January
e TR three.
S ORI 1939

Dear Dr, Clark

Thank you for letting me read this meanuscript, I have greatly .
enjoyed it, I agree with you in the primary importence of the -
intellect, However, I do not believe that the word faijh cen be

-correctly understood if emotional and volitional content is excluded.

If we have a merely intellecbual faith without the love of God and
without the yielding of the will to Him, we seem to be on the ground
described by James "Thou believest that there is one God; thou doest
well: the devils also believe and tremble," (James 2:19) In my
arbicle on "The Ethics of Pisteuo in the Fourth Gospel" in the
Bibliotheca Sacra for January, 1923 I think I demonstrated that
pisteuo in John is not.a simply intellectual word but implies a
total ethical reaction of the whole man,

Now for a few detailed;quments.

Page 1, line 5 up., I do not, of course, object to the phrase "that
man grasps God," The Seripture often speaks in such terminology.
However, for purposes of your discussion I wonder whether it would
not be better to speak in terms of God grasping men or meking Himself
known to man, If we state the question from that point of view, does
it not appear that obstacles are found in all three of the channels
you mention,~emotional hatred or lack of love, volitional stubbornness
or unyieldedness, intellectual fog?

Page 2, 1 surely cannot accept the definition of emotion which you
seem to suggest. Emotiom in my vocabulary is simply the feeling tone
of consciousness, The whole Bible stands up to say that God loves,
is angry, and experiences pain. In other words, there is nothing
left to the Bible if there is no feeling tone toward the creature in
the consciousness of God., But this makes it impossible for us to
define emotion as seems to be suggested in your first paragraph on
page two,.

With reference to your material centering on page four, I do most
heartily agree with your argument against irrational faith, I
thoroughly agree that such teaching leads directly into skepticism,

I also share your view of Knudson's volitionalism and of all wvolition
which is not completely rational, I do think, however, that There
never is a mental process in which one comes to an intellectual
oonoclusion without also & volitional aoct, Aoccordingly I believe it
is immoral to be illogical,

Toward the bottom ‘o pﬁ_ :
that "God can hardly:-be said to aim at all," This is gnosticism}

ééé?nine I have & violent fit over your statement
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- Dr. Clark - mge 2.

Isn't it? I recognize, of course, that there are many figures of
speech in the Bible in which God is spoken of anthropomorphically,
but the statement that the Son of Man is come "to seek and to save
the lost" (Luke 19:10) certainly implies that God aims at something)
and cannot, I think, be taken otherwise than literally,

Top of page ten,=- I agree that obedience is meaningless without
intellectual understanding of the meaning of the command., Of course
we do not mean a complete understanding, %

To me, the illustration of reaching for a pencil, or holding a pencil
(page ten) does not click, It seems to me that the motion may be
“entirely involuntery, whereas the decision to retain possession may
be a definite act of the will,

It seems to me that the entire picture in the Scriptures and the whole
tradition of Calvinism (barring that type represented by Jonathan
Edwards) presents the decrees of God as volitiomal. Yet this conception
(possibly I do not correctly grasp your definition) hardly seems to
square with your definition of wvoliticn,

Page 11, paragraph 2, line 2, Here again I have another violent fit
over your words "static perfection.," Certainly I agree in the necessity
for "immutable truth," The future is just as absolutely certain in
every detail as is the past, and all the decrees of God areg gbsolutely
true. God is just as truly glorified by the glory that ‘&% be
ascribed to Him as by the glory that has been cwswme®t ascribed to Him,
There is nothing imperfect in His glory at any point in time, but the
glory of God is not static unless the whole Bible is to be evaporated
into Spinocza's conception of things, '

I am now shouting hallelujah at the bottom of page eleven. I rejoice
in your admirable handling of the pragmatic and Ritschlian epistemologies.

On page twelve, line five, I should not say "Truth is primary, walue
secondary" but "Truth is of primary wvalue,"

I am afraid I'm having another fit at the bottom of page twelve, Vhy
should you think that the beasts have volition? Of course if volition
is defined as power to act without the slightest original freedom in
accordance with a nature which is not only certain but necessitated,
then the beast has just as much volition as man, I still believs,
however, that (remember our old argument about Harvey Carr) that
definition of volition is e quibble., Volition to me involves the blame-
worthy responsibility for free, certain, but not necessitated moral
choice within certain limlts, blameworthy clear up to the throne of
God's absolute justioce,.

Now I am shouting hallelujah again at the conclusion,

Very cordially yours

e

JOB/VD
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Tay I atternt to clarily wottars by r olying
to your lettcr were or less pare-raph b p ro~r - -rh.

rhe reter nee to Jancs TilY¥ docg oot gpes: to
he 'necieist:nt with ¢ © +vositien of the ~aper beonus: the
st tenent of James says that th  deviles belileve rorely that
tor: 1 one God. To be'irve th-t thrre is ono God is nest
suffici nt to salvatiern. th devils did not believe thnt
ch a1t had died For them. The uere f-ct, theretere, that
ene int-llectunl ope+ ti~n deoes not produce alvation,
doca not prove that salvaticn (inciuding sanctification)
is not to be found in ancthcr int Ll ctual act. Ky parer
do.s rot holt that we know God by any radem int liection,
but th-t our knowil g God 1s an intell-setion znd net an
Trotion. Yo r paragra-h ond vith the ~hr=use "total eihionl
renction ef the whole man"™ which must, it scems to ne,
“ake intell-ction basic, becwuve 1 o-nnrt conceive crnlity
gxcent =zs founded on truth.

This le-wis to sncth ¥ pol ¢t which 1s ~ ¢li in vy
to dscussing detallea ¢o- ente. Tho po nt in questi n is
th:t oV ths egusect ¢30~¢ of the -y icle. T hove agked ~nd
tried to onewer tht qu astieng Thaet is the relizi-us ae'-
lvivty por excellerce, or to mak: 16 more definite, how do
we graep God himself. Frr I hold th t our peracngl arpres
ciaticn, ¢~ . Termolation, gresp, or God is rore fundamental
than ctrving soire particul:r cor: and he may imrcae on us.
"y unswer is, vt ¢ourne, th- int ilecct. 7 -t is, I au
defanly g the primney ¢t the intellcat in relagious (and
in all) matters. But note: if the ‘ntellect is vrime ,

it has no equals. To put s wet ing on the levol of truth
snd nd 1o te deny primicy to anything. -rhis accords
with the notion th-t God is Truth. Cod, then, is a3 bheing
to be known, not willed or felt.

