter during the first three 

days; oc) the furnishing and completion of the world in 

three more days. 

There has been much arguuent as to the length of the 

Seaation day. It has frequently been interpreted as representing 

epochs rather than solar days. These attempts, however, are 

' 4n the intrest of harmonizing the account with the evolution= 

istic geological ages. We maintain that these were ordinary 

solar days. It is a fundamental rule of herméneutics that 

we must interpret literally unless the context shows that’ the 

term is to be interpreted figuratively. There is no warrant 

for that here. Even the oritic Skinner remarks: "The inter- 

pretation of yom as aeon, a favorite resource of harmonists 
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of science and revelation, is opposed to the plain sense of 

the passage and has no warrent in the Hebrew usage." 59 

Further, it is definitely stated that the creative day was 

made up of morning and evening. This description hardly 

applies to geological epochs. Finally, in Ex. 20,11, where fp 

the Sabhath is instituted, it 1s stated that because God 

rested on the seventh day, He threfore blessed and hallowed 

the Sabbath day. Now if God rested for a seventh era, he | 

would have instituted not a Sabbath day, but a Sabbath 

era. The clear statement of Scripture precludes any other 

interpretation than that these were simple solar days. 

Finally, we note that creation was: effected by the Word. 

Throughout the creation account we note the recurring phrase, 

"And God sain, ‘Let there be... and it was so.'" There 

are several truths implicit in this statement. It implies 

conscious thought, will, and deliberate purpose in the mind 

of the Creator. Thought and will, again, imply personality. 

This truth is directly antagonistic to all pantheistic schemes 

which deny the personality of the Creator. It is contray,. 

moreover, to all theories which deny His free will in 

creations Driver in this connection remarks: "In ‘the fact 

that God creates by a word, there are several important 

£ruths implicit. It is an indication not only of the ease 

with which He accomplished His work, of His. omnipotence, but 

59. Leupold, Sp. cit., pe 57. 
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Things do not emanate from him unconsclously, nor are they 

produced by a mere act of thought, as in some pantheistic 

systems, but by an act of the will, of which the concrete 

word is the cutward expression. Each stage in His creative 

work is the realization of a deliberately formed purpose, 

the "Word" being the mediating principle of creation, the 

means or agency through which His will takes effect." 60 

In the New Testament the mediating principle of the Word 

is further developed when it is personified in the Logos. 

John, in opening his Gospel, parellels it closely to the 

first verse of Genesis: "In the beginning was the Word, and 

the Word was: with God, and the iiord was God, the same was in: 

the beginning with God." Thus soaring up into the heavens : 

as if on the wings of an eagle, he reaches the highest limits 

of human conception as he promulgates one of the profoundest 

mysteries of the Christian faith..."and the Word was God" § 

As the word of:-man reveals and makes manifest his thoughts, - 

so the Logos reveals and makes manifest the Father, He is 

the mediating agency by which creation was effected. "All 

things wre made by him, and without him was not anything made 

that was made." S In the creation the Word manifested the 

power of God as "he framed the worlds by the breath of his 

mouth." In the New Testament, when the Logos becomes incar- 

nate in the person of Christ, He reveals the aiicoonsuntny 

love of God. ~ 
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Ths Spirit too was'active in the creation. It is said 

of him in the creation account that He "moved upon the face 

of the waters." 52 Aiso other passages of Scripture clearly 

attribute the work of oreation-to Him. © ‘mus we find the 

three persons of the Godhead active in creation. This is 

implied in the expression "Let us make," indicating a plural- 

ity of persons. We find a hint of it also in the term 

i 
"Elohim," God, which gramaatically is plural, yet is syn- ake mo. 

tactically everywhere treated as a singular. Thus the three 

Persons of the Trinity, united in one divine essence are 

active in creation, 

This is the Scriptural doctrine of creation which critics 

and infidels have attacked, ridiculed, and decried as “un- 

scientific." But, as we have indicated, reason and science 

cannot sit in judgment on such a transcendental subject. 

That 1t is not imcompatible with reason and science is seen 

from the following statement of one of the foremost scientific 

philsophers of our age: "All this makes it clear that the’ 

present matter of the universe cannnot have existed forever.ce 

Our next step back in time leads us to contemplate a definite 

event, or series of events, or continuous process, of creation 

of matter at some time not infinitely remote. In some way 

matter which had not previously existed, came, or was brought, 

into being,” 64 me Scriptural doctrine of ereation remains, 

unshaien, alone and unique, attesting the truth of God’s Word. - 
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62. Gene 1,20. cs se ee ; 
63. Cf. Job 56,4; Job 26,15; Ps. 104,50.- - we a 
64. Jeans, James, The verse Sround Us, pe 554. 
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III. The Yorld or Universe aa 

-Turning from the cosmogony of Seripture, let us see 

what Scripture has to say about the world as it oxistat 

Here we enter the field of cosmology in its proper sense 

as the term is used in the noiern physical sciences. As we 

stated before, Soripture does not teach a definite cosmo- 

logical system, though many would assert that it does. 

However, it does mention certain of the physical features 

of the world, and it alluies to their purpose and use. 

First, let us see what Scripture has to say about the world 

in its wider sénse of the universe. 

The Hebrews had no word for “world” in its wider sense. 

The nearest approach to such a phrase is the expression 

"the heavens and the earth." 65 By this term is included 

the whole universe as God created it, but no attempt is 

aade to desoribe it in the modern physical sense of the word. 

In the New Testament we find that the yocabulary for this 

concept is somewhat richer. One term frequently used is the 

wordaiwr. In its proper sense it denotes age or tie. 

"py metonymy of the container for the contained, °¢ «ives 

denotes ‘the worlds, she universe, 1.¢., the aggregate of things.. 

contained in time.” ° 

   
  

  

4 ont Pace at 5,5.   65, Gen, 1,1; 2,13 14, 19-22. 
< thayer’p. 19: Cf. Heb. 1,2; 12,35 I ims 14173  
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Most generally the Greek word used is é. sees, 1.e., the 

"ordered world." The first moaning of the term in Greek 

writers from Homer down is an apt and harmonious arrange- 

ment or constitution. From this use it was applied to the 

universe as an ordered system. ©7 It 4s often connected with 

the idea of the creation in such expressions as "from the 

creation of the world," "fiom the beginning of the world," 

"from the founding of the world," ete., thus indicating that 
the whole created world was included in the concept of the 

term. 68 the wider sense of "all creation," or "universe" 

is most fully and clearly expressed by such phrases as rey TL, 

"all things." Thus John clearly means the whole created 

universe when he writes: "All things were made by him and 

without him was not anything made that was made." oe A 

similar term frequently used is 7 dea KEES > "the 

whole creation." There can be no doubt about it when Paul 

writes: "The whole creation groaneth and traveleth in pain 
  

until now." 7° we carte to the conclusion that Scripture 

definitely does leave room for the concept of the universe as 

we know it today through modern physical science. 

The idea of the world as described particularly in ite 

o1a Testament has often been decried as exceedingly primitive. 

  

67. Cf. Acts 17,24; Rom. 4,13; 1 Or.5,22; 7,4; Phil. 2,15. 
68. Cf. Mt. 13,35; 25,34; Lk. 11,50; Ro. 1,20; Mt. 24,21. 
69. In. 1,36 
70 Rome 8,226
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We have seen cosmological systens éraen up and illustrated, 

allegedly on the basis of Scripture, which make the 

Seriptural conception simply childish. According to this 

system the earth is flat and circular. On its surface are 

mountains, valleys, rivers, plains, and seas. Underneath the 

surface is a great reservoir of water, from thich channels 

lead up to the seas. In the account of the Deluge, they are 

called the "fountains of the great deep." 71 Underneath 

this reservoir is "sheol," or Hadés, the place of the departed. 

Above the earth stretches a vast vault, the firmament, 

supported by the "pillars of the earth." 72 on the surface : 

of this vault are pinned the sun, moon, and stars, “fixed as 

nails" from which they may be aaid to drop off. 73 the 

firmanent is pierced by sluices or floodgates, “the windows 

of heaven," 74 through which the rains pour down froma _ 

super-celestial ocean. This whole structure, then, rests 

on. the great primeval ocean, "Tehon,"” which is identified 

with the Babylonian Tiamat or Tiamtue: This, it is said, is 

the Hebrew conception of the world. That this is notean 

exaggeration is seen from the following statement by Skinner: 

"The world is a solid expanse of earth, surrounded by and 

resting on a world-ocean, and surmounted by a rigid vault 

enlist the firmament; above which the waters of the pene at 

ocean are ) spread,” 75 

  

71. Gen, 7,113 8,2. 

72. Job 26,11. 
73S. Isas x 120 
The: Gen, 7 3 Is. 24, 18. 

75, Skinner. Ode cit., Gen. 7,ll-
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There is an obvious reason for such a hyperliteral inter- 

pretation of Scripture by scholars who otherwise lean over in 

the ophosite direction. It is a thinly veiled attack on 

the inspiration of Seripture, the object being to establish 

the human authorship of Scripture. Their contention is that 

if God were the Author, He would not have condescended to 

such human errors, Thus Scripture, they clain, is the pro- 

duct of a people and an age which had very primitive conceptions 

of nature. Our position must be that God did not condescend 

to human errors, though He did accommodate Himself to human 

language and to human conéptions. 

