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brings up this historical, universal
flood as the refutation of the scoffers
who challenge the reality of Christ’s
coming and as the type of the de-
struction of the present world with
allitsungodly inhabitants in the Day
of Christ.

The book is an attack upon the
right, Reformed interpretation of the
Bible. Scripture no longer interprets
Scripture. Scripture is now inter-
preted by science. This is not a whit
less serious than the rejection out-
right of the Bible’s clarity, reliabil-
ity, and authority, that s, its inspira-
tion. What good is it to profess
Scripture’s inspiration when its
meaning is determined, not by itself
but by alien authorities, in this case
a horde of mainly unregenerated
scientists?

Young claims to be urging,
not a rejection of Genesis 6-9 but a
“re-interpretation” of the passage.
The claim is false. Denial of a flood
that covered all the earth of that
time, in favor of a local overflow of
some river or other, is not re-inter-
pretation of Genesis 7:19, 20 but flat
contradiction of it. Denial of a flood
that destroyed all humans and ani-
mals except those in the ark, in favor
of a local catastrophe that destroyed
only those in the immediate area, is
notre-interpretation of Genesis 7:21-
23 but flat contradiction of it.

Even as regards the plea for
re-interpretation, Youngerrs. First,
he is mistaken when he identifies
human analysis of rocks and other
physical phenomena with God’s
generalrevelation. To putitbluntly,
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Davis Young’s reading of the rock
strata is not general revelation.

Second, genuine general reve-
lation — God’s making Himself
known in His creation — is not an
authority over Scripture, or even an
authority on a par with Scripture.
The ungodly, it must be remem-
bered, including the ungodly scien-
tist, always holds under in
unrighteousness, and can only hold
under in unrighteousness, the truth
that God makes known to him in
creation (Rom. 1:18ff.). Seeing cre-
ation, he writes learned books in
defense of evolution. Knowing the
cataclysm of the universal flood, he
argues strenuously that all things
continue as they were from the be-
ginning of creation (II Pet. 3:4-6).
Ungodly scientists are as unreliable
in their witness against the Bible’s
testimony to a universal flood as the
men of Romans 1:18ff. are unreli-
able in their witness against the ex-
istence and nature of the true God.
The truth of the biblical flood con-
demns the ungodly scientist and
warns him of the coming judgment
of universal fire. Of course he sup-
presses this truth.

Even as regards the godly,
general revelation does not control
Scripture. The godly do not inter-
pret Scripture in the light and ac-
cording to the standard of general
revelation. Much less do they inter-
pret Scripture in the light of a gener-
al revelation that is completely di-
vorced from the truth of Scripture.
Rather, they interpret Scripture in
the light and according to the stan-
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dard of Scripture. Every passage of
Scripture is interpreted according to
the “rule of faith.” Believers know
and understand general revelation
onlyin the light of and in accordance
with Scripture. Davis Young may
not interpret Genesis 6-9 in accor-
dance with the prevailing opinions
of unbelieving scientists, or even in
the light of general revelation. But
he must explain his rocks, as well as
all the other data, in the light of and
in accordance with the teaching of
Genesis 6-9.

The book is an attack on the
historicity of Genesis 1-11. What
the Spirit breathed forth in Genesis
6-9 neveractually happened. It nev-
er actually happened as described in
the passage. There never was the
Noah of Genesis 6-9. There never
was the ark of those chapters. There
never wasthe wonderof the entering
into the ark of the animals “two and
two...as God had commanded Noah”
(Gen. 7:9). There never was the
heart-shrinking judgment, but also
the heart-warming deliverance, of
the purging water, when “all the
fountains of the great deep (were)
broken up, and the windows of heav-
en were opened” (Gen. 7:11). There
could never have been, therefore,
the offering of sacrifices by the non-
existent Noah, or the giving of the
cosmic covenant with its rainbow-
sign by God (Gen. 8:20-9:17).

The passage is a myth.