Aed Turt er, as n every discusslon, defini-
Ti rn is "nsentinl. We mast 83y exact'ly “art we menn, and
atick to our we-uang.

o for detsiiat  Yeur corment on p.d, lin: 85 up
is ot c¢lzo 0 me. 1 an a0k ng chat action o0 ran Jrons
God, at -hat seti nx of Uua poopre ran. I ou not reis ng
th qu-sticn of whet  r win nesis Godlas r-co2 to come te
i, but oixnly, assuming grece, how oo ¢an have thoe oot
intleste rela2tion © elbir iivh God.



Your net on . 2. Th» term feeling tone seems
t0 me a !ittle vopue. A n oratteor of Yoot, wmoasrn naycrolony
Te1ts do n-t vvenpt to det:ine emutivn; so, wanting 2 batter,
I have ado~ted the historical detinivicn of contused thi:rkin..
Th-t God has no emotion is an artvicle o faith. The Westminater
vonfesaion, II i, statcs that God is without body, ports, or
pagsions. The oriciwal meanisg of pasaslion 1s any molitication,
or change, oxr suftering. There is 2 geed aection on this
probviem 1n Shedd, Logmatic Theolopy, B Volr. I, pp. 170~ L1y,
To be sure, he doce not verbally agrce with me, in th.t he
goncedcs Goa eroviimns, bhbut oniy krenwue hacuse she (t+ :isciocusly)
identified absence of emotion vith Srinozism. (p/172) Then
I rosove emotion trom God, I cervniniy Jdo not me'n to say,
as Shedd 1aters, thay God is indiffevent. [uv though thus
he dirters frow e vorba Ly he gronés oy euntboention on . L4
by atating that God does not exrerience fear, jealousy, grief,
Or TePEentance.

I must admit that my prhrase cn p.9, that God
does not aim, is very poor and wust be recast. That I must
say i in that God never changes his ailm.

The point of the illuntration of holding the
pencil, p.10, is that the re¢ ching ic a motion, the holding
is an aoctivity which is not motion. E hind this is the thought
that volitior is change, intellectiorn is unchunging activity.

P. 11, on static perfcotion, refors of course
to the beiug of Cod. Without an irmutable God we have
radical dynariem, and therefore skeonticiom. Does not Hodge
nay thut the g ory whioh crextures agcribe to God does not
incre~se God's glory? That do you mean by saying that Codtva
glory is not statio? It scems to me that if Cod chonpesn, it
must be either from the worse cr to the worse.

I did not say, Truth is of primary value, as
you suggest In vour criticlsm of p. 12, becnuse this phraase
gecitd to ne to0 olassify truth under v-olue, and that is
exactly the “itschlian pcsition which I an combatting.

At thr botto of p. 12 1 say that anim:1ls ,
orrosed to plants, have voliti-n begsu~e th 'y can initiate
motion. The anci-nt distinction is, the nutritive soul for
plants, the appetitive for anim- ls, the intellect for wnan.
Apparently your use of the word volition envianres the
Aristotelian proalrcsias. Put proairesls 1s distinctly
intollectual, even syllozistio, anl of course anim:ls do not
have it. Put in kesping with the m=in bunien of the vorer,

I wss thinking of volition as the {aculty ol self-metion.

low may I aprend sore final rex~rks? Tow
would you o about defonding the primacy of the intellceot?
Do you belicve that we cun either will God or feel God?

If I sho 1d ask: deooo Row.10:9-10 make
cxotion neossairy to sulvaticn, vou cunld reply with yo.r
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article in the Bibliotheoca Sacra. Two pointe: On ». 34,
Jesus' cbjuotions to a demand for signs doea not prove bhat
belief is not intelleoctual. The difference in meaning
between Jn. 4150 and 53, is not the intelleotuality of
belief, but the object of beliecf.

Your article on pisteuo is an excellent sumrary
of the usage of the word and I am glad to have read it. rut
it really at acks a different problem than the one now
under discussion. On n.39 you reject faith as intelle~tual
assent, but do not give an explicit reason. The {mplicit
re-son seems to me to be that intelleotual assent is
unethical, non-moral. with this I sheuld disagree. Our
thinking 1s our ochief moral problem. wvery thought is cither
moral or immoral. And T haertlly agree thzt faith is
ethical. But I oannot draw the cvonclusion that therefore
xxk it is not intelleoctual.

Already I have tried your paticnece, and I may
not presns the discuselion; bLut if you sho-ld onre to rerly
you would help me considerably by anaswering these questions:
1, How can one defend the primacy of the intellecet?

2. Can man will God or feel God?
3. Why is not faith assent or intellcotion?

Tith many thantag,



January
twenty=-six
1939

Memorandum to Dr. Clark

Dear Tr, Clark

I am attaching herewith your manuscript on intellectualism and
the Soriptures, my memorandum of January third, your letter from
Dr, Van Til dated December fifth, %

'Thank you very much indeed for your memo of January sixth, I

read it and Tr, Van Til's letter soon after receiving it, but put
it away for an opportunity for personal conference with you. Now
it seems that I shall not have an opportunity for two or three
weeks at least., Hence I am doing my best talking to the dictaphone
in sunny California,

I am very much interested in Dr, Van Til's letter, I am encouraged
by your "how so" opposite the last paragraph on page ons, I am

really having quite & time with youngsters who have swallowed whole
Van Til's dictum.that the unsaved man cannot know anything correctly.

I am a little disturbed by Van Til's preposition "into" in the next
to the last line on page one., This seems not to be a typographical
error, because it is used again in the eighth line from the bottom
on page two, I have sometimes feared that although Van Til clearly
defends the doctrine of creation, he sometimes inadvertently slips
into the idea of projection rather than creation, If God coreated
the world out of Himself and projected it out into nothing, then we
do not have the distinct otherness of the created universe properly
safeguarded, I am not sure that Van Til does properly safeguard

the fact that the created thing is distinctly other than the Creator.

