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SOME MEDIAEVAL THOUGHTS ON THE ARK 
The shape and structure of Noah’s Ark are subjects on 

which something has been written from time to time, both 
in the C. R. S. Quarterly and in other creationist literature. 
It may be of interest to notice some early writings on the 
subject. 

Hugh of St. Victor, a theologian and teacher who lived 
around 1100 A. D., seems to have been much interested in 
the Ark. Some of his views have been set forth by Zinn, 
Grover 1971. Hugh of St. Victor and the Ark of Noah: a 
new look, Ozurch Histoly, 40 (3): 261-272. There is also 
a book: Hugh of St. Victor: selected spiritual writings. 
Translated by a Religious at C. S. M. V. Published 1962 by 
Faber and Faber, London. See especially pages 60-63. 

Early in the Christian era Origen had set forth his views 
on the Ark. He considered that it was a sort of pyramidal 
structure. For a long time people were content to accept 
this view. St. Augustine, in accepting it, granted that such 
an Ark would have been most unseaworthy. But he sup- 
posed that it was kept safe by God’s intervention. 

Hugh, however, maintained that, where it is not stated 
that there was a miracle, then no appeal should be made to 
a miracle, until more understanding can be gained of what 
could be done in the order of nature. Apparently he stud- 
ied the construction and use of ships, and came up with a 
completely different interpretation. 

In fact, the Ark as Hugh envisaged it seems to have look- 
ed rather like the Arks of Noah which used to be so com- 

mon as toys. He considered it to have been something 
like a house boat; it was a boat below, but had a house-like, 
or at least roof-like top. Hugh had some thoughts about 
the arrangement of the interior; one idea, which later 
writers do not seem to have taken up, was that aquaria for 
such animals as seals were in parts of the interior. He also 
suggested some considerations about the size, and how it 
would contain all the animals. 

It is true that Hugh’s interest in the Ark was not prima- 
rily along lines of naval architecture. Like most mediaeval 
theologians, he was very interested in the allegorical mean- 
ings of Scripture; and was able, of course, to find many in 
the account of the Ark. That there was a tendency for the 
mediaeval writers to be carried away by their allegories can 
hardly be denied. 

It should be noticed, though, that they held, in theory at 
least, the validity of allegorical meanings was derived from 
the literal. Thus anyone who wanted to draw allegorical 
meanings from Scripture needed to be sure that the ac- 
counts were true to literal meanings; and, of course, Hugh 
and his contemporaries never doubted the literal truth of 
Scripture, including the story of the Ark. 
c- In investigating how these accounts, accepted as literally 

true, can be in harmony with the nature of things, Hugh 
seems to have been a pioneer in the work which has later 
been taken up by modern creationists. 

-Editor Armstrong 