Consider for a moment what would have hanpened if God 

had deseribed the world in modern technical language. The 

account would have been completely unintelligible to every 

age except ours. If God had gone further and described the 

world in its ultimate reality as only the Creator could have 

known it, the account never would have been intellibible to 

the human intellect. One of the outstanding scientists of our 

age acknovkiges that there is "a growing conviction that the 

ultimate realities of the universe are at present quite beyond 

the reach of science, and may be — and probably are —- for ever 

beyond the comprehension of the human mind." 76 

Thus God in His infinite wisdom and goodness speaks 

according to the laws of human language and human conceptions 

and modes of thought. The exiressions describing the nature 

  

76. Jeans, The Universe Around Us, p. 556.



  

41 

of the universe describe it as it appears to man from this 

globe which he inhabits. "The world is taken as it is, and 

set in its relation to God its Creator, without consideration 

of what after-light science may throw on its inner consti- 

tution, laws and methods of working. As Calvin, with his 

usual good sense, in his commentary on Genesis 1 says, 

‘Moses wrote in popular style, which, without instruction, 

all ordinary scersons endowned with common sense are able to 

understand..eelHe does not call us up to heaven; but only 

proposes things that lie apen before our eyes.‘ This of 

itself disposes of the objection: drawn from astronomy, for 

everywhere heaven and earth are spoken of according to thoir 

natural appearances, end not in the language of modern 

Copernican science." 77 

In our interpretation of the Biblical expressions con=- 

cerning the nature of the world we must avoid two errors. First, 

we must not be too anxious to find in Biblicel statements 

precise anticipations of modern scientific discoveries, as is 

so frequently done by over=-ardent harmonizers of Scripture 

end science. The view taken of the warld by the Biblical 

writers is not that of moiern sciences, but deals with the 

world simply as we noe it - as it lies spread out to our 

ordinary view. Things ere described in popular language as 

they appear to sense . not. as the telescope, microscope, and 

other appliances of modern knowledge reveal their nature, 

  

77. International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 5108. .
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laws and relations to us. The end of the narration or de- 

scription is religious,: not theoretic. On the other hand, we 

must avoid the other extreme of forcing the language of pop- 

ular, often metaphorical and poetic, description into the 

hard-end-fast forms of a cosmogony which the writers aia 

not intend. Keeping these principles in mind, let us’ turn to 

the individual expressions of Seripture describing the nature 

of the world. 

The outstanding feature of the world outside of our own 

earth is the sun. In the Hebrew Old Testament we find parti- 

culerly three words which are translated by "sun." One word 

frequently used for the sun is S'17Tor 9 Z.It comes 

from the verb 10 7) meaning to be or become warm. The term 

is then applied to. the fiery radience of the glowing sun.in 

several instances it is used of Bael, the sun god. A 

second word frequently used is wi? Wwe The etymology of this 

word is uncertain. Perkps, it comes from a root expressing 

the idea of astonishment or stupor. "Hence i w the sun, 

as causing stupor of the eyes, and so dread, terror, in: the 

minds of the rude nations, leading them to pay to the sun 

divine honors." 7& This 4s the word most fxequentiy used 

for the sun. Occasiayly we find it used in.a designation for 

pIRGRs as, for instance, in Beth-shemesh, “the house of the 

sun." Four pliaces of this name are mention in the Old F 
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Testament: one in Judah; one on the border of Issacher; 

one in Naphthali, a fenced city; and one in Egypt, in all 

probability Heliopolis. <A third tern, rather infrequent and 

of doubtful origin, is “O T17Y meaning "blister™ or “burn- 

ing heat," from a root "to sorateh" or “be rough." Hitzig 

offers e rather interesting etymology. He takes it as "de- 

noting the orb or disk of the sun, German, *die Sonnen- 

scheibe,* from the idea of scYaping, forming, making, as 

German Scheibe from the verb schaben, to scrape." 72 ‘Though 

interesting, the parallel seems to be rather doubtful and over= 

drawn. Translations sometimes vary in their rendition of 

the tern. : 

In the creation narrative we find a fourth expression 

for the sun. It is called the "greater light" or, rather, 

"light-giver; (Ni séid): "And God made the two great light- 

givers; the greater light-giver to rule the day, and the 

lesser light-giver to rule the night: He made the stars also." 90 

The term is significant here in the creation DArsatives It 

is in marked’ contrast to the Babylonian creation poen in 

which the element of personification and deification is so out- 

standing. This simple expression "light-giver” speaks against 

the elaima of those sokolars who would derive the Biblical 

 oreation narrative from the crude mythological conceptions of 

_ the Babylonians. The heavenly bodies "are described as 
  

79.:Gesenius, Ope. e: 
80. Gen. 1, 16m sth 
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they were first noticed by men, simply as "light-givers' of 

different brightness. It is the expression of man's earliest 

observation of the heavenly bodies, but it is a real obser= 

vation, free from any taint of savage pharntagies; it marks 

the finmt step in astronomy. No record, oral or written, has 

been preserved tc us of a character more markedly prinitive 

than this." 87 

It is often asserted that the account of the creation of 

the Luminaries is altogether out of harmony with codern Coper= 

nican astronomy. Jm the first place, light is conceived of as 

existing before the sun. This objection loses its force with 

recent disvoveries in physics. Light should not be identi- 

fied or confounded with its acueees Certain rays have re=- 

cently: been discovered which apparently have no definite source. 

We feel, however, that we should not be over-anxious to iden- 

tify cosuic rays as the remnants of the elemental light, as 

is done by some apologists. Cosmic rays have a very destruc- 

tive €ffect. They break up molecules and smash atoms, and, 

if concentrated enough, would destroy life. ‘We feel that this 

is hardly inkceep ing with our concept of Light as a life-giving, 

healing ray. ‘The second objection that the narrative attaches 

more importance to the earth, since the earth was created on 

the first and the sun on the fourth dey. We have already 

touched on this problem in the previous chapter. The prob- 

len is easily solved if we consider the first verse of Genesis . 
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as the creation of the matter of the whole universe, "the 

heavens andthe earth." The sun, moon, and stars certainly 

are a part of the heavens. Like the earth, they too may have 

been in a crude, undeveloped state, not yet fulfilling the 

functions for which they were called into existence. On the 

fourth day, then, God made them luminaries:. Many commentators 

point out, that “asah rather than para’ is used, indicating a 

. mediate creation. Thus our commentator writes: "Zhe earth 

is ereated in the rough, subject to certain deficiences or 

‘incompletenesses which are removed, one hy one through the 

following days; similarly the heavens are created in the 

rough, heavenly bodies in vast spaces, not yet functioning as 

they shall later. What still remains to be dons in and with 

them is now completed on the fourth day. The sun, moon and. 

stars were in existence but were not yet doing the work which 

gets to be theirs in the fourth days work. Ij¢eht was in 

existence, but now these heavenly bodies come to ba the ones 

that bear the light in themselves —- "light-bearers," "luminaries," 

_me*o-roth." ®2 ir we take this view of creation, the problem 

is dissolved. 

" . Another objection is that the sun is called the "greater" 

luminary, Modern astronomy tells us that the sun is not a 

"greater" luminary in.the absolute sense when compared with 

the stars. In fact, tiey tell us, the sun is a very ordinary 
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sized star. There are many stars far lerger and brighter 

than our own sun. S Doradus, for example, emits 300,000 

times as much light and heat as the sun. And Betelgeagux, it 

is claimed, is 25,000,000 times the size of the sun. The 

picture becomes a little more concrete when we realize that 

the esrth's orbit could easily be enclosed within its volume .83 

These figures seem to minimize the expression "the greater 

luminary," not to speak of comparing the moon with these ce- 

lestial monsters. However, if we keep in mind the Biblical 

point of view, as we expressed it before, no problem exists. 

The sun and moon are simply described in their relation to the 

earth as they appear to man. In this respect they certainly 

are of primary importance as the chief source of our light, 

heat, and power. Life here on earth would be impossible 

without the sun. As one of our. commentators remarks on this 

passage: "They are 'the two great luminaries’ in reference 

to the earth and also in view of how they appear to man. 

Naturally, a simple account such as this will not attempt to 

give to man the useless information as to which of the heaven- 

ly bodies are the largest in the absolute sense."04 

Two purposes are assigned to the great heavenly bodies. 

"And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of the 

heaven to divide the day from the night; and let them be for 

signs, and for seasons, and for days and for years: And 
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let then be for lights in the firmament of heayen to give 

light upon the earth: and it was so." &5 Thus the two great 

lunineries are to serve the two-foldwrpose of giving light 

to the earth and for measuring time by thelr movements. "The 

various functions assigned here to the heavenly bodies have 

all, it is to be noticed, reference to the earth — and es= 

pecially to the earth as a habitation for living beings." 86 

We note, therefore, that the great luminaries are to serve 

the earth, Copernican astronomy notwithstanding. There is 

little point to the objection that bfis is a faulty conception 

because the gun is physically larger than the earth, and 

‘therefore it cennot be said to serve the earth. It is logi- 

cal fallacy to identify "bigger" with "the more invortant." 

The certh derives its importance from the fact that it is the 

habitation of man who is the crowing work of creation, though 

physically he may be but an atom in the great concourse of 

celestial bodies. (Cn the other hand we must not go to the 

other extreme and say that since the sun serves the earth, 

4t is the smaller body. This erguuent involves a similar 

fallacy. It would be just as logical to say that since the 

elephant serves the rider, the clephant must be the smaller. 

The second purpose of the Luminaries is to provide a e 

measure for tire by their movements. This naturally implies 

that there must be some regularity to their movements, if 

  

85. Gen. 1, 14.15. 
86. Driver, op-Git., p. 10
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they are to be an accurate guage. Wo kno thet this is the 

ease. Sometimes we still use sundials, thus measuring our 

time directly by the sun's movement. By it we set our most 

accurate tine-pleces. Navigators, given the tine, know 

exactly in what position the sun is supposed to be and can 

compute their nogition accordingly. Though exhibiting this 

regulerity, the sun, nowever, does not rise.ani set at the 

Same time or in the same place every moming and evening. 

From winter ommrd the places of sunrise andi susset move 

northward @lons the horizon until midsummer, when for some 

days they show no change - & “solstice” is reackied. Then from 

midsummer onward the movement "turns" southward until mid- 

winter when again a "solstice" is reached, after which the 

Places of sunrise ani sunset again move northward. This changing 

place of sunrise is referred to when God asked Job: “Hast 

thou commended the morning since they day: and caused the 

dayspring to know tis plece," ©? Barnes comments on this 

passage: “The mention of tits plaée’ hore seems to be an ai- 

lusion to the fect that it does not always occupy the same 

position. At one season it arpears on tao equator, et another 

north, at another south of it, and is constantly varying its 

pesition. Yet it always knows its place. It never fails to 

appear where by longs-ovserved lavis it ought to appear." 88 

Tob is one of the oldest books of the Bible. This regular 

  

87. Job, 58, 18. 
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progression of the sum must, therefore, have been’ recognized 

and observed at an early date. 

Three words are used in the Cld Testarent for the other 

great luminary the moon. The first is ‘s1 327,"watte." It 

is a poetic expression often used in contrast with sT eT, 

"heat," for the sun. Another tern is Ul ~] TT,"new moon," 
meaning "new," or "fresh." It may be a designation of the 

actual heavenly body or of the first day of the month. The 
term is directly or indirectly connected with the calendar. 

There is some doubt about the etymology of the third word, Wrz. 