I say amen to Van Til's comment in the middle of page two. It seems
to me here that Van Til is giving a proper emphasis to the doctrine
of creation,

However, I am really agitated about your marginal comments at the top
of page two, If what Ven Til says is not true, then it follows that
the universe is not created but merely derived. How can you defend
creations in time if the total of ratiomality is always the total of
reality? . Surely the mind of God before creation was totally rational
and contained the total knowledge of all ratiomality. From this it.
would follow that all that is real in existence is also eternal.

Here 1 should like.to sit down with you for about a day and sharpen
up & foew definitions, Surely we believe that the entire realmof
reality is intelligible, but this is quite different from holding
that it is rational, If the rational is the real then there is no
irrational, If there is no irrational then the word rational has no
meaning but reelity, Then it follows that nothing is rational in the
sense in which we should deflne the word by correct methods of
lexicography. o .




" Memorandim to Dr. Clark - Page two
T ".‘;(:" ]

Now if theré'is ﬁ6 féal irrational then there is no sin, If sin is
not a reality the atonement is a farce.

A child's problem in arithmetic worked out with mistakes to a wrong
conclusion illustrates exactly what I mean by irrational reality, which
is nevertheless intelligible, I ocan understand the very irrationmality
of the example, I kmnow it to be what it is, namely a mistake, A
really existing irrational phenomenon.

Sin is, of course, more than a mistake, It is an act or a state of
rebellion against-God, Sin is irrational, but it i% not unintelligible,
When we are born again, then we know sin to be what it is, unethical,
irrational, but nevertheless intelligible and real.

If Van Til is not correct in saying "God might have created the universe
otherwise than He did" then it follows that sin is o necessary emanation
from the character of God,

I am not clear about Van Til's comment in the middle of the fifth,
paragraph on page two, He seems to object to the idea that "reality
is all on one level." Of course if he means ethical level, or walue
loevel, or even physical level, his statement is obvious., I fear that
he means to imply that there are different degrees of reality, or
that between existence and non-existence there are intermediate
stages, I believe that you and I agree that there can be no different
degrees of reality.

Now with regard to your comments on Van Til's paragraph ome, page three,-
I wonder if there is not a sheer lexicographical difficulty, In
theological or in Seriptural language the word "to know" with reference
to God frequently means "to know and to be in fellowship with" or

"to know and to love," This is so simply because it is so, The usage

is just that and there is no argument about it for one who knows the
facts, Usage establishes meaning and that is just that,

But it does not follew from this particular usage of the word ™to know,"
that there is no distinetion between knowing and loving., The
Scripture certainly makes the distinction very clear, God knows and
hates the sins of the wicked.

You and Van Til both fall into the Greek ethical fallacy at times.,
(Not at all times.,) You do not always seem to me to recognize that
the sinner may know the good and do the evil, that there may be
deliberate, conscious, purposeful acts of rebellion in which man
knowingly asserts himself against the will of God,

Now turning to my memorandum of January third and your reply,= with
regard to your comments on my first paragraph I am not conscious of
ever having held that intellectual agsent is necessarily umethical,

I only argue that intellectual assent may be coupled with a dlstlnctly
unethical and rebellious attitude., I have to confess that I am
perfectly amazed and dumbfounded at your reaction and Van Til's
reaction to such Seripture passages as Romans 1:21 "Without excuse
because that knowing God they glorified him not as God,"
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' NOW'withliééArd'tozparagféph three of your memorandum of January

sixth, I think you are not quite fair with the statement in James 2:19,
I think the whole context, the whole book was written to show that
faith is more than merely a rational process,

The last phrase in this paragraph of yours seems to me to slip right
past the point, You say, "I can not conceive morality except as
founded on truth." Of course, I agree with that but the difficulty
is that you do seem to conceive morality as consisting in nothing
other than an intellectual apprehension of the truth, Here again is
the old Greek ethical fallacy, N

I think your fourth paragraph on page one of your memorandum is
quite distinctly anti-scriptural, It seems ‘o me to tend toward
certain well known historical movements which I know you regard as
errors, Pisteuo and peitho are almost interchangeable in the New
Testament, Both words mean ™trust and obey." Both words clearly
imply a distinct intellectual content but both words demand far more
than mere intellectual apprehension.

In paragraph four, page omne, I find one of those places in which we
sorely need definitions, What in the world do you mean by saying that
the intellect is "prime"? What does it mean to say that the intellect-
"has no equals"? Intellectual apprehension is certainly fundamental
to ethical conduct, There can be no truly ethical behavior without
understanding, However, if your statements are correct then we shall
have to take Socrates logically and not just humorously (as he takes
himself) when he says that the man who does wrong deliberately and
consciously is a better men than the men who does wrong inadvertently,

At the top of page two, your attitude toward my definition of emotion
seems oxactly parallel with the attitude of the behaviorist toward
consciousness., He looks out the window at the grass and says, "What
do you mean by green? There is no such thing."

Your interpretation of the words "without passion" in the Westminster
Confession seems to me a gratuitous introduction of a purely pagan
conception into Christian theology. Dear brother, please do try to
Justify such an opinion from the Word of God, God loves and God hates
and God is "angry with the wicked every day." The only possible
Christian interpretation of the impassibility of God, it seems to me,
is that God's emotions, or attitudes toward different men and different
situations are always perfectly consistent with his own cheracter and
with his own eternal purposes. When the author of the Epistle to the
Hebrews says, "Jesus is the same yesterday, today and forever," he does
not mean that Jesus Christ is ean immoveble iceberg, but that Christ
always cares for His own and that the plan of salvetion by which God's
love is manifested is the same in the 0ld Testament as in the New.

The impassibility of God must simply mean His perfect selfe-consistency,

Jesus did' not change when He wept and when He said that there is
rejoicing in heaven over one sinner that repenteth., He always is
emotional in a perfectly self-consistent manner. Please let me




s Memorandum to "~ Page four

emphasize that Ilabbeﬁl to the Bible a5 & whole and in evéry detail
of its presentatlon of God against your doctrine of non-emotional delty.

