STUDIES CF TEE DOCTRIFES CF
"TEE CCMPLAINT"

Serious doctrinel issues have been reised in The
Orthodox Presbyterian Church awring the yesrs 1944-19L6,
The thirteenth General assembly clected five ministers to
study the four doctrines in cuestion. It is the Guty of
€ll ministers and elders of ovur Church to study these
doctrines so as to protect the Church from error. It is
the conviction of meny of the ministers thet the doctrines
of The Complaint ere not the doctrines of thie Werd of
God or of our subordinzte stenderds. e believe that in
seversl respects ‘e Comoleint goes beyond ihe Confession
¢nd is contrery to the iistoric wosition of the Reformed
Churches., This paper is one of geverel which, eppesring
dquring the winter of 194°-1947, eim to preserve the or-
iginel pogition of The Crilodox Presbvyrterian Church.

Gordon H. Clerk




THE PHILOSQPHEY CF "THE CCIPLAIVT."

it the Genersl Assembly of May 1646, following a speech by Dr.
Ven, Til, I begen & defense of my position, As it took fifty minutes
to complete the introduction, wisdom cdicteted thet the Assembly tcoke
a recess., The remeining deys of the hssembly seemed to me to offer no
compelling mement for the mrin part of my speech. And therefore I teoke
this ooportunity to present some of the mein material, As en intro-
duction to this wneper I should like to indiceate my own position on the
incomprenensibility of God, =nd then by way of contrast discuss the theory
of the Compleint.

It may bYe remembtered that &t the Genersl Assembly I expressed my
whole hearted epprovel of that early portion of Dr, Ven Til's address,
in vhich he summerized the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God.
With his explicit vemerks in thzt vert of thst specch, I agree,

Furthermore, with some of the meaterial in the Complsint conteins
several columns of cuotetions from standard reformed writers, These
writers ere importent representatives of Calvinism, ¢nd yet they ere
not infellible. Since, too, the ¢uotutions were selected to Iit the
tenor of the Complaint, it moy be that these quotetions contein une-
guarded statements. At least, the cvotetions ' may possibly be so made
as to elter the intention of the euthors.

For exemple, in The Compleint, paze 3, column 2, Chsrnock is
guoted os saying, "t is utterly impossible either to behold him or
compreiiend him." As quoted in the Compleint, this mey give & wrong
impression. Charnock in the context is talking sgbout literal vision with
the physiccl eyes. In this sense¢ it is, &s he szys, inpossible to
"behold" & pure Spirit, Zut the doctrine of the Complasint, as will
be showu, implies thet it is uiterly impossible to contemplnte or behold
God with the mind. This is no%t the force of Chernock's peragreph;
end it is not true, The complainenis, by omitting the information thet
Charnoclkz is speclzing of physicel sensation, attempt to meke it eppeer
that Chernock supports their own, very different, position.

However, if these cuotations be detached from the Compleint, the
followinz sentences in perticular state nothing else than the truth,
es I see it., VWith these stotements I fully sgree.

e connot have en adecuate or sviteble conception of God"
(Chernociz),

"It is utterly impossible to heve 2 notion of God commensurate to
the immensity and spirituwality of his beinz" (Chernock),



"When it is said that God can be known, it is not mesnt that he can
be comprehended. To comprehend is to have a complete and exhaustive
knowledge of an object. It is to understend its nature and relations
« + o+ God is past finding out. We cannot understand the Almighty to
perfection" (Charles Hodge).

In this excellent statement by Charles Hodge, attention should
particularly be drawn to his definition of comprehend. It seems that
neither side in the present controversy has always used the term in this
exact meaning. Clarity would be more perfectly attained if all of us
could limit ourselves to this one meaning., But the force of English
usage had led us to think of incomprehensibility as meaning unintelligi-
bility. And it seems to me that the Complaint teaches rather the un-
intelligibility or the irrationality of God than the incomprehensibility
of God in Hodge's sense of the term.

The Angwer, which still deserves more thorough study by all those
interested in the present matier, was written with the Complaint sharply
in view. 1In opposition to the Complaint's view that incomprehensibility
means irrationality or unknowability, the Answer defends the view of
Charles EHodge that "to comprehend is to have a complete and exhaustive
knowledge." This meaning does not require the conclusion that God cannot
be known at all, It means rather that we cannot know all about God.
Therefore, in its account of the doctrine, the Answer puts in the very
first place an assertion that incomprehensibility must not be so understood
as to deny that God can reveal truth., With this foremost assertion of
the possibility of revelation the Answer gives a fair, even if not an
"adequate! account of the doctrine. Since I am one of its authors, it
obviously represents my views.