Some scholars take it from a root meaning "to go about,” 

“to wander."°2 Another takes 1t from an obsolete root mean- 

ing "to be pale," yellow. "90 tn either ease, the designation 

would be fitting. The designation "sale" would contrast it 

with the brilliance of the sun. The term "wanderer" would 

be a very appropriate primitive term for the moon, since "her 

motion among the stars from night to night 1s sufficiently 

rapid to have caught the attention of very early observers. 

Its use therefore as the proper name for the ‘lesser lisht' 

indicates the systemmatic observation of the heavenly bodies 

had commenced, and that the motion of the moon, relative to 

the stars, had been recogniged."9= 
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Le The designation of the moon as a “Light-giver" we had men- 

I tioned alreody before. Its function as a luminary is not’ 

appreciated as much today as it was in primitive tines when 

artificial lichts were fow and very ineffective. To the 

shepherds the moon was of invaluable assistence. Many of the 

Jews followed the habits of their!forefathers and fed a. 

shepherd*s life long ofter the settlenent of Palestine. ‘When 

the moon was bright}, as only the moon can shine in Palestine, 

it alded them in guarding their flocks from prowling wild 

beasts. The return of the moon-1it portion of the month 

was therefore an occasion for rejoicing and for solemn thanks. 

to God in the festival of the "new moon.” On the other hand, 

one of the judgments threatened against the enemies of God     

    

   

    

    

    

wags that the Licht of the moon should be withheld. Thus 

one of the threats which Ezekiel spoke ageinst Pharaoh is: 

"I will cover the sun with a cloud, and the moon shall not : 

give her light." 92 sgein, Isaiah in foretelling the day of 

the Lora which was to come upon Babylon says: "The sun shali 

be darkened in its going forth, and the moon shall not cause 

its light to shine." 
tion of Israel it is promised that "the light, of the moon 

shall be as the light of the sun."9* -Peovle in ancient times 

appreciated the lesser light-giver. 

But among the glories of the restora- 

  

92. Ezek. 32,7. 
93. Is. 13,10. 
94.- Is. 30,26.
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There is no direct mention of the phases of the moon in 

Seripture. This is rather remarkable since we know that the 

Jews based their calendar on the actual observation of the 

movements of the moon. The first visibility after sunset 

of the crescent moon determined the beginning of each month. 

Thus the moon also fulfils the function assigned to it on 

the first day: "Let them be for signs, and for seasons, and 

for days and for years."9° "~The Jews used a lunar year. 

It began for religious purposes, with the new moon next after 

the spring equinox, and consisted normally of trelve months, 

of 354 days. The Jewish calendar, however, depended on the 

course cf the sun, since the festivals it appointed were in 

"26 whe mocn was also ap- part agricultural celebrations. 

pointed for "seasons," that 1s, for religious assemblies or 

feasts. They were fixed according to the phases of the moon. 

Thus we see that the moon pleyed an important rele in the 

lives of the Jews in Palestine. "As light-giver, assisting 

men in their labors with the flock and in the field and help- 

ping them on their journeys; as e@ time measurer, indicating 

the progress of the months and the seasons of the four great 

. religicus festivals, the moon was to the pious Hebrew an evi- 

dence of the goodness and wisdom of Goa."9"° 

The sun and moon are further to be “for signs." This func= 

  

96. Gatholic Encyclopedia o ° 

o7. International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, loc. git.



tion could be no better fulfilled than in their eclipses. 

Men have always regarded the phenomenon with ae certain ave 

  

end wonderment. It strikes terror among those who cannot 

understand it. In ancient times an eclipse was regarded as 

an omen of disaster and was greatly feared. Thus Jeremiah. 

warns his people: "Learn not the way of the heathen, and be 

not dismayed at the signs of heaven; for the heathen are 

dismayed at then." 98 To the prophets of the 01d Testament, 

eclipses were "signs" of the power and the authority of God, 

and they commanded the people not to be alarmed at then. 

The phenomena of solar and Lunar eclipses, however, are 

not directly referred to in Seripture. The prophets of the 

01d Testament frequently rention the occultation of the heaven- 

  

   

    

   

    

  

   
   

ly bodies, and the phenomenon is several tines referred to | 

in prophetic passages of the New Testament. But when we 

examine these references closely, we come to the conviction 

that they cannot refer to eclipses in the ordinary sense of 

the term, though many commentators explain them in this way. 

Almost all of these expressions are in connection with the 

pronouncement of God*s judgment upon a certain nation or people. 

The punishment and destruction of a nation is regarded in 

prophetic vision as a part and also a forshadowing of the final 

great and terrible Dey of Jehovah. The pronouncement of 

" Jéaigment is teken as the cocasion for fortelling the final 

_ Day of the Lord. Disturbances and ocoultations of the heavenly 
  

98. Jer. 10,2. -



      : bodies are then mentioned as signs of the impending disaster. 

F Joel, taking the occasion of the locust plague in Israel, fore= 

tells the Day of the Lord and mentions as signs: “The sun shall 

be turned into darkness and the moon into blood, before the 

2
 

great and terrible day of the Lord come." 99 Ezekiel, in 

pronouncing God's judgment against Egypt, writes: "I will 

E. cover the sun with a cloud, and the moon shall not give her 

| light." 10 tsatah, foretelling the destruction of Babylon, 

_ again nentions the phenomenon: ‘The sun shall be @arkened in 

his going forth, and the moon shall not cause her light to 

    

     

   

    

    

   
    

shine." 101 In the New Testament the references to occulta- 

tions are more clearly and directly referred to the final Day 

of the Lord. On the day of Fentecost Peter quotes the afore- 

mentioned passage of Joel.when he lists the signs of the last 

days. St. Join also says that when the sixth seal was opened 

"the sun beceme black as sackcloth of hair, and the vhole moon 

; became as blood." 102 We feel that these expressions cannot 

E refer to ordinary eclipsese . Eclipses are too regular in oc- 

currence to be a sign of impending disaster. . The Lord Hym= 

1 self commanded His people not to be dismayed at the ordinary 

. 3 signs in the heavens. 195 Furthermore;. ocoultations of both 
  

99. Joel 2,51. 
100. Ezek. ‘52,7- 

101. Isa. 5,10. 
: 102. Reva §,12. 

ee; 103. Tere 11,2.



=
 

* 

54 

gun and rioon are alvays mentioned as occuring together which 

is impossibleiunder normal circumstances. ‘We must come to the 

conelusion that these expressions cannot refer to normal 

eclipses, thoush the prophets may have derived their imagery 

fror. a personal observation of this phenomenon. 

Among the signs of the Finel Judgment we also find the 

occultation oy the falling of the stars. Thus Isaiah writes: 

"All their host, shali fall down, as the leaf falleth from the 

vine, and as a falling fig from the fig tres." 1°* se. sonn 

uses a sginilar expression: "The stars of heaven fell unto the 

earth, as a fig tree casteth her unripe figs when she is 

shaken of a great wind."105 st. John further gives a vivid 

@iscription of the falling of a single star: “There fella 

ereat star from heaven, burning as it were a lamp, and it fell 

upon the third part of the rivers, and upon the fountains of 

waters: and the name of the star is called vormwood." 1.06 

These expressions are evidently allusions to meteorlies, or, 

as they are more commonly called, “falling stars." “Meteors 

are not stars at all in the popular sense of the word, but are 

quite small bodies drawp into our atmosphere, and rendered 

luminous for a few mements by the friction of their rush through 

it." 107 After having seen a meteorite shower we can appreciate 

the imagery of the sacred writers. But, although these ex- 

  

104. Is. S4,4b. 
105. Rev. 6, 313. 
106. Rev. 8; 10.11. 
107. International Standard Bible Enoyclopedia, loc.cit..



pressions may be drawn from an observation of this common 

phenomenon, we feel that here too we must not identify these 

sions of the last times with meteorite showers. 

It is rather difficult to identify the nlansts referred 

to in the Old “Testament. Venus end Saturn are, perhaps, the 

only ones expressly mentioned. Isaiah foretells the destruction 

of Bebylon: “Hoy art thou fallen from heaven, 0 Lucifer, sun 

of the morning {* 108 Lucifer is generally conceded to be the 

Planet Venus, the bright norning star, which the Babylonians 

worshinned. 108 Another planet evidently referred to in the 

denouncement of Amos upon the children of Israel: “But ye have 

horne the tabernacle of your Moloch and Chiun your imagos, 

the ster of rour fod, which ye made to yourselves.” 110 «me 

difficulty lies here in the interpretation of Wu >» which 

the A.V. has simply trensliterated. Gesenius comments: 

"According to this interpretation, the only one which the 

received vouels will admit, the name of the idol as worshipped 

by the Israelites is tot given; and it ean only bo inferred 

from the mention of a star, that some planet is to be under- 

stoo#, whieh Jerome conjectures to have been Lucifer or 

Venus." 4 Many scholars however feel that Seturn is meant. 

They point out that the LXX translates Chiun with Renphan, 

supposed to be the Beyptian word for Saturn. The same word, 
> 
  

108, Ise 14,12. 

109..Catholic Encyclopedia, loc. cit. 
ws ee 110. Amos 5,25... 

aa 111..Gesenius, Ode eit.
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Kaidnu, interpreted to mean "steadfast," frequently is used 
  

in Babylonian inscriptions for the slowest moving planet. 

The Syrian or Arabic have a similar word for saturn. 124 

The references in the 91d Testament to the planets other 

than Yenus and Saturn are not ado clear. They ars individual- 

ized 1n the Bible only by implication. The worship of the 

gods connected with them is denounced, but without any apparent 

intention of referring to the heavenly bodies themselves. 

Two sueh deities are apparently referred to by Isaiah. 

"3ut ye are they that forsake the Lord, that fought my holy 

  

mountein, that presare a table for that troop, and that fur- 

nish the érink offerlag unto that number."113 As the marginal 
  

note indicates, the original expressions are Gad and lienl. 

It 1s clear that Gad and Neni are the titles of two closely 

associated Celities, and Gesenius Ldentifies them with Jupiter, 

and Yenus, the Greater and lesser Good Fortunes of the 

astrologers. Isaiah also mentions another Gabylonian deity, 

Nebo," supposed to be the god of the planet Nercury. 

Finally, in the book of Kings the Assyrian god, Nergal is men- 

tioned. This in all probability was the deity of the planet 

vers.215 nus indirectly we see from these allusions in 

Seripture that the planets had been recognized and observed 

already at a very early date. 