The above sounds rather excited, I am afraid, but I am sure you
understand my attitude, I have been deeply concerned over the practical
-aspects and applications of theology in our own problems in dealing with
our own young people, -

I greatly rejoice in your second paragraph on page two,

What in the world can "unchanging activity" mean? If unchanging then
it is not activity., If activity, then it is not un¥hanging,

Your fourth paragraph on page two gives me very great distress, The
whole Bible and every part of the Bible presents God as intensely
active, not in the slightest degree moving from the worst to the better
or from the better to the worst but moving within His eternal purposes
exaectly in accordance with His eternal decrees. It seems to me that
this paragraph of yours implies that time is an illusion. From this

it would follow that the incarnation and the atonement are not
“historical realities, I might hold up a picture of Brunner at this
point to scare you if I thought it would have the desired effect,

Your fifth paragraph on page two is quite certainly historically
inaccurate, The Ritschlian position was not that truth is of walue

" but that there is no truth other than value, James Orr, seems to me,
to be quite incisive on this point, Surely you can grasp that
distinction, The fact that there are degrees of walue but there are
no degrees of truth, it seems to me, ought to be quite clear, Every-
thing that is true is true but some truths are more valuable than
others although all truth has value,

Your third from the last paragraph on page two seems to me again to
show guilt of the Greek ethical fallacy. You seem not to recognize
the fact of volition in any aspect of life as distinguished from
intellectual apprehension on the one side and irrational movement on
the other. When & man says, "I do not see the grass as green," though
I see it green, it is not easy to proceed rationally.

Your next to the last paragraph on page two needs a definition, What
do you mean by ¥primacy of the intellect"? Of course, we can not will
God but we can, if the Scripture is true, by the Spirit will to do the
will of God,

Now on page three paragraph two, how in the world could you possibly
come to the conclusion that I hold that faith is not intellectual?
My whole argument is that faith while it must be intellectual must also
be more than intellectual, To answer the Greek ethical fallacy it is
not necessary to show that moral action is not intellectual but
merely to show that moral action is more than merely intellectual,

Now as to your three final questions I do not know what you mean by
"primacy of the intellect.” If you meen that the rational is the
whole of reallty, then the word rational ceases to have any meaning
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, 1ready gone into the consequences of 'tha'b view o
' w:Lth regard- oo’cr:.ne of sin, : : '
Your second question I thlnk I have answered, The evangelical appeal - -
on every page of the Scriptures is not merely to the intellectual
acceptance of a logical proposition but to the volitional, emotional,
and intellectual yielding to the truth in God, I think if you will
really get a logical place in your system of thought for the devil and
for the condemned as they will be in the lake of fire, you will see
what I mean by the distinction betweem mere intellectualism, and
Christien faith, %

Your third question is of course the whole meat of the argument,

Faith is assent, intellectual assent, but faith is more than that,
otherwise the devil has faith, and those described in the first chapter
of Romans as knowing God must also be regarded as having had faith.

I have not time to revise this memorandum, I'm afraid I have put
things in too strong a way., I am sure you know that the strength of
expression is only with a view to break through the crust and really
get at the point at issue, Let's go fishing some day and talk this

. thing all over,

Yours in Christian fellowship

oy %)m“ %f

P, S, I thought this had reached you, but it was held for my revision
of the rough copy.




Feb. 9th 1839.

Dear Dr. Buswell,

Although your letter on my letter on Intellectual-
ism was dated Jan. 6ta, it did not reach me, as you probably
know, until yesterday. I hesitate to reply because it takes
so much of your time, and I am well aware that yQu have plenty
to keep you busy; yet the misunderstandings have so increased
that some sort of a reply is almost demanded; but again , will
another letter increase or diminish them. I wish I could take
your suggestion to go fishing seriously.

Some of your remarks on Van Til's letter may
be considered irrelevant to our purpose? for example I had not
noticed what you pointed out that he talks about creation into
nothing. What he means I do not know. ge also says creation
ex nihilo. put let this point pass. ;w.d%MQéﬁ““j:L i&ﬁlnuL;bwv“{”A”“
va‘a‘n, U“""&"’

fou are perhaps unduly exgercised about my note
at the top of page two of Van Til's letter. In reading a letter
I sometimes jot down notes hurriedly to uique in /my reply.
Van Til sald the rati-nal is not the real\ with respect to the
created universe. You take this to mean that there¢ are ideas
in God's mind which are not realized in creation,(dws. God
might have crested some other sort of world On<bhrg<guooiien
Augustine and Anselm disagree. Talking about the plan of.
salvation (and if true here it is true everywhere) Augustine
says that God could have ordered it differently but Anslkm says
an absolute rational necessity prevents any other mode of
atonement and God could not have decreed otherwise. So far as
I can see, both views are consistent with creation. Anselm is
not forced to say that the world is ™not created but merely
derived" (your letver p.l, next to bottom paragraph); but I
must confess that I am unable to decide between the two views.
Very consciously I tried to aveid this particular problem in
my paper. So there is not the profundity in my note at the
top of p.2 of Van Til's letter which you find there. As a
matter of fact, I had in mind the notion that the real is not
rational (granted that ib not what he said) and I drew the
conclusion that it could them not be an object of knowledge.

Connected with this is your distinction between
raticnal and intclligible. Did you not at the dinner in honor
of Migs Dow refer to the irrationalism of Barth? This scems
to me to be perfectly good English. But if the distinction
you make at the bottom of p. 1 is to be rigourously applied,
it would be necessary to use the word 'unintelliigibliem'.
You do not define rational and irrational in this bottom
paragraph; perhaps if you should do so, I can correct nmy
kngiish, for that seems to be the only point involved.

( But also: if the intelligible is the real, or v.v., then
by exactiy the same argument, nothing is unintelligible; yet
uninteilligible is a good English word.)
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P. 3, paragr. 5. of your letter is also something that need

not be discussed. Vanril is intereadted in making two levels

of being, the uncreated which exists per se and the created
which does not exist per se, (per se i.e. self-existent)

The Augustinian tradition usually asserts many levels &£ of
being. I am not sure, but this proposition may be invovled

in the ontological argument: ¢f. Anselm, Bonaventura, Descartces.

. At any rate, the orthodox doctrine is that in God essenee and

existence are identical, but not in us.