The book is an attack on faith.
As the Heidelberg Catechism states
in Q. 21, true faith holds for truth all
that God has revealed to us in His
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Word. It holds for truth all that God
has revealed in His Word because it
is revealed in His Word. God’s
Word is self-authenticating to faith.
Therefore, faith cannot be moved to
doubt or deny anything that God has
revealed in His Word by any evi-
dence, argument, ridicule, or pres-
sure from any quarter whatever.

Young does not understand
faith. He piles up his scientific
proofs and authorities against the
biblical revelation of a universal
flood and, apparently sincerely, asks,
“When will these naive, credulous
fundamentalists concede?”

Leaving aside now the unkind
descriptionof the Reformed believer
as a naive fundamentalist, the an-
swer is, “Never!” Forfaith holds for
truth all that God has revealed in His
Word.

Faith believes absurd things,
e.g., that Jonah the prophet was three
daysin thebellyof the great fish, just
as Christ was three days in the grave.

Faith believes impossible
things, e.g., that dead Abraham and
barren Sarah had a son, just as the
Messiah was a sprout out of the
stump of Jesse. Indeed, faith holds
for truth an event the impossibility
of which makes belief of a universal
flood with all its details mere child’s
play in comparison: the incarnation
of God.

Faith believes the account of
the universal flood only because it is
revealed as truth in the inspired
Scriptures. Just as extrabiblical ev-
idence does not dissuade faith, so
also extrabiblical scientificevidence
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in favor of the universal flood is no
part of the foundation of faith. Nor
does faith try to prove the universal
flood to others on the ground of
alleged evidence in the rocks. In this
connection, Young makes a legiti-
mate criticism of some defenders of
the literal understanding of the bib-
lical flood:

Significantly, the literalist
flood geology school has not re-
jected extrabiblical data. Indeed,
the literalists have depended more
heavily on extrabiblical physical
substantiation of biblical state-
ments than have other Christians
(pp. 244, 245).

One might expect that those
who endorse a strict literalistic
interpretation of the flood narra-
tive ... would be inclined simply
to reject the relevance of
extrabiblical data, given the fact
that such data seem clearly and
overwhelmingly to deny thatsuch
a planet-altering flood ever took
place. One might expect that
such individuals would instead
make appeals solely to the Word
of God as the complete and final
authority in all such matters and
that they would denounce
extrabiblical evidence as super-
fluous and misleading. And yet
the proponents of flood geology
have moved in the opposite di-
rection, not only showing a sub-
stantial interest in extrabiblical
evidence but actually elevating it
to the status of apologetic proof
(p. 264).

It is one thing to point out, as
Whitcomb and Morris helpfully did
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in their The Genesis Flood, that
there is a great deal of evidence in
the present form of the earth corrob-
orating the Bible’s testimony to the
flood. It is another thing to make
this evidence even a part of faith’s
foundation, orto use this evidence as
proof to convince the doubters.

From the science department
of Calvin College have come, in
quick succession, two violent as-
saults upon the foundation of the
Christian faith in Genesis 1-11.
Howard Van Till demolished the
historicity of the creation-account.
Now Davis Young has undermined
the historicity of the account of the
flood. Still to come are an attack on
the origin of the nations in the ac-
count of Babel in Genesis 11 and,
finally, the rejection of the historic-
ity of the account of the fall in Gen-
esis 3.

It will be instructive to pay
careful attention to the reviews that
The Biblical Flood receives in the
magazines and journals of reputedly
conservative Reformed and Presby-
terian churches and seminaries.
Likewise, it will be instructive to
take note of the response to the book
by supposedly conservative and even
Calvinistic colleges. Will there be a
clear, sharp, unambiguous condem-
nation of the book from any of these
institutions? Or will there be, at
best, a telling silence? The unbelief
concerning Genesis 1-11 that is a
mark of theological modernism is
now widespread in churches, semi-
naries, and collegesthat have aname
forevangelical and Reformed ortho-
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doxy. If the theologians and profes-
sors do not themselves teach the
mythical nature of the events in the
opening chapters of the Bible, they
are tolerant of the teaching. There
will be no defense of the faith from
them.