The Answer, page 9, says, "Dr. Clark contends that the doctrine
of the incomprehensibility of God as set forth in Scripture and in the
Confession of Faith includes the following points: 1., The essence of God's
being is incomprehensible to man except as God reveals truths concerning
his own nature; 2. The manner of God's knowing, an eternal intuvition, is
impossible for men; 3. Man can never know exhaustively and completely
God's knowledge of any truth in all its relationships and implications;
because every truth has an infinite number of relationships and implica~
tions, and since each of these implications in turn has other infinite
implicetions, these must ever, even in heaven, remein inexhaustible for
man, 4. But, Dr. Clark meinteins, the doctrine of the incomprehensibdility
of God does not mean that a proposition, e.g. two times two are four, has
one meaning for man and a qualitatively different meaning for God, or
that some truth is conceptual and other truth is nonconceptual in nature.”

But while these several guotations all reflect sound doctrine, this
sound doctrine may be, and in the case of the Complaint part of it has
been embedded in a document which by its philosophy end epistemology
deviates from the sound doctrine it quotes. Sometimes, as in the case of
Dr. Van Til's address in General Assembly, the complainants summarize the
doctrine quite acceptably; but when they develop their views, as they have
in the Complaint, it is seen that their epistemology so distorts the



doctrine that the resultant whole cannot logiczlly be regarded as
Reformed. Thé source of the difficulty and the chief issue between
the two parties is epistemological. The men who wrote the Answer
maintain the position of Warfield, Hodge, Charnock, and Calvin. That
the Complaint does not consistently hold this position, dbut that it
alters and vitiates the doctrine by an untenable epistemology, it is
the aim of this paper to prove.

- To this end the paper discusses first, The Philosophic Background
of the Complaint; second, The Philosophy of the Complaint; third, A
Subsequent Pcper; and fourth, The Biblical Doctrine.

THE PHILOSOPHIC BACKGROUND

The necessity of examining the philosophic background of the Come
plaint is seen in the fact that certain members of the Assembly openly
admitted that they did not understand the issues eand accordingly based
their votes on their confidence in the ability end scholarship of the
complainants. Now, it is not unreasonable for people to follow their
trusted leaders when they cannot judge the merits of a case for themselves.
But there comes a time to examine the basis of such confidence. A per-
petual and blind following of any human leader is not the mark of an
educated and conscientious person, The Rev. Robert H., Grahem, in a
letter dated July & 1946, speaks of the authors of the Complaint as
theological giants. That is his privilege. It is the privilege of all
to examine the evidence to see if his estimate is supported by a study
of their writings.

Dr. Van Til!s views are obviously the philosophic background of
the Complaint, Therefore to understand the Complaint, one must examine
the philosophy of Dr. Van Til. Now, his views were formed partly by his
study of the history of philosophy; and it is also true that his inter-
pretationsof the history of philosophy is colored by his views. Inasmuch
as he has written at length of this history, let us first examine his
work in this eesily tested field.

To show how Dr, Van Til expounds the views of other men, let us
first turn to his Syll:bus on Apologetics, page 84, where he is discussing
medieval philesophy. Ue says, "In stating the problem (whether universals
are ante rem, in re, or wouh rem) the scholastics failed to distinguish
between God and man. “hey aid not ask first whether the ideas of univer-
sals were prior to a thing known in the case of God, in order then in a
separate question to ask whether the universals were prior to a thing in
the case of man." Now contiaest Dr. Van Til's understanding of medieval
philosophy with that of Windelband, History of Philosophy, page 299:

"Even Abelard, however, explains this likeness of character in a multi-
plicity of individuwals upon the hypothesis that God created the world
according to archetypes which he carried in his mind. Thus according

to his view, the universals exist firstly, before the things, as conceptus
mentis in God; secondly, in the things, as likenesses of the essential
characteristics of individuwals; thirdly, after the things, in the human
understanding as its concepts and predicates acquired by comparative
thought (italics, Windelband's) . . .+ . As regards the real question




at issue he had advenced so far that it was essentially his theory

that became the ruling doctrine in the formula accepted by the

Arabian philosophers -Avicenna~- 'universalia ante multiplicitatem, in
multiplicitate, et post mutiplicitaten;' to universals belongs equally

& significance ante rem as regards the divine mind, in re as regards
Nature, and post rem as regards humen knowledge. And since Thomas and
Duns Scotus in the main agreed with this view, the problem of universals,
which, to be sure, has not yet been solved, came to a preliminary rest,
to come again into the foreground when Nominalism was revived."