My comment on the top paragraph of p.3 of Van Til's
letter referred to a previous discussion withhdm. In the
present letter he secms definitely to distinguish between
knowledge and love; previously he refused to give me ang
distinction -- for the reasons you give. It is not a question
of argument about Scriptural usage; merely that I objected
to Van Til's denying me the distinction in one argument and
forcing 1t on me in the nexst. '

In several places you accuse me of the Greek
ethical fallacy. No doubt I am confused. The problem is
extremely complex. But obviously, by the statement of
Scrivture in Luken:4] responsibility i# proportvional to
knowledge. I think the difficulty lies in the fact that

have not made clear what the primacy of the ihtellect
is; and I suppose at this point we pass from unessential
details to the main point. Hence your remark exactliy at the
bottom of p.3 is quite beside the mark.

Now perhaps I have done some misunderstanding too.
with reference to the last paragraph on p. 3 of your last letter,
did you not argue in the Bibliotheca Sacra that belief orxr -
faith could not be intellectual because it was ethichl. I
think you said this, though I do not have the magazine here
now. It seems to me that from this it follow that
intellectual activity cannot be ethical; for if intellectual
activity were ethical, then the fact that belief is intellectual
would not take it out of the realm of ethice. At any rate
that is the way I understood your article. Of course some
intellectual acts are coupled with rebellious attitudes. That
is besi@e the point. The point is that faith (not rebellious)
is an intellectual act. Just because some intellectual sots
are bad, it does not follow that all are. 7This ties in with
the exsgesis of James 2:19. (top of p.3 of your letter) I
do not think that thes book of James was written for the purpose
of showing that faith is not intellectual. I think it was
written to distinguish two kinds of faith (though both are
inteliectual) The devils are said to believe that there is
one God. put this kind of faithi s not saving faith, it is
not faith in Christ; and therefore the word faith in James
does not mean exactiy the same thing as it does in the Pauline
episvles. Hence when James says faith alone dves not save,

he is not .inconsistent with Paul, beocause they are not talking

Oiﬂie, L iui‘f



0of course faith in Christ produces volitivnal action; the
belief which the devils entertzin also produces volivional
action; but in neither case is it necessary to deny thatv
faith is an actv of the mind or inteileot.

r. 3, naragraph % of your letter requires the
same reply. I nhave never denied anywhere that vcluntary
action is wmnecessery in the Christien life. I tried to
say that 1t is not the chief thing$ That it must be based
on a knowledge of the truth; and since truth is basic,_ the
intellectual act is the most important. What historicle
anti-scriptuarl tendencies you have in mind, do not know.

ine next paragraph raises the question of the
definition of the primacy of the intellect. 1 tried to define
my phrase very accurately in the paper. It is restated badly
in the paragraph immediately above this. Ubviousliy if truth
is basic and meost imporsant, it can have no equals. This:
simply is another way of expressing the material in Bishop
Butler's sermons in the Ethics text. His whole argument is that
conscience, which he defines as inteliect (c¢f. his c¢thers
sermons and his discourse on virtue), is prime, is the judge;
that though other factvors in man may dovminate de facto, tney
av net have the rignt. The way I puv it in the paper was,
by what act do we come closest to God; and my answer tollows
Christv's commendation of Mary over Martha.

P. &, pr.5. 1this concerns the definition of
o\ emotion. I gave the ovnliy definition I knew. Simply to cail
it feeling tone is only to rename it. At any rate I am
. tailking about what I define, and it is not fair tov change
S o ., Yy meaning. Nor ao I see how I can be justly accused of
. - "a gratultdus introauction of a purely pagan conception

v v .

“,Lyh" (wwinno Christvian pheoiogy." P. 3, pr. 6. 18 1T not true thal

ot 5}*’ the word passion includes ali modifications, motions, and
yﬂw‘ X changes?.. ‘'he Scriptures teach; Mal. 3:86, I, Jehovah,

& 7', change not. Jas. 1:17 "with whom can be no variation, neitnher
o2 " shaaow that is cast by turning." ot only does the Scripture
m”’\ﬁwf teach this in general, bt teaches it in particular; Jer. 31:3,

AV S "I have loved thee with an everlasving love." It seecms

W 10&' ciear, therefore, that there are none of the emovional ups
N and downs which characverize "passicvns." (od's love is

ot exactly that unchanging activity which you seem tO think is

unintelligible. Why you say on p.4 thav if *‘x!.is activity
it is not unchanging, ana if unchanging it is not activivy,
1l do not knowi The idea of itself is easy, and Jeremiah
cuonfirms 1t im the case of Goa.

¥. 4, 4th full paragraph. God is not a boay;
but body is not an iiiusion. ‘the proposition that God 1is
‘not temporal does not imply that time i& an iiiusion. I
cannut see whg anyone sh.ouid vbject t0 a state of perfection
which dues not change. utherwise there woudd be no permanent
criterion of truth or goodness.

Poginpion P.4, 5th pr. Your stavement of the nrivschiian
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positvion is quite correct; L think mine is to0. 1o say that
truth is of primary vaiue seems to me to make value the
basic conoept, under which truth happens tu be one, even
vhoggn impoBtant,part. At any rave, why object to my
criginal statement tvhat truth is primary. Values are

values because it is true that they are values; but truth
is nut truth because it is vaiuable.

Y. 4, last complete paragraph. I said that
you hela that faith was nut intellectual, because I thought
that was what you said in your Bibliotheca article. As best
I remember, you said, faith is not inteilectual agsent. I
think that all you need mean for the purposes of that articie
is that falth produces works; but faith is nct worke; the
concept of faith is different from tne concept of works.
All my contention has been on the nature of faith per se.
What other things faith may give rise to is beside the point.
in the letteyr under discusseion, p.5, you do assert that faith
is inteilectual assent. All I can say is that of course the
devil has faith; he does nut have saving faith, or faith
in Christ; butv it is true thatv he believes some Things.
the distinction between the faith the devil has and the kind
the regenerate man has, is not in the mental function
invoived, but iv is a difference of object. We put our
faith or belief in Christ!s finished work for us; the
devil does not. But in both cases, beiief is intellectuadi;
at eny rate 1 do not see how we can beileve anything with
the emotions or with the will. And my argument has
centered on the mental or conscious functiun, assuming —ch%“*u”°3
the object. My impression is that our difIlouLtles have
arisen by not keeping clear the distinotiun between two
beiiefs or faiths (both intellectual) and between falth
and its products - for even the devilts faith proauces
works; good faith, good works; bad faith bad works: but
taith 1s always intellectual, works may novt be.