Young’s appeal to highly re-
garded Reformed Old Testament
scholars, G. Ch. Aalders and O. T.
Allis, in support of his explanation
of the Genesis flood is erroneous
(pp. 293, 294). Young states that
Aalders was “agnostic about the ex-
tent of the deluge,” although Young
admits that Aalders leaned toward
universality. The esteemed Dutch
Reformed Old Testament scholar was
“charitable to local flood views.”

This is misrepresentation of
Aalders’ position.

Aalders’ understanding of the
flood is found in his commentary,
Genesis, Volume I (tr. William
Heynen, Zondervan, 1981). Aalders
does indeed allow for the possibility
of the flooding only of “the then-
known world and the then-populat-
ed part of the earth” (p. 192). Buthe
allows for this possibility only if it is
understood that this flooding of “the
then-known world” was “the anni-
hilation of all people and animals”
(p. 192). Aalders is not “charitable
to local flood views” that leave any
people and animals that were not in
the ark alive. Aalders is not charita-
ble to the local flood view of Davis
Young. Aalders is dogmatic:

On the basis of the biblical text it
is conclusive ... that the Deluge
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was extensive enough to annihi-
late all human and animal life
existing at that time, with the
natural exception of water crea-
tures (7:22) (p. 193).

The conclusion of Aalders con-
cerning the historicity of the Gene-
sis account of the flood is devastat-
ing to Young’s The Biblical Flood:

That the Bible intends to present
the Deluge as a historical event
cannot be questioned. Questions
regarding the historicity of the
Deluge cannot be based on an
exegesis of Scripture. Every hon-
est exegete must acknowledge
that the narrative is presented as
history. The issue, then, is deter-
mined by one’s view of Scrip-
ture. Is the testimony of Scrip-
ture trustworthy beyond question,
or, do we have the freedom to
critically evaluate the biblical
record? Inthis conection itshould
be observed that other references
in Scripture also consistently treat
the Deluge as an actual event in
history. We can point to passag-
es such as Isaiah 54:9; Matthew
24:37-39; Luke 17:26-27; He-
brews 11:7; 2 Peter 2:5; 3:6; and
probably also Job 22:15-18 (p.
194).

“Is the testimony of Scripture
trustworthy beyond question?”

“Or,dowe have the freedomto
critically evaluate the biblical
record?”

These are the questions that
decide the issue for the Reformed
believerand for the Reformed church.
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Similarly groundless and mis-
leading is Young’s appeal to O. T.
Allis: “(he) leaned toward univer-
sality without insisting on it” (p.
293). Aswas the case with Aalders,
it is true that Allis thought that “it
cannot be asserted that the account
definitely declares the Flood to have
beenuniversal.” Allisinsisted, how-
ever, that the flood, whatever its
extent, destroyed the entire human
race with the exception of the eight
who were in the ark: “That it (the
flood — DIJE) involved the destruc-
tion of the human race could not be
more plainly asserted than in vii.21-
3” (God Spake by Moses: An Expo-
sition of the Pentateuch, Presbyte-
rian and Reformed, 1951, p. 24).

Evidently, the reason why
Aalders and Allis grudgingly con-
ceded that the flood might not have
been universal was their mistaken
notion that the form of the earth at
the time of the flood was the same as
it is now. They had difficulty, e.g.,
with the idea that the water of the
flood covered 29,000-feet mountains.
Aalders struggles with the question
whether he must prove that “the
waters of the Flood rose 15 feet
above Mt. EverestorMt. McKinley”
(Genesis, pp. 192, 193).

Davis Young makes the same
mistake and happily employs it to
ridicule the defenders of the univer-
salflood. Againand again, he points
out the impossibility of animals trav-
eling to the ark from all parts of the
carth aswenowknowit, e.g., kanga-
roos hopping and swimming from
Australia (pp. 38, 124, 231, 342).
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II Peter 3:5, 6 teaches that the
form of the earth before the flood
was radically different from its
present form. It was a different
world. That world perished. The
passage strongly suggests that the
form of that old world was one land-
mass rising out of the surrounding
waters: “the earth standing out of
the water and in the water.” This
helps to understand that the various
kinds of animals could, by the prov-
idential power of their Creator, trav-
eltothe ark and that the waters could
cover all of the earth that protruded
above the seas at that time. Nor is
there any necessity tosuppose moun-
tains of 20,000 feet in that old, per-
ished world.