It is clear that Dr. Van.Til says that the scholastics did not do
what as a matter of well known fect they did do. It should be specifi-
cally noted that this is not just a question of interpretation. Someone
might want to defend Dr. Van Til on the ground that every philosopher
proposes his own interpretationsof previous philosophers. One man has
one view of the scholastics and another man has a different view, and
Dr. Van Til is entitled to his, This is not the case at issue, The
point is that Dr., Van Til has not correctly represented the views in
question. He has said that the scholastics failed to do what es a matter
of plain historical fact they did do.

In the next place notice should be taken of Dr. Van Til's account of
Descartes, In the mimeogrephed syllabus on Christian Theistic Evidences,
page 96, Dr. Van Til says that Descartes "studied the mind as an entity
that had nothing to do with the body."

But in The Principles of Philosophy, Part Two, Descartes states his
second thesis as "How we likewise know that the human body is closely
connected with the mind." In Part Four of the same work, section 189,
Descartes says, "We must know, therefore, that although the humen soul
is united to the whole body, it has, nevertheless, its principal seat
in the brain. . . " And a few lines below: "the movements which are
thus excited in the brain by the nerves variously affect the soul or mind,
which is intimately conjoined with the brain . . . " Cf, pessim. Again,
as in the case of the scholastics, there seems to be a discrepancy between
Dr, Van Til's account and the sources.

Dr. Van Til continues, in his Christian Theistic Evidences, to say,
"Descartes thought of the mind in exclusively intellectual terms. 'L'ame
pense toujours! was the principle of his psychology. The emotional and
the volitive were disregarded." But it should not be forgotten that
Descartes wrote a volume On the Passions of the Soul., A brief indication
that Descartes did not disregard the volitional and the emotional aspects
of man's nature is found in Article 18 of this work: "Our volitions are
of two kinds . . ." And then Descartes goes on to distinguish them.
Article 41 of the same work says, "The will is so free in its nature that
it can never be constrained. . ." Article 45 says, "Our passions cannot
be directly excited or removed by the action of the will; but they can
be indirectly through the representation (or, imagination) of things which
are customarily joined with the passions, . "

Nor is it necessary to confine the evidence to Descartes work On the
Passions of the Soul. The Meditations themselves show that Dr. Van Til
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is not altogether accurate. In Meditation IV Descartes explains error

on the ground of a certain relation between the understending esnd the
will: "I observe that these (errors) depend on the concurrence of two
causes, viz. the faculty of cognition which I possess, and that of
election or the power of free choice -- in other words, the understanding
and the will." Then Descartes continues for a few pages to discuss the
will, in spite of the fact that Dr. Van Til asserts that Descartes
disregarded the volitional aspect of man's personality, Further evidence

will be found in Descartes' Reply to the Second Objections.

Then Dr., Van Til continues: "The mind of man wes thought of as
being independent of God." How could this assertion be made when two
thirds the way through Meditation III Descartes writes: "I possess the
perception (notion) of the infinite before that of the finite; that is,
the perception of God before that of myself, for how could I know that
I doubt, desire, or that something is wanting to me, and that I am not
wholly perfect, if I possessed no idea of a being more perfect than
myself, by comparison of which I knew the deficiencies of my nature?®

A little further on Descartes writes: "I am desirous to inquire
further whether I, who possess this idea of God, could exist supposing
there were no God . . ." And then he goes on to argue at considerable
length that first he could not be dependent on himself; second, that he
could not be dependent on his parents; third, that there could not be
several causes as the ultimate explanation of his being; and then for
some pages Descaries stresses his dependence on God., Finally he says,
"And in truth it is not to be wondered at that God et my creation
implanted this idea (of God) in me, that it might serve, es it were,
for the mark of the workmen impressed on his work." A4nd then, "I not
only find that I am an incomplete (imperfect), and dependent being,

+ « o« Dbut at the same time I am assured likewise that he upon whom

I em dependent possesses in himself all the goods after which I aspire

« + « and that he is thus God." 3But Dr., Van Til asserts that Descartes
thought of the mind of man as independent of Godl