And in spive of iv ail you seem on p.4, next to
last complete paragraph, Frem—bosvom, you seem to grant my
main contention: that volition only grdps the commande of
God, tut God himself is known.

Let me repeat one of the three questions: How
wouid you defend the primacy of the intellect against the
BEE personalists like Knudson and others? 1f there is any
better way, I am anxious to know it. 71 wish you could read
Knudscn's Philousophy of Personaliem, housseiot's The
intellectualism of St. rhomas, and Gilison's Philosophy of
St, Eonaventura. I do not agree with any of them; but
they certainly make one recognize the probien.

Cordially yours,

2 o Wftx
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' : Dear.Drj Clark

I heve read W1th>greatfinterest the' chapter on thébLatln‘
- fathers and the’ seotions on Anselm and Aquinas in this very
1nterest1ng work of ‘R."S..

- Our- last conversatlon we.5"'80 interrupted that I ‘am not ,
~'absolutely sure that I remember’ the ‘exact point:this reading
. Was" supposed to. bring out.: - seems olear that Anselm
' regarded the atonement as neoessary because of God's nature
o and that Thomas Aqulnas regarded it as arbitrary and based'
'7jlonly upon God's, ‘will, which might as well have been exerolsed
3 *Franks peys meager homage to Anselm, Hodge,ﬁp“
understands him as; adequately soetting forth the orthodox view-:
 that the’atonement is necessary to vindicate God's holiness. .
xThatlwas mv’impresszon when I read the Cur Deus Homo some tlme*

. De . Tflnitate,,Book XIII, Chapter X, Section XIII.
at”Augustine 'admits that the mode of the 1qparna-

'Thomas taugh?, that th;; Justice in God's: natu;§7 depé”ds
' God’ nf(g"s. Frenks, page 280) 1"




Yarch =4th 1639,
Vesr Dr. Buswell,

the brok on the history of the doctrine of the work
of Christ ig safely returned. If you huve time and inclination
you may hsve the second volume also, though I do not think it
so interenting.

the point which led mc to mention this book was the
problem whethcr the necessity of the Satisfactio, or ¢f anythiing
cloe, was absolute and raticnal, or hypothecated, on God's
decree. It 18 a quecotion I have as yet b en un-hle to anaswer
for myself. .

You noted that Thornms Aquinas and Augustine stand 2gainst
Anslem. Did you zlso note that Luther, Zwinc-1li, and Calvin
oppose Ansclm on this voint? Of ccurse the Reforners accepted
Ansclm'e view of the Atonement as a satisf-oction of Coed's
Juatice; Anslem deserves credit for be'ng the first clenrly to
forrul-te the doctrine. Tut whether God could have willed
otherwise is a separate aquestion.

ta for the k@ other point: the nature of force. The
reference in Leibniz is New System, 3. This is based, at le- st
partially, on the fact that o r only experience of force comes
through cur willins to resist sos moticon; we hage no other
experlcnce or concept of Torce. It also aids him in ex lalning
Inertia, which Descartes had trcurle with.

Y mincr polint. I an not aware that Desartes axild "that
God'a will ri-ht Jjust as well have deceoread that the three
angles of o planes figure bounded by three straingt lines
would be equal to mwore or less than two ri-sht angles." I am
alw ys =llliing tc learn; so, may I have the reference? In
Mediataticn V he says, "the existence can no more be separ-ted
from the esscnoe of God, than . . . the equallity of its three
=nzles to two risht -neles, fron the ensence of a trisngle.?
Aud » p-pe later, "whenever I an desirous of considering a
revtilinear figure com c¢sed of cnly three ancles, 1t is
absolu‘ely nscessary to attribute those properties to it
from which it 1s ocrrrectly i:ferred that its three =znpgles
are not greater than two right angles."

But I do know that glven 2 hook, line, snd fly, it
does not follow by absoluts r-tirnal nece sity that a trout
'Yill bitﬁ‘ .

Cordially ycurs,
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. thirty
1939
Dear Dr. Clerk
| | I
The quotation from DesCartes is found on page 409 of Volume I : .y
of Charles Hodge's Systematic Theology. It is tekenyfrom the W
Meditations, Responsiones Sextae, VI, Amsterdem edition, 1685, N A

pege 160, On page 410 of the same volume Hodge has an interest- i
ing paragraph headed "Confounding Will and Power." On page 412 Y c;\r" =t

_ Hodge quotes Spinoza in a very interesting way, illustrating the v . v),,ﬁ‘ .
opposite extreme from the position taken in the quotation from g} v”/\

DesCartes. Hodge concludes that Spinoza's God "is not a personal
being."

I shall read your reference in DesCartes' Meditation as soon as \/"')L\ M

possible, I shall also read Franks' sections on Luther and the
reformers.

I think this discussmn is very near the center of an 1mportant u,:)"v,«))'

metter. vr W \,y
vl

Very cordially you 0'6 »,r}'wp

,Lg&(ovwbvd A v WC.‘I'V’CW‘*
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Dear Dr. Clark

I have just finished reading Franks' work, Chapter Seven of Part
Two and both chapters of Part Three, in addition to Part One,
Chepter Four, and Part Two, Chapters One and Five, which I hed

read before.
k]

held to the necessity of the satisfaction of Christ on two

(Ehe key to the problem seems to me to lie in the fact that Anselm

VNY U fﬁﬁ . rounds, (1) God must save & number of human beings equal to

¢¢f‘ V) L} the number of the fallen angels, (2) If God is to save any,

N /3aﬂ‘ w . there must be an infinite satisfaction. Now the reformed

Vyv Q,‘ ~5}} /theology, as I understend it, wholly rejects point number one.

w Cad L7 " "God having out of his mere good pleasure from all eternity

/// v\ elected some to everlasting life, did enter into a covenaent of

grace to deliver them,.." (Wbstmlnster Shorter Catechism) On

j” :J}»‘g« X 79b’the other hand, the reformed theologians very generally adhered "