In any case, it isrisky business
to make concessions to theories that
contradict the plain teaching of Scrip-
ture, because of our limited knowl-
edge.

It is far riskier to hold up to
ridicule the mind that holds for truth
all that God has revealed in His
Word, specifically, the historicity of
the account of the universal flood in
Genesis 6-9. A

Towards a Feminist Christology:
Jesus of Nazareth, European Wom-
en, and the Christological Crisis,
by Julie M. Hopkins. Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 1995. 134 pp. $15 (paper).
(Reviewed by David J. Engelsma)

This book is only for those of
strong stomach. The contents are
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grievous heresy and gross blasphe-
my. Julie M. Hopkins explicitly
repudiates every cardinal Christian
doctrine: Scripture; trinity; incar-
nation; sin; atonement; and resur-
rection, among them. Witness her
attack on the cross:

The sense of guilt ... is a Western
obsession. In my opinion, the
fact that guilt is an inheritance of
Latin moral dualism does not jus-
tify a penal and substitutionary
doctrine of atonement. It is mor-
ally abhorrent to claim that God
the Father demanded the self-
sacrifice of his only Son to bal-
ance the scales of justice. A god
who punishes through pain, de-
spair and violent death is not a
god of love but a sadist and des-

pot (p. 50).

Intriguing is the raving against
Calvinism that immediately follows
this assault on the cross:

The message of Calvinism, that
we are morally helpless to resist
sin but nevertheless justifiably
dammed unless predestined to
the Elect (and nobody can be sure
who are the Elect) was and con-
tinues to be a recipe for depres-
sion and self-hatred (p. 50).

Intriguing also is her refer-
ence at this point to the study,
Hulpeloos maar schuldig (Kampen:
Kok, 1987), by Aleid Schilder.

Hopkins rejects genuine Chris-
tianity out of her idolatrous feminist
faith: biblical, creedal Christianity
is patriarchal oppression of women.
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Having rejected revealed
Christianity, she exerts herself to
recast the “message of the Bible,”
particularly Jesus of Nazareth, in the
feminist mold.

It is only possible to bring wom-
en into the centre of an
incarnational christology if the
traditional categories are gender
reversible; if, in other words, we
may speak of the Divine incar-
nated in a female body, “truly
God and truly female” or as the
Dutch feminist theologian Anne-
Claire Mulder argues, we may
speak of the female flesh becom-
ing Word/Logos (p. 85).

Ah yes, the female is god.

Why bother with such a book?

There are two reasons why an
orthodox pastor or elder might read
it. First, it expresses an assault on
the faith within the nominal church.
Hopkins fancies herself a Christian
still. She is a lecturer at the (Re-
formed) Free University of
Amsterdam. The book is published
by William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company of Grand Rapids, Michi-
gan.

Second, the work makes plain
the nature of feminism. The move-
ment as such has its origin in unbe-
lief, proceeds according to the stan-
dard of the world, and has its goal in
the subversion of Christianity in its
entirety. Every officebearer and ev-
ery church should know this when
they take the first, small, fatal, fem-
inist step. A
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In October the Seminary sponsored a Conference
on Reformed Church Government.  The four
speeches, given by the faculty of the Seminary and
Dr. Morton Smith (professor of Biblical and Sys-
tematic Theology in Greenville Presbyterian Theo-
logical Seminary in Greenville, South Carolina),
are available on audio cassette and VHS video
cassette. The four lectures were:

The Biblical Basis
of Reformed Church Government,
by Prof. Robert Decker;
The Autonomy of the Local Church,
by Prof. Herman Hanko;
The Hodge-Thornwell Debate
Over Church Polity in the 1800s,
by Dr. Morton Smith;
The Authority of the Major Assemblies,
by Prof. David Engelsma.

The prices (which include postage) are $3.00 for
each of the audio cassettes and $6.00 for each of the
video cassettes.

They may be ordered by contacting the Protestant
Reformed Seminary.