Dr, Van Til's boock, The New Modernism, is also faulty in its under-
standing of philosophy. On page 1l he says, '"Leibniz thought it was
possible for man, by means of a refined logical apparatuvs, to learn to
distinguish one penguin from another.! ’

Now, Leibniz, in his Discourse on Metaphysics, VIII, (where he is
talking about Alexander the Great instead of penguins) says "God,
however, seeing the individual concept, or haecceity, of Alexander,
sees there at the same time the basis and reason of all the predicates
vhich cen be truly uttered regarding him; for instance that he will
conquer Darius . .+ . ~facts which we cen learn only throush history."
Ibidem XIII: "If anyone were capable of carrying out atcomplete demone
stration by virtue of which he could prove this connection of the subject
» .+ with the predicate, . . he would bring us to see" etc. Apparently
therefore Leibniz teaches that man is not cepable of distinguishing one
person or one penguin from another by pure logic. Bearing on the same
subject, even if not so directly, is ibidem V: "To know in particular,

_ however, the reasons which have moved him (God) to choose this order of
the universe . .+ .~ this passes the cepacity of a finite mind, above




-7-

all when such & mind has not come into the joy of the vision of God."
This passage places limitations on human knowledge which Dr., Van Til
apparently misses in Leibmiz,.

Dr. Van Til continues on page 11l to say, WMAll knowledge, he
contended, that is all true knowledge, is speculative or analytical
- at bottoms By working up the contents of your mind you may eventually
learn all the fields of truth and all they coantain.”

Now, if the word analytical be omitted, the phrase, all irue
knowledge (vhat would false knowledge be?) and the word, speculative,
in Dr. Van Til's sentence are sufficiently vague to meke the sentence
true in some sense or other, But Leibniz never taught that all
 knowledge was enalytical. In the Discourse XIII, Leibniz teaches that
some truths are not analytical, but contingent. Some predicates cannot
be obtained from their subjects by the law of contradiction; and even °
in God's perfect knowledge, the M"demonstration" of the predicate is
not as absolute as are those of numbers or geometry. The contrary does
not imply a contradiction, and hence not all truth is analytic. Cf.
further, On the Ultimate Constitution of Things, of Nov. 23, 1697.

In view of these items that have now been analyzed, it is necessary
to conclude that there are historical inaccuracies in Dr. Van Til's
treatment of philosophy. Since the items analyzed are not matters of
delicate interpretation where one man's opinion is almost as good as
another's, but are matters of historical fact, the reader is cautioned
not to accept Dr. Van Til's every statement without examination. And
if caution is required in the purely historicel portion of his work, it
would seem reasonable t0 use even more caution in the study of his
constructive argumentation, What it is important to see is that the
philosophic background of the Complaint is not to be accepted uncritically,
In view of this philosophic background one has prima facie reason to
suspect the epistemology and spologetics of the Complaint. It must be
clear to anyone vho has studied that document that its ideas and
accusations are largely based on Dr, Van Til's views, and hence the truth
and the accuracy of the philosophic work behind the Complaint are of
tremendous importance in estimating its value. Not that the Complaint
should be condemned on mere suspicion: the suspicion will be verified
" by an exemination of the document itself,

THE COMPLAINT AND ITS PEILOSCPEY

Of all the documents in the present controversy the Complaint is
the most important. It is not the impromptu answers of a single person
to a barrage of questions, but it is the result of extended collaboration,
Any mistake that one person might have made on the spur of the moment
had to pass the inspection of, and would be corrected by, all the
other authors. Hence its wording must be considered the most accurate
possible; and its presentation must be the most authoritetive presenta- -
tion of the views of those men. It was written, signed, and published
by Professor R. B, Kuiper, Professor Paul Woolley, Professor Cornelius
Van Til, Professor Edward J. Young --five members of the faculty of
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Westminster Theological Seminary, and also by Mr., Arthur W, Kuschke
and Mr, Leslie W, Slecat, who were at that time connected with the
Seminary, (Six other men, not so directly comnected with the Seminary,
also collaborated.) Hence the Complaint must be considered as the
actual position of the large majority of the Westminster faculty.