Q‘M’” a4 %y ™ to the second necesslty. If God is not to vindicate his holi- [C

v ﬁpﬂv oY v ness by the eternal punishmenmt of ell who sinned, then there must L i if

) S \ be an infinite satisfaction of his justice. "In enswer to the f‘ﬁ \

N &bs;wﬁ (\/guestlon Why wes it necessary that Christ should die, it is iy f

V\ Uﬂh seid, (Heldelberg Catechism) 'Propterea quod justitiae et veri- [\} Vuf*

o 9 RO tati Dei nullo alio pacto pro nostris peccatis potuit satisfieri 5LY

W quam ipsae morte £ilii Dei.'  The Heidelberg Catechism being vjw

M¢p the standard of doctrine in all the Dutch and German Reformed &‘

r Churches in Europe and America, is one of the most important and
authoritative of the symbols of the Reformation."  (Hodge,
Systematic Theology, Volume II, Page 481) With this the West- _ Jﬂﬂgtj
minster Standards are certainly in harmony, if not quite as - Q}Af ,
explicit. "Christ as our Redeemer executed the office of a ’ :

priest in his once offering up of himself as a sacrifice to

satisfy divine justice..." (Westminster Shorter Catechism)

Hodge, Volume II, page 481, is very excellent on this point. Also
the entire section between pages 487 and 495 is very strong. '

' "The argument of Anselm is founded on the assumption that the

pardon of sin required an infinite satisfaction, i.e., a satis-
faction of infinite merit, which could only be rendered by a person
of infinite dignity. This principle, and all the propositions
founded upon it, Duns Scotus contested. He advanced the opposite
principlse, namely, '"Pantum valet omne creatum oblatum, pro quanto

Deus acceptat. Therefore any man might have satisfied for his
own sins; or one man for the sins of =all men, had God seen fit so
to ordain, ‘'Meritum Christi,' he says, 'fuit finitum, quia a

principio finito essentialiter dependens. Non enim Christus
quaetenus Deus meruit, sed quatenus homo.'  This principle became
the foundation of the doctrine of the Remonstrants on the work of
Christ, and of the work of  Grotius, 'De Satisfactione Christi,'"
Hodge in several places shows that it was characteristic of the
Scotlsts, Franciscans,)and Arminians to deny the necessity of an

JAAA "’Lw\( fww
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infinite setisfaotion if any are to be saved. "This it is that

the Gnostics and New Platonists in the first centuries; the Scotists
and Franciscans during the Middle Ages; the Socinians and Remon-
strants at, and after the Reformation; and Rationaelists and the
speculative philosophy of our own age, have striven to overthrow,

‘But it remains, whet it ever has been, the foundation of the faith,

hope, end life of the Church." (Hodge, Volume II, page 495)

On page 576 of Hodge, Volume II, we find the following quotation
from Limborch and comment by Hodge. "'Ita pretium, quod Chrisbtus
persolvit, juxte Dei patris aestimationem persolutumgst,' (Limborch,

Theologia Christiana, III. xxi. 8, edit. Amsterdam, 1715, p. 262, 8.)

This 1s the old Scholastic doctrine of 'acoeptetio'; e thing evails,
irrespective 'of its inherent value, for what God sees fit to take
it, The death of Christ was no more a satisfaction for sin, than
that of bulls and of goats under the old dispensation. God saw
£it to make the latter the condition of the pardon of violations of
the ceremonial law; and He has seen fit to meke the former the con-
dition of the pardon of sins against the moral law,"

Franks makes it very clear that Thomas Aquinas, Occam, Biel, and the
Scotists denied the necessity for an infinite satisfaction in the

selvation of sinners. Biel is said to have held (Fraenks, p. 344) /
that a change in the divine will /Mot considered impossiblel/ fi. = e Fraia
would meke a sinful act no longer sinful, N ot vt

Now when it comes to Luther and the Reformed theologians, the
difficulty in Franks work seems to me that he does not divide between
the two forms of necessity held by Anselm, V¥hen Franks finds

one of these writers stating that God did not have to redeem the
lost, did not have to show'any consideration to the power of sin

(in terms of patristic theology), could make of the clay what he
would, Franks. insisted the author is standing against Anselm when

in truth the author is only standing against Anselm's first necessity
and not against- the second and more important one.

The following material shows Luther in harmony with Hodge. Christ
died in order to "satisfy for me and pay my debt which I had to pay."
(quoted by Franks, page 364)

"'If now indeed out of pure grace our sins are not imputed by God,-
He has not willed to do this without first His law and His righteous-
ness recelving satisfaction before all things and superabundantly. &-'4°“4’Z
Such gracious imputation must first be bought and obtained for us ““e-w.re. ,
from His righteousness.''” \from & sermon of Luther's quoted by ... ¢ ,. "
Franks on page 377) e - w"""""::jw Lh,_£CN%ﬂJ&>‘
, . , . . o ot i MR N TN \/.A" {(
"(From another sermon) 'It could not /come about that God's wrath,
judgment, and all evil things should ¥% removed and all good be

[ g,
won, without satisfaction having to be made to the Divine right- el S
eousness, sin having to be paid for, and death having to be overcomqw// My T
in accordance with justice.'" (Franks, page 378) e t,

(f/h

"'"For it shows that it was necessaryf%ﬂat these great things should
be accomplished in that one only pefson of Christ...'" (From the
commentary on Galatians quoted by Franks, page 380) ‘




It is true that on-page 355 Franks states that Luther was subject

to the influence of, Duns Scotus, On page 382 Franks concludes from
the quotations there given that Luther held to the Scotist-Occamist
doctrine that God is above all law and that Christ could have
redeemed us by His mere power. The quotation however does not
prove what Franks says it does. All that the words can rightfully
be made to mean is that God did not have to redeem anybody at all.
The quotation is against Anselm's first necessity but not at all
against his second.

The following quotation from the works of Zwingli geems quite

" clearly to show that he held to the position maintained by Hodge.

"And as His justice being sacrosanct must needs remain no less un-
touched and unshaken than His mercy -~ the divine goodness found

a way whereby while justice was satisfied, God's heart of mercy
might allowably be freely opened without harm to justice." (Franks,
page 392)

"Nevertheless His justice must be completely satisfied, that His
anger mlght be appeased." (Franks, page 392)

On page 398, Franks comments on the quotation given in the center
of page 392, but his comment only shows that Zwingli rejected

‘Anselm's first idea of necessity and not his second. In view

of the distinction in necessities, it seems to me Franks'
comment on pages 398 and 399 is not justifiable.