  

112. catholic Encyclopedia, II, 30. 
115. Isa. 65,11. Italics my own. 
114. Ise 46, 1. 

115. Catholic Encyclopedia, loc. cit.  
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Tke question has often been raised whether the appearance 

cf comets is ever referred to in Seripture. The guestion 

erises particularly concerning the interpretation of 1 Chron. 

21,16: “And David lifted up his eyes, and saw the angel of 

the Lord stand between the earth and the heaven, having a 

drawn sword in his hand stretched out over Jerusalen." It 

is sonetines asserted that this was a comet. To substantiate 

the claim they quote the following passage from Josephus in 

which he speaks of the signs which preceded the destruction 

or Jerusalem: “Then thers was a star resembling a sword 

which stood over the city, and a comet that continued a whole 

year.” 116 The "star resembling a svord" was doubtless the 

return of Halley's Comet in 56 A. De 117 A siniler con- 

jecture is siade as to the nature of the flaming sword that 

kept the way of the tree of life.118 These conjectures, 

however, are entirely unwarranted and unfounded. I; is an 

obvious .. bub futileattonpt to substitute natural for super= 

natural phenomena. 

In.the creation narretive the stars receive very little 

recognition. The account makes mention of them,as it were, 

only in passing. This, however, should find no objection if 

-we keep in mind the Soriptural point of view. Thus Driver 

remarks on the passage: ‘The stars hold a subordinate place, 

  

116. International Standaré Bible Encylopedia, p. 308. 
117. International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, loc. cit. 
118, Gen. 5,24.
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because, so far as the earth and life upon it are concerned, 

they are-of less importance than the sun or moons" Arother 

commentator makes a similar statement: “Because the definite 

and very specific use of *the stars’ in reference to the earth . 

is very much inferior to that of the sun and moon, they may 

well be added as a kind of after-thought, “and also the 

stars." aa 

We find little evidence of systematic observation of the 

heavenly bodies. by the Jews. But there was a reason behind 

this seeming lack of interest. “Astral worship was rife in 

Palestine, and they could hardly have attained closely to its 

objects without yielding to its seductions. Astronomy was, 

under these circumstances inseparable with astrology, and 

the anathemas of the prophets were not carelessly uttered. 

As most glorious works of the Almighty the celestial 

luminaries were indéed celebrated in the Soriptures in 

passages thrilling with rapture." 120 

The stars are frequently referred to as the “host of 

heaven," in recognition of their well-nigh infinite number. 

Thus God told Abraham: “Look now toward heaven, and number 

the stars, if thou art able to number them."121 Jeremiah 

also takes note of their number when he calls the stars "the 

host of heaven that cannot be numbered." With the naked eye 

we can distinguish some. 2,000 stars. And it is only with the 
    119 Leupold, es Po 760 

180, Catholic B: atte, edia, 11,29. 
121. Gen, 15,35. 
122. Jere 53,22.  



  

advent of. modern astronony that we can truly appreciate these 

expressions. Dr. Sears has estimated that our galactic 

system alone contains some thirty thousand million such 

stars. However, ours is not the only family of stars in 

space. Jeans estimates the total number of stars in the whole 

universe at 2 times 1021 125 nis figure, perhaps, means 

little except to one who habitually deals in astronomical 

figures. It becomes a little more conorete when Jeans says 

that "the same number of grains of sand spread over England 

would make a lsyer hundreds of yards indepth." 125 

We must confess today with the Psalmist of 014 to the infinite 

powers and knowledge of God who "telleth the number of the’ 

stars; He giveth them all their names." 124 

The distance of the stars or their “height” is also 

alluied to in Scripture. ‘Thus wise King Solomon stated that 
the "heaven is far height." The distances of the stars as 

calculated by modern aatorci Gu simply staggers the imaginae- 

tion. The diemeter of the universe is estimated at something 

like 50,000 million light years. To illustrate: “Suppose 

the size or our earth represented by a single atom, whose 

diameter is about a hundred-millionth part of an inch. Then 

the range of vision of the biggest telescope is about repre- | 

sented by the whole earth, and the size of the whole’ universe, 

according to the theory of. relativity, is represented by a 

staok of a thousand million earths." 126 ‘thus the height 
      123.- Jeans, “Hen ono the Stars. Pe 21. 

124.: PS-« 147, * 

125. Prov. 25,3. 
126. Jeans, Ope olt., De 18 f. 
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of the stars gives us a fitting measuro of the immensity of 

God. So Zophar the Taana thite asked, "Canst thou find out 

the Almighty unte perfection? It is high as hesven; what 

canst thou do?" And Bliphaz the Temanite reiterated the 

same thought, “Is not God in the height of heaven, And be= 

hold the height of the stars, how high they are$" 127 The 

height of the stars, further, is a symbol of God's faith- 

fulness and of His mercy: "Thus saith Jehovah: If heaven 

above can be measured, and the foundations of the earth 

searched out beneath, then will I also cast off all the seed 

of Israel for all that they have done, saith Jehovah." 128 

And the Psalmist sings, "For as the heaven is highlabove the 

earth, so great is his mercy toward then that fear hin." 129 

The princicle achievement in the science of astronony in 

Cld Testament tines was the arrengement and natant of the 

constellations, The origin of the -gonstellations has been 

traced back to Chaldia as early as 2700 B. C. 130 Thus 

Abraham already must have been acquainted with them when he 

left his ancestral hone at Ur. ‘This arrangement of the con- 

stellations was handed down with very little modification by 

the Greek astronomers. The 01d Testament contains some un- 

nmistakable references to the constellations, though it is 

sete difficult to identify them. The difficulty lies in the 

  

127. Job 11,7.83; 22,12. 
128. Jere Sl, 37s 
129. Pse 103, il. : 

130. International Standard Bible Eneyelopedia, Pe 309.  
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interpretation of the Hebrew words designating them. 

One such word 1s WTI. The first meaning of the word 

isa “serpent.” AS 2 constellation most scholars. agree that 

it refers to the Dragon. Gesenius comments: “Put for the 

constellation of the serpent or dragon in-the northern 

quarter of the heavens." Thus the Authorized version cor- 

rectly translates: "3y his spirit he hath garnished the 

heavens, his hand hath formed the crooked serpent ."2>+ 
  

s1D* D> 1s another term denoting a star group. There is 

an Arabic word, kima, closely associated, which means "to ac- 
  

cumuleate." Thus the word signifies a "a heap, Gluster, es- 
  

pecially of stars, and hence for the constellation of the 

Pleiades, or the Seven Stars, consisting of seven large atars 
  

closely conszlomerated with other smaller ones."232 also the 

LXX, the Talmud, and the Syrian literature translate it thus. 

Thus one of the questions which God asked Job was “Canst thou 

bind the sweet influences of the Pleiades?"235 tn another 

case, however, the A.Y. rather inconsistently translates the 

term with "Arcturus," thus following the rendition of the 

Vulgate.134 

A rather interesting expression is baer 02. "Now 

kesil signifies in Hebrew "foolish," or “impious,” adjectives 

expressive of the stupid criminality which belongs to the 

  

131..Job. 26, 13.2. 
132. Gesenius, ope cit. 
1353. Job 30, 31. 
134. Job 9, 9.
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legendery character of giants; and the stars of Orion ir- 

resistibly suggest oa huge figure striding across the sky. 

The Arabs accordingly nemed the constellation Al-gibbar, 

"the giant," the Syrians equivalent being Gabbara, "a strong 

man;" and Kesil is actually translated Gabbara in the 014 

Syriac version of the Bible known as the Peshitto."255 

The expression occurs together with that for the Pleides in 

the passage mentioned above: "Canst thou loose the bands of 

Orion?" 156 

A final expression, 1 7, is to be noted. Some 

scholars assert that the term stands for the Hpadent quoting 

as their support the Syriac, the IxX, and the Vulgate 

renditions.157 Gesenius takes the term as "the constellation 

which are called the Great Bear, Ursa Major, the Wain, fron 

the Greeks and Romans. Its sons are the three stars in the 

tail of the bear." The A.V., hondver, mistranslates the 

term with "Arcturus" as in the passage: "Canst thou guide 

Arcturus with his sons?" 158 A few other expressions are 

sometimes identified with star groups but these are rather 

vague. Thus Nezzeroth, for instance, is sometimes identified 

’ with the twelve signs of the Zodiac; others again claim that 

it signifies the planets. The A.V. usually transliterates the 

tern. 

  

135. cath. Eneyelopedia, II p.30; so also Lange-Schaff, 

Job 9,9; Gesenius, and Schaff-Herzog, XI, 67. 
136. Job 38,351. 
137. Schaff—Herzog, xI, 67. 

138. Job 38, 32.



Thus Seripture describes the heavenly bodies as 

inexpressibly glorious, the handiwork: of the Creator. 

We find here no personification and deification, as was go 

prevalent among the nations of anticuity. Thus freed from 

the bondage of superstition and the mythological conceptions 

of their neighbors, the Hebrew people made keen observations 

of these natural phenomena. They did not, howevesss theorize 

about the movements of the heavenly bodies or develop an 

astronomical system. The sacred writers merely describe 

then as they saw them, in relation to tho earth. They 

considered the sun, moon, and stars as an indication of the 

power and majesty of God and of his infinite wisdon. The 

Seriptural conception is keynoted by David: "Vhen I consider 

thy heavens, the work of thy fingers, the moon and the stars 

which thou hast ordained; What is man, that thou art mindful 

of him? and the son of man that thou visitest him?" 159 

And, again: "The heavens declare the glory of God; and the 

firmament sheweth his handywork." 140 te heavenly bodies 

are creatures, without power or vitality of their own, de- 

claring the glory of God, and serving man. This is the Scrip- 

tural view of the heavens. 

  

139. Ps. 8,5 ff. 
140. Ps. 19,1. 

 



CHAPTER IV 

THE EARTH 

Having studied the Scriptural description of the 

heavens, let us turn to its expressions concerning the nature 

of the earth. We find here expressions which have frequently 

been attacked and ridiculed. Two extremes will be noted in 

the interpretation of these passages. One group would force 

poetical and metaphorical expressions until they become ridic- 

ulous. Their aim is to discredit Scripture. The other group, 

over-zealous apologists, frequently try to read into these ex- 

pressions modern scientific discoveries which they were never 

intended to convey. Let us see what Scripture itself has to 

say. 