Note in particular that a Complaint against a Presbytery is always a
serious matter., It is extremely serious when charges of heresy are
made. And this Complaint speaks of an unblushing humanistic rational-
ism and vicious independence of God, The awfulness of this charge,
and the widespread publicity given to the document, all show that this
must have been the most carefully prepared statement that these pro-
fessors could meke, It must accurately express their deepest con-
victions. Let us then examine this most important document,

The Complaint admits that Dr. Clark distinguishes between what
mey be called the divine psychology and humen psychology in the act
of knowing. God's mode of knowing is intuitive, while man's is always
temporal and discursive. This distinction, the Complaint cleims, is
insufficient; a further distinction is needed. It is obvious therefore
that the complainants hold to a two-fold theory of something in addition
to a two~fold theory of the act of knowing.

Note too that the difference they wish to establish between God's
knowledge and man's knovwledge is not that God knows and man does not
know all the implications of a given truth. This, of course, is true,
but it is not the distinction the Compleint insists upon. The Complaint
insists on a two~-fold theory of something connected with a single truth
itself, quite apart from its implications (cf. The Complaint, p.6, col.2).

A little examination will show that this other something, of which
the complainants say they are two kinds - one for God and one for man,
is the truth itself. The Complaint teaches a two-layer theory of truth.
On page 5, col. 1, it says, "Dr. Clark denies that there is any cualita-
tive difference between the contents of the knowledge of God and the
contents of the knowledge possible to men." Since they meke this as an
objection, it must be that they assert a qualitative difference tetween
the contents of the knowledge of God and the contents of the knowledge
possible to man.,

At this point the important question arises, what sre the contents
of one's knowledge? Obviodusly the contents of one's knowledge are the
truths one knows. The cnly answer to the guestion, what does one know?
is a list of the truths known, Truth is the object and content of
knowledge. The contents of God's knowledge are the truths he knows,
and the contents of a man's knowledge are the truths the man knows, The
Compleint maintains that these two sets of truths are gqualitatively
different.

This qualitative difference between the truths God knows and the
truths that man knows is further emphasized in The Complaint, pege 5,
col. 2, bottom. Again as an unacceptable conclusion from Dr, Clark's
views they state, "a proposition would have to have the ssme meaning for
man as for God." Since this is unacceptable to them, the Complaint
must teach that a proposition does not have the same meaning for man
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as for God. Propositions therefore have two meanings. !'David was
king of Israel' means one thing for uvs; it means something different
for God. What it means for God, we cannot know because the meaning
God has is qualitatively different from ours, and man cen never have
God's meanings.

The culmination of this argument in theCComplaint is reached in
the next column: p.5, col. 3. To make swre that everyone would under-
stand that this is the crux of the matter, to meke everyone see that
this is the distinction between God's knowledge and man's knowledge
that the doctrine of incomprehensibility requires, the complainants
have put it in italics. Here is found the main point of the whole
discussion. The Complaint says, "we dare not maintein that his knowl-
edge and our knowledge coincide at any single point" (italics theirs).

Note well that the complainants are not content to say that God's
knowledge differs from men's in certain ways, such as in its extent
end in its mode. They insist thet there is no point of contact whatever.
Not a single point. With this I heartily disagree. Far from denying
that there is a single point of coincidence, I maintain that there is
an area of coincidence. That area includes, "David was king of Israel,!
and 'Jesus was born at Bethlehem,' and several other items. These are
points where God's knowledge and man's knowledge coincide., The proposi-
tions mean to the man who knows them, to the man who grasps their meaning,
exactly what they mean to God, although God, as was said, knows implicae
tions of these propositions that man does not know; but the truth itself
is the same for man as it is for God. If a man does not grasp God's
truth, he grasps no truth at all, for there is no other truth than God's
truth, God knows all truth. And if a man grasps eny truth at all,
since it is God's truth, that truth is a point or even an area of
coincidence.

- The Complaint, on the other hand, makes the truth God has qualite~
tively different from the 'truth! man has. There is not a single point
in common. VWhatever meaning God has, man cennot have. And since the
Bible teaches that God has all truth, it must follow on the theory of
the Complaint that man has no truth., The theory of the Complaint is
therefore skepticism,

Another passage in the Complaint serves to meke the matter still
more clear. A paragreph above has discussed the meaning of the term,
content. The Complaint itself specifies the sense in which it uses
this term. On page 7 col., 3, it states another wnacceptable conclusion
in propositions these words: "This knowing of propositions cannot, in
the neture of the case, reflect or inspire recognition by man of his
relation to God, for the simple reason that the propositions have the
same content, mean the same, to God and man." Note that these last
few words equate same content with mean the same, Thus it is clear that
agcording to the Complaint the content is the meaning., And it follows
that the Compleint holds that propositions do not mean the same thing
for God as they do for men. There is no point of coincidence between
the meaning & man has and the meaning God has. '

No one therefore can logically avoid the conclusion that the
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Complaint teaches o skeptical two-layer theory of truth. A proposition
is its meaning. A proposition is not the sound waves in the air; a
proposition is not the ink marks on paper; a proposition is not the words
used. Mens semper cogitat; l'éme pense toujours; the mind always thinks:
these are not three propositions - they are one and the same proposition,
one and the same truth (or, falsehood), because they are identical in
neaning. The Complaint holds that God has one set of meanings, and man
hes another set (if he have any at all). There is not a single point of
coincidence.

The application of this skeptical theory to the practical matter of
the preaching of the Gospel is also seen in the last quotation. The
Complaint said, "This knowing of propositions cannot, in the nature of
the case, reflect or inspire any recognition by man of his relation to
God, for the simple reason that the propositions have the same content,
mean the seme, to God and man,"

The Complaint here teaches that if a man had the same meaning God
had of a proposition, (such as, Christ died for sin), he could not for
that very reason recognize his relation to God. Before a man can be
inspired to recognize his relation to God, he must put on propositions
a meaning different from God's., Why is this? What use would the Bible
be to us, if its words could not mean the same thing to us as they do
to God? And whet sort of a God is it that could not express, could not
reveal, his meaning to man? Or, conversely, how could sentences that
mean one thing to God and something else to man reflect or inspire any
proper recognition vy man of his relation to God? The import of the
Complaint in this passage seems to render the preaching of the Gospel
futile.

And therefore the Complaint, collaborated won, signed, and published
by a majority of the Westminster faculty, teaches a two-layer theory of
truth. And its theory is not in accord with Reformed theology. It is a
theory of skepticism that shiould be attecked and refuted, rather than
defended end inculcated, by a faculty subscribing to the Westminster
Confession,

A SUBSEQUENT PAPER

Since the publication of the Complaint, some verbal claims have
been made that the Complaint is not an accurate presentation of the
views of its signers. It has been said that the complainsnts have
changed their views and have moved closer to the Reformed faith. And
a peper scnt To the Commissioners to the Thirteenth General Assembly,
by a Committee for the Complainants, is eppealed to as evidence, This
subsequent paper we must examine, although, in the absence of a
retraction by the complainants themselves, such z mimeographed paper
can be only of secondary importance. If the Complaint no longer
represents the position of the complainants, they should, I thinlk,
publicly repudiate it and apologize for its skeptical philosophy and
baseless accusations. But since this subseguent paper, in its very
first parsgreph, condemns The Answer, one would imagine that it is
consistent with The Complaint.
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An examination of the first part of this paper, the section on
The Incomprchensitility of God, will show this to be tiie cese: the
complainanis have not changed their views. The paper expounds the
same objectionable doctrine that is found in the Complaint.

It is true that at one point the paper seems to withdraw from
the position of the Complaint, On page 3 it says, "Truth is one.
And man moy end does know the same truth that is in the divine mind
« " This stateuent is entirely acceptebie because it flatly con~
tradicts the CUomntaint, And if the paper as a whole consistently
maintvained this view, it too would be accevtable, RBut it is soon
seen that this, which scems to be a retraciion is bul a temporary
and superficial luose Ifrom their fixed doctrines. The very same
paragraph continves to say that man "cannot possibly have in mind a
conception to etewnity that is identical or that coincides with
God's own thoughi of his eternity." This is ncthing else than the
doctrine of the Compleint over agrpin, In the first lines of the
paragraph ilhey sey tha® wan can have the same truth that is in the
divine mind, and immediaitely “elow they say that man cannot have the
same concept of eternity, e conception of etsrnity that the com-
pleinants have --not God's conception of eternity- is the conception
of endless years. If this is not God's concepntion of eternity, it
must follow that the complainants Live the wrong conception of eternity.
Man, according to them, cannct know that God ic eternsal; he can only
know that God has endless duraiion. ZEndlens dv:atiou is an analogy
of eternity. God has thae truih; men has only an analozy of the truth,
and he can be quite sure thal he does not have the truth itself, ’