Three words occur in the Qld Testament as a designation 

for the earth. Most important of these is the term S18. 

It 1s used in several different senses: a) the whole earth, 
  

the Latin orbis terrarum; b) ZIand, as opposed to sea; 
  

c) a land or country. 241 The word is undoubtedly from a 

most ancient root occurring in many languages, as the English 

"earth," German Erde, and the Arabic ‘ard.2*2 rt i fre- 

quently used in contrast with the heavens, as, “In the 
  

141. Gesenius. 
142, International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 887. 
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beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” A rather 

interesting term is SID 1 - .It comes from a root meaning 

“to be red." “In a hilly limestone country like Palestine, 

the small amount of iron oxide in the rocks tends to be 

  

oxidized, and thereby to give a prevailing reddish color to 

the soil. This is eapecially the case ‘on relatively barren 

hills where there is little organic matter present to prevent 

reddening and give a more blackish tinge."243 The first — 

meaning of the term is fround" or "soil," but it is also fre- 
quently used of the earth as a whole. It is interesting to 

note that: from this word is derived the name "Adam," who, it 
will be recalled, was “formed out of the aust of the ground. wl4e 

The chief word for "world" in the sense of: the habitable 

earth, the abode of man, with its fulness of created life is 

@ 17, aNS It is a Synonym of the New Testament expression, 

of kouuern -T 40 the expression most frequently used in 

the New Testament for the earth as a whole, the world. 

_ An expression to which some commentators take exception 

‘4s “the corners of the earth,” or "the ends of the earth.” 

The expression is thus used in Teaiah: "He shall...gather 

the ‘Giepersed of Judah from the four corners of the earth. #146 

Similarly, we read in Job: "He dlrecteth his “Lightening... 

unto. the enas of the earth." 147 ‘the word in ynanaces means 
  

  
“ JA5.. Internationel Standard Bible Encydlopedia, loc. site. 

So aiso uouentess 

« Gen. 2,7 ie a, | e iGo 

147. Job ayia Gf. Job 38,13 and Ezek. 7,2.



w
e
e
 

66 

"a covering," or, "a wing," because the wing of-a bird is 

used as acovering for its young. From this meaning it ac- 

quires that of the extremity of anything stretched out. It 

is thus used in Deut.: "Thou shalt make thee fringes upon 

the four borders of thy vesture, wherewith thou coverest 

thyse1f. "148 When used of the earth, the term signifies 

“a border, corner, end, as the habitable earth is often 
  

compared by the ancientso a garment stretched out."149 

The "four corners of the earth," then, are simply the ex- 

tremities of the land in the four cardinal directions. 

Furthermore, if Seripture speaks of the "corners of the earth," 

1t also mentions the circle of the earth." We find the 

expression in Is.: "It is he that sitteth upon the circle 

of the earth." 150 rt 4s, therefore, unwarrented to foist 

upon Scripture such a crude conception of the earth. 

We find a rather puzzling expression in the following 

passage from Job: "He shaketh the earth out of her place, 

and the pillars thereof tremble."151 wow the pillars of the 

earth can hardly be the supports by which it is held up in 

space. Lange-Schaff explains that they "are, according to 

the poetic representation prevalent in the ©. T., the sub- 

terranean-roots of her moyjntains." Far from teaching that- 

the earth is supported by pillars, Job makes the bold as- 

sertion: "He atretcheth out the north over empty space, 

  

148 5 Dte -22,12. 

149. Gesenius, op. cit.; 
150. Is. 40; 22. 
151. Job 9,6.-  
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and hangeth the earth upen nothing. "252 The phrase denotes 

"the endless empty space.in which the...earth together with 

the overarching northern heavens, hangs freely. The cosmo- 

logical conception of the suspension of the earth in the 

empty space of the universe...does not conflict with the 

mention of the ‘pillars of the earth’ in ch. 9,6 for the 

reason that the 'pillars' are conceived of as the inner 

roots or bones, the skeleton, as it were, of the body of 

the earth:" 155 

It is rather interesting to note the geographical extent 

of the earth as it wasknown in Old Testament times. The out- 

look in the West was bounded by the "Great Sea," the Medi- 

terranean. As we read in Ezek.: “And as for the western 

border, ye shall even have the great sea for a border; this 

shall be your western border."5+ Its islands also are men- 
156 tioned in several passages, 199 In Job we find the men- 

tion of Tarshish. Tarshish evidently was "a city in Spain 

with the adjacent country, situated between the two mouths 

of the River Baetis or Guadalaquivir, 2 flourishing colony 

and mart of the Phenicians."157 Apparently the Hebrew 

knowledge of the earth extended as far westward as the 

Atlantic Ccean. 

foward the north we find mention of the land of the 

  

152. Job 26,7- 

153. Lange-Schaff, Job 26,7- 

154. Ez. 47,10. Cf. Num. 34,6. 
155. Gen. 10,5; Isa. 11,11. 
156. Job 1,5. 
157. Gesenius 
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Hittites.15° nis people came frem the Taurus mountains, 

and at an early date conquereé most of Northern Syrla. At 

the height of their power their influence extended over 

most of Asia Ninor. 229 Mesopotamla is also frequently men- 

tioned. It was the northern section of the land "between the 

rivers," the Tigris and the Euphrates. In the account of 

the Deluge the ark came to rest on iit. Ararat. As a land, 

Ararat 1s the "country of the river Aras in Armenia." 160 

In the extreme reaches of the North, we find mention of 

n161 "Gomer and "Hagog, "1°? two terms rather difficult to 

define. Sy "Gomer" "most probably we ere to understand the 

Cimmerians, inhabiting the Chersonesus of Taurice and the ad- 

jacent regions as far as the mouths of the Tanais and the 

Ister." The Arabs called them by a similar name from which 

we derive the name "Crimea."253 Magog was "a region and also 

a great and powerful people dwelling in the extreme recesses 

of the north, who are to invade the Holy Land at a future 

time. Nearly the same people seem to be intended as were con- 

prehended by the Greeks under the name Scythians." The Scythians 

were inhabitants of Asia Hinor. 264 

Eastward the prospect included Assyria and 3abylon, the 

lower sections of the region of Mesopotamia. 155 shinar, 266 

  

158. Josh. 1,4; 1 Kings 10, 29. 
159. Soncordia Sible Dictlonary 
160. Ibid. 
161: .Gen. 10,2; Ezek. 38,6. 
162. Gen. 10,23; Ezek. 33,2. 
163; Gesenius. 
164. Ibid. 
165. Gen. 2,14; 10,10.17. 
166. Gen. 10,5. 
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perhaps,is a designation for the same region. It is believed 

to have been the "Sumer" of the Babylonians, i.e., the 

southern section of Babylon. Media and Elam are also men- 

tioned.167 tne medes were "an Aryan or Indo-European people, 

who inhabited the country to the south-west of the Caspian, 

whence they extended southward to the Persian Gulf. One of 

these offshoots was the Persian nation."168 zien, also 

ealled the "Highlands," was. east of Babylonia. Shushan or 

Suga was its capitol. 169 Toward the extreme reaches of the 

East we find mention of India,17° ana of a people called the 

"Sinim."272 "me context implies a remote country situated 

in the eastern or southern extremity of the earth; probably 

Sinesis, Chinese, whose country 15 Sina, China."272 ‘toward 
    

the “ast, therefore, the concent of the sacred writers reaches 

all the way through Asia to the Pacific. 

Southward, we naturally find frequent mention of Egypt, 

the land of bondage. Cush is anotner land which probably 

lies in this direction. Perhaps it was the Kas of the 

Egyptian monuments, Ethiopia, or the Sudan. 173 A designation 

for the same region is Pathras,2!* in all probability signi- 

fying Upper Egypt.2?5 Southward, then, our prospect takes us 

  

167. Gen. 10,2.22. 

ape Goncordia Bible Dictionary 
9. Ibid. 

170. Est. 1,13; 8,9. 

171. Isa. 49,12. 
172. Gesenius. 
173. Concordia Bible Dictionary 
174. Gen. 10,5. 
175. Gesenius
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far down into Africa. It is quite evident, therefore, that 

practically all of the civilized world of ancient -time was 
known to the sacred writers. The concent of Scripture, 

Benerally speaking, includes the whole orbis terrarum of 

the Roman writers stretching farther eastward to include the 

  

farthest reaches of the continent of Asia. 

We find less mention, however, of the seas in the 01d 

Testament Scriptures. . Yet this is quite natural. "The 

Hebrews were a pastoral and agricultural people, and had no 

inducements te follow a seafaring life. They were possessed 

of & considerable seaboard along the Mediterranean, but the 

charzcter of their coast gave little encouragement to navi- 

Gation. . The coast line of the land of Israel from Caramel 

Southward had no bays and no estuaries or river-mouths to 

offer shelter from storm orto be havens of ships."2175 The 

Hebrews had only two seaports, Acco, the later Ptolemais, and 

Joppa. Acco nominally fell within the bounds assigned to 

the Israelites, but they were never able to take it. Joppa 

was @ Phenician city. Solomon landed his timber and other 

materials for the Temple at Joppa, and tradition has handed 

down what is called "Solomon's harbor" there. The builders 

of the second temple also got timber from Lebanon and cone 

veyed it to Joppa. However, it was not until the time of 

Simon Haccabaeus that Joppa became the "first and only 

harbor of the Jews." The Jews got their knowledse of the sea 
|p SS TE 

176. International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 2774. 
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from other nations. We can quite readily understand why their 

knowledge of the sea was less oxtensive, and why we find 1t 

less frequently mentioned. 

To the Jews the Mediterranean was the sea, as was 

natural from their situation. Hence it is frequently called 

Th" $1, "the sea."177 again, 1t is often called "the great 

sea" 178 or, because it lay to the West of Palestine, as "the 

great sea toward the going down of the sun."279 since the 

west 1s regarded as the "back," in contrast to the east as 

the "front," we sometimes find the name "the hinder sea," or 

as the A.V. has it, the "uttermost" or "utmost" sea.180 From 

the atory of Job, who went down to Joppa to board a ship 

for Tarshish, and from the frequent mention of the “ships of 

Tarshish," we infer that the Mediterranean was known, at 

least vaguely, in its entire extent. In New Testament times 

the ‘veferences to the Yediterranean naturally become more 

intimate and detealled, especially in the account of the mise 

Sionary travels of St. Paul in Acts. 