The committee that wrote this paper attempts to support its con-
tention by pointing out that the Rible frequently speaks of eternity
in terms of endless yewars. The peragraph in guestion stresses God's
condescension or accommodation in revelation, This Scriptural lenguage
is well kpown; God is called the Ancient oFf Days; he is from everlasting
to everlastiing; aud his yeawvs shall not fail., ZFut to argue from these
facts o the conclusion thai man can have no other concept of eternity
except that of endless duraticn is to argus badly. From the fact that
revelation someiimes accommodaves itself to mun in figures of speech,
it does not follow, as this peper says it does, that "therelore he
canncy possitly have in mind a conception of eternity that is identical
or that coiacides with Godis own thought of his eternity,"

The Scriptures also spesk of the gxm of the Lord, the hand of God,
and the zyes of &ud. Tves it follow than we can have no other concept
of the bhelng of (ed exvept the concept of a corpoweal being? Hand and
eyes are igures of spacech, ani we know that they are figures of sgeecch
because the Bivle leactes that God is a pure Spirvit. Similarly we lznow
tha’ ‘enlicyys yuurs'! 1y a figure of speech becavse in literal language
the Bible tcacher thel 4904 is immuiable and eternal.

The couclusion this paper insists wpon here is denied in the
paragraph itself, for the aathoxrs betray the fact that they themselves
have a concept of eternity ditferent from that of endless duration., If
they had no concept of eternity cther than that of an everlasting lapse
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of time, how would they be able to say, '"he is not subject to the
passing of time. God's being is without succession." If they did
not have the concept of "without succession," they could not have
discussed 1t in this paper.

However, in spite of this testimony from their own material, the
committee for the complainants denies that man's concept and God's
coincide or are identical. It is true that this paragrsph asserts a
"correspondence" between God's thought and men’s thought. But if man's
concept of "correspondence! is no more like God's than man's concept
of eternity is sauid to be, how can one be sure that man meens the same
thing as God would mean if he says man thought corresponds to God's?

To be sure of a correspondence between two things, it is necessary that
both of them be present to consciousness. No one can compare two things
if he is acquainted with only one of them. Correspondences and
enalogies cannot be founded except on some point or area of coincidence.
Obviously therefore the complainants have not been converted to the
view thet truth is one and that man mey have it. They still hold that
man has only an analogy of the truth and not the truth itself.

On page 6 of the seme paper their theory of truth is further
elaborated. About the middle of the page we read, "The distinction
between knowledge of a truth and knowledge of its implications is
artificial and atomistic.” But if a premise is not distinguishable in
meaning from a conclusion, then all truths have been merged into one
homogeneous mass and reasoning has become impossible., Consider the
distinction between the axioms and the theorems of geometry. One of
the axioms is that "all right engles are egual." One of the implicetions
or theorems is that "the interior angles of a , triangle are egual teo two
right angles." Is there only an ertificial dlstlnctlon between these
two statements? Is it not rather a perfectly natural distinction? The
two propositions are essentially, not ertificially, different in meaning.
And if we extend our view and say that all truths are parts of one
system, then the proposition 'Moses spoke to Phareoi,! could in 2 sense
be called a premise for the proposition 'David was king of Isreel.!

Why should the distinction between two such propositions be called
artificial? VWhat sort of epistemology is it that makes the meaning of
one sentence -even though related to every other in the system- only
artificially different from the meaning of another?

The eauthors of this Subsequent paper proceed consistently. AV
the bottom of this paragraph on page 6 they say, "the human mind like-
wise cannot know it as a bare pr0p051t10n, gpart from an actual under-
standing of implications."

While the context refers to one specific proposition, the theory
Tequires this pronouncement to be applied to every proposition., The
authors must hold that no proposition can be understood epart from an
actual uncerstanding of implications.

The first question that occurs is, why not? Their assertion thet
it is so, does not make it so. For example, teke the proposition 'some
boocks are not interesting.'! This is & particular negetive, and in the
traditional Aristotelian logic a particular negative, while it may be
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expressed in several forms, does not by itself imply another proposi-
tion of different meening, 3But if it has no implications, then
according to the theory we cannot know what it means. But that is
absurd. Have the complainants given sufficient thought to logic to
Justify their assertion? 4And quite aside from the technicalities of
Aristotelian or non-aristotelian logic, one must esk this second
question: when a child is for the first time taught that one plus
one are two, does the child have an "actual understanding of implica-
tions?" According to this theory, before a child can understand the
first propcesition, he must understand a second proposition -its im-
plication; and cf course before he can understand this second proposi-
tion, he must understand a third ~its implicetion; and before and so
on, The child nust know everything before he knows anything. This
fits in exactly with the skeptical theory which the Complaint and
this Subsequent paper defend.