Among the other references to the seas, we find the Dead 

Sea. fequently mentioned. It was known variously under the 

names of "the Salt see,"281 "the east sea,"282 ana "the sea 

of Arabah,"2335 arter the depression of which it forms a part. 
  

177. Gen. 49,135; Num. 15,29334,5. 
173. Num. 34,6.73 Jcsh. 9,13 15,12.473 et al. 

179. Josh. 1,43 23,4. 

180. Dt. 11,24; 34,23 et al. 
181. Num. 34,3; Dt. 3,17, Josh. 3,16. 
182. "zk. 47,18; Joel 2,20; Zec. 14,18. 

183. Dte 3,173 Joshe 35,16; 12,36 
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In opposition to the "Western Sea," 1.e., the Mediterranean, 

it 1s called the "Former Sea." The Arabs today call it the 

"Sea of Lot,” because tradition places the site of Sodom and 

Gomorrha at its southern end. 

The Red Sea, of course, would never be forgotten by the 

children of Israel, since it played such an important role 

in the flight from tgypt. in the 01d Testament it is known 

literally as "the sea of weeds."194 1+ was not until the 

Greek period in New Testament times that it was known 2a the 

"Red Sea," ze urbe Fidos x -185 teaiah once refers to it as 

"the Emyptian Sea. "186 

Finally, the sea which played the most part in Jewish 

life was the Sea of Galilee. iIn the Old Testament it is 

called "chinnereth"227 or "cnimeroth/®8 tn several .instances 

the name is precofded by the word TJ a thus, "the soa of 

Chinneroth." 229 In the Greek of the New Testament it goes 

"190 oy "the sea of under the name of "the lake of Gennesaroat, 

Galilee."191 still later it was named after the principal 

city on its coast, "the sea of Tiberias."29* nis forms the 

extent of the Seriptural references to the seas. 

  

184. Ex. 10,19; Num. 14,25; Dt. 1,1; et al. 

185. Acts T2393 Heb. 11,29. 

186. Isa. 11,15. 
137. Num. 34, il. 

188.. 1 Kings 15,20. . 
189. Num. 34, 11; Josh. 12,3- 
190.. Lk. 5,1.. 
191... Mt. 4,13; 15,29; et al. 

192. Jn. ol, 1. 

 



—
—
—
—
E
E
 

75 

The Siblical concept of tehom, the deep, has been the ~ 

butt of ridicule by many scholars. Driver writes: “It must 

be remembered that to the Hebrews the earth was not a large 

Globe, revolving through space around the sun, but a rela- 

tively small flat surface, in shape approximately round, 

Supported partly, a8 it seemed, by the encireling sea out of 

which it rose, but resting more particulsrly upon a huge 

abyss of waters underneath, whence hidden channels were 

Supposed to keep springs and rivers supplied, and also the 

sea."193 411 this has been deduced from two vague references 

in Seripture, one here in the creation narrative, the other 

in the account of the Deluge. This is a rather flagrant 

example of eisegesis. Seripture nowhere asserts that there 

is a boundless reservoir or water underneath the earth's 

surface and upon which it rests. It is a well-known fact 

that large quentities of water are stored in the ground, and 

in the subterranean rivers and springs. ‘then Seripture re- 

counts that the "fountains of the great deep were opened," 

41t i5 a figurative expression denoting that these subterranean 

waters were brought to the surface of the earth. 

Other scholars go a step farther anc identify the 

  

Scriptural tehom with Tiamat, the name of the Babylonian 

she-dragon of Chaos. The resemblance of the words has led 

some commentators to aseribe a Babylonian origin to the 

GenesiS account. However, "it need hardly be pointed out 

  

193. Driver, op. cit., Gen. 1,9.10.  
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that if this resemblance proves any connection between the 

Hebrew and Babylonian accounts of: creation, it proves the 

Hebrew to be the original. The natural object, tehom, the 
  

sea, must have preceeded the nythological personification of 

it. "294 

The firmament is another Biblical concept which has been 

attacked. Driver typifies the critic's point of view when 

he defines it as "the dome-or canopy of heaven, which we, of 

course, know to be nothing but an optical illusion, wag 

Supposed by the Hebrews to be a solid vault...supported far 

off by pillars resting upon the earth. Above this vault 

there were vast reservoirs of water, which came down in time 

of rein, through opened sluices...and above these waters 

Jehovah sat entnroned."*95 Some of our dosmaticians have 

taken the same view. br. Mueller writes: “On the second 

day, God created the expansion or 'firmament’ ( »? Pl). 

by which is meant not the stratum of atmosphere above the 

earth, but rather the visible vault of the sky (Luther).... 

The 'firmament' divides the waters above and those below it, 

So thet we must cenceive of waters beyond the visible vault 

of the sky ."296 

Sut "there is no doctrine of the Seriptures to the effect    
  

that there were ‘ethereal waters,' and though the ‘windows 

of heaven’ are referred to,...these purely figurative expressions... 

  

194, International Standard Bible Enoyelopedia, p. 3516. 

195. Driver, op. cite, be 7- So also Catholic Eneyelopedia,
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are such 28 we can still use with perfect propriety, and yet 

to impute to us notions of a erude view of supernal waters 

stored in heavenly reservoirs would be as unjust as it is to 

impute such opinions to the writers of the 3iblical books. 

The holy writers deserve at least the benefit of the doubt, 

especially when poetic passages are involvea."297 "phis 

"firmament" or ‘expanse’ cannot mean anything hard or solid, 

for the clouds are above, the rain comes through it; and .we 

read further on that the birds fly in the "firmament of 

heaven.’ So what is meant by this word is the expanse of 

clear alr below the clouds."2%8 

If the "firnament" is the atmosphere, it is quite evident, 

then, that the expresaion “the windows of heaven," which are 

said to have been opened in the account of the Flood, can 

hardly be taken literally. Turther, the word 51 aN: 

"Window," moans a network, a lattice, or latticed opening. 

fhe form, therefore, can never have been ascribed to a 

literal floodgate. In other passages where the "windows .cf 

heaven" are mentioned the expression is obviously metephorical=?° 

Furthermore, the critics who press this expression seen 

to have forgotten that if "windows" of heaven are once or 

twice menticned, in many cther places there is a auite clear 

recognition that rain comes from the clouds in the air. Thus 

  

197. Leupold, Ope Cites Pe 60. 
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Isaiah writes: "I will also command the clouds that they 

n201 rain no rain. Cr, again, in the Song of Deborah, “The 

clouds dropped water."-07 the fantastic idea of solidly 

built clsterns in the sky furnished with sluices has no 

warrant itn Seripture. 

Se far from any such crude conception, there is a very 

clear and complete account of the atmossheric circulation. 

Elihu éeseribes the process of evaporation, “Tor he draweth 

up (A.v. "maketh small" = evaporate) the drops of water, 

which distil in rain from hls vapor, which the skles pour 

down and G¥op upon man abundantly ."=93 Jeremiah has a 

Similer description: "He causeth the vepors to ascend from 

the ends of the earth; he maketh lightnines with rain, and 

bringeth forth the wind out of his treasuries."204 smnos 

writes that Cod "calleth for the waters of the sea, and. 

"205 sna the . poureth then out upon the.face of the earth, 

philosophic preacher of Ecclesiastes observes: "All the 

rivers run into the sea, yet the sea is not full; unto the 

place whither the riversgo, thither they go again. "206 Little 

room here for the idea that the rains pour down from a 

supernal ocean through the "windows of heaven.” 

We see, therefore, that Seripture in its view of the 

earth has no auarrel with science. Naturally it does not 

  

201. Tsa. 5,5. ; : 
202. Jes. 5.4. See also. PS. 77,17; 147,83 Prov. 16,15. 

203. Job 36,27.25. 
204. Jer. 10,13. 
205. Amos ¢,6. 
206. Ecol. 1,7.
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describe the earth in the detailed mathematical formulae of 

modern geology and geodesy. - Such a description would have 

been completely unintelligible to previous agea. The Bible 

describes it merely as it would appear to any observer, but 

it avoids the gross misconceptions of primitive times. The 

Bible does condescend to human modes of thought and expres- 

Sion, but never to human error. Scripture and science, there- 

fore, are in complete harmony, and, indeed, 1t could not be 

- otherwise. God's revelation in Seripture and His revelation 

in néture have but one Author, and both are designed for but 

one purpose -- to praise the Lord. Aa the morning stars 

Hang tosether at creation, ag the sun, moon, and stars ~%111 

praise the Lord, so also “earth with hor ten thousand: voices" 

Joins in singing praise to Ged. Surely we must agree with 

the cherubim, "The whole earth is full of his glory."
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CHAPTER V 

BIBLICAL COSMOLOGY AND SCIENCE 

  

; 

| Ge have emphasized thst Scripture and seience are in 

complete harmony, and they must necessarily be so. But when 

theologians digress into philosophical speculation, or when 

Scientists, on the other hand, promulgate their theories as 

Scientific fact, a conflict naturally arises. One such con- 

flict, to which we shall give special consideration, has 

arisen over the relation of the movementsof the heayenily. 

bodies to the earth. This conflict has rased in the Christian 

church since the days of Galileo, when the Rowan church 

damned him as a heretic and foreed him to reecant. 

There have been two main theories ag to the relation of 

the movements of the solar system and of the earth. The 

first, “the Ftolemaic System, is credited to Ptolemy of 

Alexandria (ca. 100 to 178 A.D.), who describes the earth as 

| a sphere at the center of the universe, around which the sun 

and the moon revolve in slightly eccentric circles. The 

planets revolve in circles called evicyles, the centers of 

which revolve around the earth in larger, slightly eccentric 

cirles called deferents. The deferents of Mercury and Yenus 

are between those of the moon and the sun, and in order to 

account for the fact that theses two planets are never seen 

in opposition to the sun, it isnecessary to assume thet the    
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centers of their epicycles alvsys lle in the line joining    

  

the earth to the sun. This arrangenent would obvicusly 

make these two planets always appear in the crescent phase 

and never in the gibbous. Refore the invention of the 

telescope (about the year 1600) this could not be verified. 

Galileo (1564-1642), who appears to have been the first to 

use & crude telescope in astronomical observations, makes 

a cryptic atatement in cone of nisletters which seems to 

nean thet he observed Venus in the gibbous phasa. This may 

be regarded as the first deathblow to the Ptolemaic. System."@07 

"Copernicus (1473-1543) discovered what he called a 

"petter explanation’ by imagining; the observer to be seated = 

on the sun. Tt was his aim to bring all the planetary 

| 
| 

motions under one unifying principle and thus avold the 

extremely complicated mathematies necessary with the Ptole- 

maio System. He accomplishes this purpose by assuming the 

earth and the other planets to revolve in slightly eccentric 

circular orbits abcut the sun. Thus the same tyce of motion 

of the heavenly bodies was accomplished by assuming the earth 

to rotate about an axis through its center onee in twenty= 

four hours."@02 ins tdeas, however, were not entirely new. 

"He acknowledce nis debt to the Pythagoreans Philolaus and 

Eephantus, who taught that the earth moves in an orbit. The 
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idea of the rotation of the earth on its exis wag inspired 

by Heraclides of Pontos (4th century 8. ¢.), who taught a 

Similar doctrine. The great achievement of Copernicus con- 

Sisted in bringing these ideas under one central principle 

governing the motions of all the planets at once."209 

Scientists today prefer the Copernican System for the 

followine reasons: 

1. The Gopernican description can be expressed with far 

Simpler and less tedious mathematics. 

2. The orbital motion of the earth igproved by the annual 

paralaetic displacement of the stars due to the 

aberrstion of licht. 

3. The axis rotation of the earth is proved by the 

following considerations: 

Qe 

De 

Ce 

d. 

The rotation of sun, moon, and planets would 

seem to indicate by analogy that the earth should 

exhibit the same general behavior. 

Rivers in the Northern Hemisphere cut the right 

bank more then the left, while in the Southern 

Hemisphere the oppositeis the ease. 

Long range guns must correct their aim to allow 

for the rotation of the earth during the time 

that the projectile is in the air. 

The earth has an "equatorial bulge," which is 

evidently due to the centrifugal force produced 

by the earth's rotation. 
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@. Objects near the equator weish less than at 

higher latitudes due partly to. the centrifugal 

force caused by the carth's rotation. 

f. A long pendulum swinging from a very firm sup- 

port appears to turn due to the rotetion of 

the earth beneath it. Foucault first performed 

this experiment in the Pantheon at Paris in 1851. 

Se The most exact experiment proving the rotation 

  

of the earth was performed by Michelson. He 

used the interferometer, a delicate instrument 

which makesfi.t nossible to make the most precise 

measurements of small distances in terms of a 

wave lenzth of llght. ‘ith the help of mirrors 

he sent two beams of light over the same path 

in opposite directions. Yetpbne beam of light   traveled farther than the other, corresponding 

exact}y to that caleuleted on the basis of the 

rotation of the earth. 210 

But what does Serioture have to. say about the movements 

of the heavenly bodies in relation to the earth? ‘Iwo main 

passages are the "bone of conent ion" among commentators. 

When the armies of Israel were locked in deadly conflict with 

the Amorites, Joshua suddenly eried: "Sun, stand thou still 

upon Gibeon: and thou, Moon, in the valley of Ajalon." Im- 

mediately the. result is deseribed: "4nd the sun stood still, 
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and the moon: stayed, until the people had avensed themselves 

upon their enemies."221 Again, when Kinz Hezekiah hed been 

granted fifteen more years of life, he asked for a sign. Ags 

he stood watching the sun dial of Ahaz, behold "the sun 

Feturned ten degrees,by which degrees it was gone down yw2le 

  

How are we to interpret these passages? Are they to be 

taken literally? Do they deserlbe the absolute motion of 

the sun? Or ere these passages to be interpreted metaphori- 

cally, describing only relative motion? 

The Roman Catholic Chureh, since the papal decree which 

condemned Galileo, has relaxed its view considerably, vie 

dently, the Pope in this case was not infallible. Some of 

her greatest theolozians have voiced dissentinge views, or at 

least expressed doubt sout making dormatie assertions. 

Cardinal Bellarmine, the sreat dogmatician of the Roman 

Catholic Church, wrote soon afterwards on April 12, 1615: 

"tT wish to say that -1f ever the Copernican theory be really 

demonstrated, we must then be more careful in explaining 

those passares of the Seriptures which appesr contrary there- 

unto. Ye must then say that we do not understand their mean- 

ing, rather then declere 2 thing false which has been proven 

to be true. But I do not think that such @ demonstration 

will ever be made."213 Bishop Caramuel of Lyons wrote in 

1651: "what would happen if scholars were one day to demon- 

  

211. Joshua 10,12.13. 
212. Isa. 38,8. - 
215. Conway, Sertrand L., The Question =om, bp. 180. 
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strate the Copvernican theory?...tn thst case the cardinals 

would allow us to interpret the words of Josue X. as meta- 

n214 one theclogians who cendemned phorical expressions. 

Galileo evidently had forgotten that both St. Augustine and 

St. Thomas held, that in deseriping the phenomena of nature, 

the Bible spesks according to appearances. 

The Lutheran Ghureh hashever officially taken any posi- 

tion on these theories. Theologians, hovever, are agreed that 

the Bible, while it is not a textbook of science, never makes 

unscientific statements. Dr. Mueller writes: "Over against 

the astronomical systems of scientists the Christian theo= 

logian must maintain: a) Seripture never errs, not even in 

matters of science. b) Seripture accommodates itself to 

human reason, but never to human errors, since it is always 

truth. "©15 

Individual theologians within the church, however, have 

advocated the Ptolemaic system despite thse evidence of ase 

tronomy, insistins that the statements of the Sible, especially 

in Joshva 10, sre to be taken literally. Prof. Lindemann, 

for instance, writes: "fs wire mir véllig einerlei, wer 

Recht hitte, wenn es sich nur um merioh11.¢¢ Meinunsen handelte. 

Aber der weise and wahrhaftize Gott hat sich tber diese An- 

gelegenheit in der Bibel ausgesprochen $ Der Ganzen heiligen 

Schrift liect die Anschauung zugrunde, dasz die Erde der ; 
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Hauptkirper des Yeltalls 1st, daoz sle fest steht, und Sonne 

und Mond ihr nur leuchtend dienen } Was soll ich ualten ven” 

diesem Zeupnis meines Sottes?"215 Cther prominent theologians, 

arain, have subscribed to the Gopernican systom, believing 

that this theory is not out of harmony with these Scriptural 

Passages. 

The Bible does indeed speak from the geocentric viewpoint, 

but there in no need to apologize for this or te twist and 

6xplain away these words. The esrth is the preeminent body 

in the universe, though others may exceed it in physical 

preponderance. “One may point out thet mere size and mas-~ 

Siveness are no test of significance. To counterset the force 

of the sugzestion that ‘bigger’ and "better" are synonoymouss 

we need only remind ourselves of the view of the ide2lists 

that a sinzle human being 14 worth an entire nebula of in- 

sensate eleetrons and protons "217 The earth, therefore, 

derives its preeminence from the fact that Bis thehabi tation 

of man, God's crowning work of creation, and it is from his 

viewpoint that Seripture speaks. ‘fe feel, nowever, that it 

is forcing thesepassages to assert dogmatically that they 

teach the Ptolemaic system. Such a procedure reads into 

these passages something which they were never intended to 

convey. 

Further, in describing these phenomena as they would 

216. FPusche, FP. Ee, Christliche weltanschauunc, pe 233. Sic “es 

217. Reiser, op. cit., Dp. 42-45.  
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naturally appear to an observer on the earth, Scripture is 

fully consistent with the laws of human languace. Languege 

is phenomenal, not objectively scientific. Tt desoribes 

objects and phenomena in relation to the observer. "We still 

Speak of the sun rising or as setting, though we know that 

what renlly happens is the earth rotating cn its axis from 

west to east as the cause of this appearance. We may say 

that the eye sees, or rather that we see through the eye, 

that the mind forms 2 resultent image, and thet language is 

  

@n endeavor to express {n words what the mind hasimaged. 

But the words sre not the imare, much less the thins imaged. 

They are at best but 9 representation -= and that, in its 

| last analysis, a pictorial one--growlng ovt of the phenomenon, 

or appearznce to the eye, a imaged in the mind."“28 qo 

illustrate let us express Joshua's commané in the technical 

language of Geopernican astronomy. Tt would read like this:   
“Carth, cease thy reveluticns $}" Such a statement would have 

been ridiculous and unintelligible. 

| Wor ean the Serinptural viewpoint be labeled as "unselen= 

tific," for neither the Ptolemaic nor the Copernican system 

is true under the o1d conception that either the earth or the 

sun is at absclute rest and the motions cf the other bodies 

are absolute. Recent developments in science, particularly 

by Minstein in his theory of Relativity, indicate that there 

1s no such thing as absolute reat in the universe. "The 
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truth; confirmed by an overwhelming accumuietion of evidence, 

is'that both sun end sturs <-- of which our sun is one--are 

‘on the move,’ and indeed that not only the stars but every- 

thing from electron to star is in ceaseless motion. Then 
  

what about a fixed point from which to determine se-called 

absolute motion? Even all cesmic motions are relative, and 

  

are cither slow or fast in this direction or in that, accord- 

ing @s they are meaxsured from some other movine body or 

bodies. And thie fact, that all motion throuchout the uni-e 

verse is relative, is a fundamental principle underlying the 

Einstein theery."*1° xf we accept the relativity of motion, 

then both the ceocentric Ptolemaic system and the helio- 

centric Soperniocan system are true descriptions of sclentifi- 

cally observable facts. "The Ptolemaic System is a true 

descripticn of the apvarent motion of the heavenly bodies 

1220 tne Gopernican System is a descrip- viewed from the esrth.' 

tion of the apparent motion of the heavenly bodies to an 

imaginary observer on the sun and is in perfect agreement 

with the Ftolemaic."“°! "ynese two systems are eguivalent 

descriptions from two points of view and doth are equally 

true. They cannot properly be called theories, because they 

involve ne assumptions beyond those involve d in every ob= 

servation or messurements!=s7 {nus Seripture in deseribing 
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the motions of the heavenly bodies relative to the earth is 

in complete accord with modern science. The age-old cone 

troversy of the theologians becomes meaningless, and 

Scripture emerges victorious, unruffled by the storm which 

has raged over it. 

Vechaniom is 9 scientific philosophy widely prevalent 

among men of scicnee. iiechanism stems from materialism, re= 

fined and systematized by modern science. fechanism, as the 

name indicates, mainteins that all events are explainable as 

resulte of purely mechanical forces. All nature is governed 

by certain immutable laws. This philosophy is definitely 

anti-Scriptural. It rules cut the ruling and preserving 

agency of God. If it admits a Greetor at all, it pictures 

Him agshaving created =.mechanical werld, like a perpetusl- 

Motion machine, and then leaving it to run its own course 

without any interference from Nim. Sad to say, some theo- 

logians even have fallen victim to this philoscphy. 