The authors of the paper may wish to reply that they did not mean
to say that the child had to understand all the implications; they
meant merely that he has to understand some of the implications.

But look at the sentence again. The word "likewise" seems to
indicate that they mean all the implications, for the word "likewise®
refers to & comparison between God's knowledge and men's knowledge.
Note that they say, "The divine mind cannot know that truth without
knowing its implications and the human mind likewise cannot know it?
etc. The force of the comparison seems to require man to have an
actual understanding of all the implications. In other words, a man
must be omniscient, if he is to know anything at all, for he sannot
know any single truth without an actual understanding of (its) implica~
tions,

Although this interpretation is required by their argument, they
nay have omitted the word 'its! purposely, not noticing that such a
purposeful omission ruins their comparison of the divine mind with the
human. Now, if they withdraw from their position and try to claim
that a men must understand only a few implications before he can under-
stand only a few implications before he cen understand his first pro-
position, there is another question that the complainants must answer.
They must explain how many implications are needed before a man knows
the first proposition., Is it necessary to understand ten theorems of
geometry before it is possible to understand one axiom? Or five
theorems? Or just one? Then the complainants will have to explain
what principle they use to limit the number of five rather than ten, or
to one rather than two. When they attempt to meke these explanations,
it will be clear that they are in utter confusion. If anyone of us
will look into his own mind and consider the truths he knows, he will
find many propositions there without an actual understanding of their
implications.

Before ending this part of the discussion, I wish to draw attention
to the following assertions of the paper in guestion. On page 7,
paragraph 1, are these words: "Dr. Clark's fundamental insistence won
identity (italics theirs) of divine and humen kncwledge . ." On page
& near the bottom we find, "Dr. Clark insists upon identity of divine
and human knowledge of a particular truth . "
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It is amazing that these men continue to circulate these false
stetements after I hizve so mony times denied them, I denied them in
the exemination (cf. Tremscript, 31:9-10). I denied them in The
Answer (poges 20-21). I denied them in speeches in two Assemblies
and in couvntless conversations. The Report of the committee to the
thirteenth General Ascembly denied them for me (page 3, next to the
bottom paragraph). 4nd in spite of all this, the committee for the
complainants has neither seen nor heard these denials, and continue
to make the same false statements. Truly, this is incomprehensible.

THE BIBLICAL DCCTRINE

Now let us turn to Reformed doctrine; but instead of examining
the Westminster Confession, we may better go directly to the source
of authority and examine the Scriptures. It will be highly instructive
to contrast the Scriptureswith the skeptical theory of the Complaint,

The Gospel of John, which so eqphasizés the Godhood of Jesus
Christ, has a great deal to say about truth,

John 1:17 Groce and truth came through Jesus Christ.
5:53 Ye have sent unto John, and he hath borne witness
unto the truth,
8132 And ye shall know the truth.

Does anyone now dare to say that there is not even a single point
of coincidence between God's knowledge and ours? Is there in this, or
in what follows, any hint of a twc-layer theory of truth? Are there
two qualitatively different truths? Do we possess only an analogy of
the truth? . '

John &:45 I say the truth.
15:7 I tell you the truth,
16:13 He shall guide you into all truth.
17:17 Sanctify them in thy truth; thy word is truth.

The Word is not something qualitatively different from the truth.
The sentences in the Word do not properly bear a meaning different from
the meaning God has., The Word is the truth, the truth of God; and we
have that truth.

Cf. Also: I Kings 17:24; Psalms 25:5, 43:3, 86:11, 119:43,
142, 151; Rom. 1:18, 3:7; 1II Cor. 627, 7:1&, 11:10; Gal. 2:5, 1l
Eph. 1:13. Etc.

These verses do not indicate that we cannot grasp God's meaning,
or that the truth cannot be known, or that God cannot be kncwa,

Since God is truth, this whole matter involves the cuestion or
our knowledge of God. OCan we know God? It will do us no good, if we
can know only something qualitatively different from God; it will not
help if there is no point of contact between us and God. The question
is, can we know God? If answer be made in terms of negation end
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analogy alone; if all possibility of God's knowledge and man's coin-
ciding at any point be denied; if no sentence in the Bible can
possibly have the same meaning for men that it has for God; the
logical result is a skepticism that makes revelation impossidble and
Christianity a vain dream. But if man can know some things that

God knows; if man can grasp some of God's meaning; if God's knowledge
and man's have some points in common; then true religion will be no
delusion, but a glorious reality,