Not only is mechanism anti-Scriptural, but it is also 

illogical and unscientific. Lost in a welter of secondary 

causes, it fails to see the primary Cause. ‘While it operates 

with the "immutable" laws of nature, 1t fails to see that 

they necessarily imply a Law-giver. This weakness in the 

system was admitted by the eminent materialist, Prof. Flate 

in his Berlin Discussions; "Personally, I always maintain 

  

  

that, if there are laws of nature, it ispnly logical to admit
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that there 1s 2 lavgiver."*23 vurther, the whole systen 

flows from an overestimation and a misunderstanding of the 

jaws of nature. The laws of nature are no lonrer ecnceived 

of as the csuse of yhenomena, but, rather, as a stiutistical 

averame, 2 deserintion, of what should happen under normal 

Clreumstances. This concept of the laws of nature is called 

"indeterminism," Yet, althousn the laws of nature are not 

the determining: Factor, nevertheless the world is still a 

cosmos. Tndeterminism, if A@rawn to tts lozicsl1 esonclusion, 

implies an ultimate Cause which direets the processes of 

nature from the movements of the stores down to the minute 

vibrations in the infinitesimal world of the atom and the 

electron. This concept is direetly antagonistic to the idea 

of & mechanical world and ts closely vsarallel to the Serip- 

tur2l doctrine of God, who is immanent in the world and yet 

transcendant over it and who personally rules. an@ soverns it. 

The Lletest developments in selentific cosmology, particue 

larly the Einstein theory of relativity, are also antagcnistic 

to the mechanistic world-view. As Dr. truber points out: 

"A physically constituted universe cennot be infinite, and 

must therefore be relative and a@ependent as a whole and inter 

dependent in every part from electron to star. Hence the 

Einstein theory of relativity within the existing universe 

Slso unmistakably points to a dependence of that physically 

finite universe to an infinite Entity whblly different in 
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essence (an independent or absolute spiritual Personality) 

superLor to it, both immsnent snd transcendent. The theory 

of physical relativity in the psrts thus necessarily implies, 

and indeed is a piece with, thst of spiritual dependence of 

the whole, "#24 

For these reasons the wechanistic world-view is falling 

into disrepute amons, the leaders in the field of science.     One of the outstanding seientifie philosephers of our age 

has written: "Today there 1s a wide measure of agreement, 

which on the physical side of science approaches almost to 

unanimity, thet the stream of knowledee 1s heading towards 

a non=mechanica2l reality; the universe begins to look more 

like a crest theucht than like = sreat machine. itind no 

longer appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of 

matter; we are bercinnine to suspect thet we ousht rather to 

| hail it as the crestor and covernor of the realm of matter-- 

net of course our individual mings, but the mind in which   the atoms cut of which our minds have grown exists as thoughts. "225 

The view of astronomy concerning the size of the universe 

has frequently been declared as contrary to the Seriptural 

conception. The radius of curvature of the universe hes been 

estimated at three billion light years.2°5 tn itself this 

conception ishot contrary to the Seriptural world-view. The 

tremendous size of the universe, as we have shown, does not 

Rather, necesssrily minimize the importance of the earth. 

22h. Gruber, L. Franklin, The Einstein Theory, De ore 

225. Jeans, 3ir James, The “ysterious Universe, De. 
226. Jaffe, Bernard, Outposts of Scicnce, Pp. 504. 
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it 46 an indication of the rower and the glory of the Creator. 

Sometimes the conclusion 1s drawn that if the eters are hune 

areas of milliens of licht years away, then the uaiverse must 

at least be thet old if we can see them. This, hewever, 

does not necessarily follow. “with God nothine is impossible," 

end 1% would have been pessible for Him to call the sun, 

moon, and stars into betne with their light already shining 
t 

‘upon the onrth. In fact, this scems to be indicated in the 

creation narrative when it is related, "Ane God said, Let 

there be lights 1n the firmement of heaven," and immediately 

the result 1c civen," and it was so."227 mo time interval is 

indicated. Tvidently, the luminaries were immediately 

Violble. It is fallacious reasoning to brand either the 

Scriptural ecencevticon as unscientific or the scientific con- 

ception as unceriptural. vurther, 4% must be remembored ! 

that this ts a mere estimate, and in the very nature of the 

ease undemonstrable. Tt cannot be called science in the 

strict sense of the term. Wor vere the Seripture passages 

ever intended to convey any idea of the size of the universe. 

There is ne: common meetinz sround, and there can be no 

contradiction. 

There have been various estimates of the are of the uni-e 

verse by men in varicus fields of science. "o two fields of 

seience acree on the probablg axe of the world. ‘he sologists,   who are the wost dormatic in their essertions, set it at about 
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two billion years. -Yhe chronology which we have in the Old 

Testament allows at the most some seven or eicht thousand 

years. low shall we account for this tremendous discrepancy? 

Sone theolozians have proposed the Tnterval Theory which 

plices an interval or cep between the first and second 

. verses of Genesis. However, there is no warrant for this in 

Seripture, and it is syntactically unnatural. Others, asain, 

Stretch out the crentive days inte geological aeons. As we 

have indicated in a previous chapter, this, too, is unwarrant= 

ed and out of harmony with the deseription of the creative 

days. Mather than to question the chronology of the Old 

Testanent, let us examine the figures of the: scientists. 

There is a fundamental fallacy in their argument. They as- 

Sume that the precesses of nature have always, through infinite 

86°83, proceeded at the same rete as they do todsy. Geologists 

forget that a grent world cataclysm as, for instance, the 

Deluge, could have produced the great chanzes evidenced in the 

various streta of rocks. Tinelly, the great discrepancies 

in the estimates of the various sciences discredits these 

figures. ‘The scientific philosopher Weiser comments on 

this situation: "Geologists use the radioactive clock 

(based on the relative amounts of helium in the rocks under- 

G60lng radio-sctive transformations) to calculate the age of 

the sarth. The general cstimatespf the earth’s age place it 

at betwoen a billion and a haif and two billion years. Gut | 

the sstronomer'’s caleulations of the age of the expanding 
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Universe indicate that the astrophysical universe 1a relative- 

ly younz: in fact, we are told, the universe started te 

expand after the earth was formed. Thus we are left with 

the paradox of a universe that 1s younger than the stars and 

planets of which 1t 1s composed ! In such 2 situation there 

is surely room for the suspicion that those who talk about 

the ‘age’ of the ‘universe as 2 whole’ are talking nongnse, "228 

We see, thea, that these figures ean herdly be called sctenti- 

fic data and that there cannot conceivably be a contradiction 

here between science an€ the Mble. 

Despite the vacaries of theolegians and the speculations 

of scientists, ‘iod'a two revelations, nature and the Gible, 

are 1n complete harmony, testifying te the glory of God. 

  

228. Reiser, op. clte, p. 110. 
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4i0s SURPOSE AND END OF THE WORLD 

Another question which we may consider iss Ahy did 

fod create the world? The aaswer to this auestion must not 

be found in any necessity on God's part, by which, as some 

claim, He was forced to create the world. His creative 

activity 1s rather the result of His free and deliberate 

Will, Some assert that God's chie? purpose in creating 

the world was for the service and happiness of maa. But 

“ded"s supreme end eaanot be the happiness of creatures, 

Since many are miserable here and will be miserable forover. 

God's supreme and oannot be the holiness of creatures, for 

many are unholy here and will ve uaholy forever."*99 IP man 

is not the ultimate end of creation, what, thon, was God's 

purpose? Light on this subject ean be secured only through 

the Scriptures which sive us tne following Lnformation: 

"All things were created by Him and for uim."@39 again, 

St. John tells us: "“Fhou hast created all things and for 

Thy pleasure they are and were ersated."=- And the psalmist 

Slings; “The heavens declare the glory of zoa."*3= Prom these 

and similar passages it is evident that 211 things were 

created for the glory of the Greator. ‘od is His own end 

  

229, Strong, = cites De 196. 

230. Gol. 1,16. 
231. Rev. 4,2. 
232. Ps. 19,1.



    

  

in Creation. Dr. Strong summarizes: "Goi finds his end 

(a) in himself; (b) in his own will and pleasure; {c) in his 

own glory: (d) in the makine Inewn of his power, his wisdom, 

end his holy nama. All those stotemente may be eombined in 

the folleowins, hanely, thet God*s supreme end in creation 1s 

nothing outside of himself, but is his ow glory -= in the 
revelation, in and throuzh creatures, of the infinite per= 

fection of his evn peing."=25 

Noy is God's nurnese in creation selfish vain-glory for 

it "comprehen’s sna secures, as 2 subordinate end, every 

interest of the universe. The interests of the universe sre 

bound up in the interests of God. There is no holiness or 

happiness for ereetures except as fod 1s absolute sovereign, 

and is reeornined es such. Tt is therefore not selfishness, 

but benevolence, for Gof to make his own glory the supreme 
object of creation. Glory is net vain-glory, and in expres- 

sing hic idesl, that 1s, in expressing himself, in his 

creation, he communicates to his crestures the utmost possible 

f00d. "tps also the hishest interests of man are involved 

in the glory of God. The world was also to serve man, snd he 

was'to subdue it. ‘ence our dogmaticians make the glory of 

God the chief end and purpose (finis ultimius) of the creation, 
while the interests of men become the secondary purpose 

(finis intermedius). 
eR 

233. Strong, on. cit., o. 195f. 
254. Tbdid., De 197. 
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Wi11 the world last forever? In somber tones Scripture 

"8rPns us that it will] not. Yhen the purposes of God have 

been fulfilled, when the world has served its purpose as a 

habitation for man, when the lest of His elect has been 

S%thered into Hrs kincjom, then shall the end come. Then 

shall come thet greet and terrible Day of the Lord so long 

foretold by the prophets. [n that day "the heavens shall 

pass away with a sresat noise, and the elements shall melt 

with fervent heat, the earth alao and the worka that are 

therein shall pe burned up... wevertheless, we according to 

the promises, look for a new hesyven and a new earth, wherein 

dwelleth richtesusnesa. "799 

SOLI DEO aLoaTa $ 
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235- TI Pet. 3,109.13. 
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