Franks quotes Melanchton as follows:

", ,.and yet there needed to be a victim on our behalf...'" (quoted
by Frenks, page 405) Franks says of Melancthon's theology "To
transfer the cause of forgiveness to men's works is both to extenuate
men's sins and to imagine that God can be placated out of Christ."
(page 407)

The material on pages 412f seems clearly in line with the doctrine of
the neces31ty of satisfaction if any are to be saved. I notlce

that in the middle of page 413 someons has written "not clear" opposite
Franks' comment on Melanchthon's theology. I think Franks' comment

is made clear if it is realized that he regards the necessity as a
wholes ineluding (1) necessity that some shall be redeemed as well

as (2) the necessity that there shall be a satisfaction if any are
redeemed.

The most significant comments of Franks on the work of Calvin are
found on page 427. Here he shows that Calvin argues for the
necessity of the incarnation if any are to be redeemed. Calvin
argued (chapter XII) that the necessity for the incarnation flowed
from the decres on which the salvation of man depended. . This is
not, however, to say that there could have been a decree to save
men without a satlsfaction but merely that there being a decree

to save men through the offering of a satisfaction, the incarnation
flows from that decree. I must read this chapter in the Institutes
carefully but I do not believe Calvin would have said what Thomas
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Aquinas said,'namelj; that the justice of God is subject to change
by the will of God or that God could have called right wrong without
satisfying his own.justice by & work of atonement of infinite value.

On page 428 Calvin is quoted agein as argulng from the neces51ty of
satisfying the justice of God.

"'Because a deserved curse obstructs the entrance, and God in His
character of judge is hostile to us, expiation must necessarily
intervene, that as a priest employed to appease the wrath of God,
He may reinstate us in His favour. TWherefore, ingorder that
Christ might fulfil this Zﬁ}iestlz7'office, it behoved Him to
appear with a sacrifice . . . . By the sacrifice of His death He
wiped away our guilt, and made satisfaction for sin,'" (quoted
by Franks, page 431)

At the bottom of page 435 Franks interprets Calvin as teaching
that salvation depends upon God's mere good pleasure. This is,
of course, perfectly correct and contrary to Anselm's first idea
of necessity but not at all contrary to the second and more impor-
tant idea of necessity.

I feel that Franks has not in any sense destroyed the great teach-
ing of Hodge on this important subject. I must read the quotation
from Calvin in the context but Franks has not lined up Calvin with
Thomes Aquinas or with Biel so far as I can see.

Thank you very much for 1ending me this book, Please continue
the argument. I get great profit out of such discussion.

Yours in Christian fellowship

(&/Aw (Pwo 0,

JOB/jw
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Dear Dr, Clark \
I dietated the enclosed long memorandum in Louisville yesterday.
I hope you do not find it too burdensome.

Leibnitz' "New System" does not seem to be in the Library. I shall
try to get hold of a copy somewhere. I want to read the chapter
three to which you refer.

If you find the reference in Descartes please let me know. If we
cannot find it I should like to place an order with some second-
hand dealer for the work to which Hodge refers.

By the way, at the bottom of page 409 in Volume I, Hodge makes a
remarkable reference to Calvin.

In the context Calvin says some things which might be interpreted

in an opposite way, but in the following section Calvin seems very
clearly to regard the character of God,not the arbitrary will of

God, as the ultimate determining factor in Ethics. Calvin strongly
denies that anything outside of God is superior to his will, but I

do not find Calvin saying, as Thomas Aquinas does, that the justice

of God's character is subject to change by his will.

Very cordially yours

J. Oliver Buswell, Jr.

JOB/B
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Tour lengtby, sni yet for th t very resson 211 the
woP: datore tlop  wmotarial on ocur ocurrent discusalcucould
voery c¢ll wtond oopreat denl of sonaslder tion. Jilthcout a
dlet.phone ona atencors hor T nat omit some detalle I
il eld like to dnclude.

tha notidn to ghish Hodge rafers, th:t God oo 1d
coxke G oplane triunele wath intericy rcnples cthcr than 6o
rihita, 1a found 1In anayver to 2 oorles of obkjretions. The
partloudny objeotlrn L that Desgrctes! dootrine makes
indifforeonce an imperfection inatewi of making free will
souethlag aoble; for, clesr anl diastianet knowledge would
ciisin-te free will, and heace fod rovld not be frea.

Tith the intection of shoring whnt a mincr psart
Hoireta guot-ticn ol-ye, I shall trannlate the firat half
of Dosenriuna' raply.

"3 toe the liberty of free will, it is certain thnot
the reruen or ess noe of the kind +hich is in God is quite
ddffer nt fror the kind in ve, seeiug th-t 1t ia ~bsurd th:t
e will of God n g not bern Tres 51l eternity indifforent to
cverytndner th=t% hno be wad  or that ev-r +1ill be muie) [ r
thox s2e no ides of the £ pood wnd true, of what one should
Lelizee or do or omit, that vou o n elalm to h-ve been the
Gti=zab of the divine unleratan ing before God's neature had
Lewn congtitut d such by the detepminntion of his %111, And
i do ot ooapesk heve of o olenle peiority of tilwe, but muck
wora I say that it 1s imoeazible that sush an 1ldes oh-uld
hioyo preceded the determin:ti-n of the #ill of Cod by a
priceity of omler or nivure, or of renscrned re.wason (ruison
radinonnde) s they o011 1t in ths gchoole, with the result
th:d th:t idea of =ood nheould huve inclined God to ediect
cue {chovge one thing?) pore Gthhan nnother. For exomple,
it 1o not by having asesn that 1t wwn bebter te creste the
jordd in Stime inste-d of from eternity, thau he 1.lel to
creante 1t in time; nnd he did not will that the three angles
cf o triangle should be aqual to two ri his veouuse Lie know
bhot 16 oould not be otheopwine, ¢t o. . Hut ou the contr-ry,
beegauns he willed to oreate the orld in tlwme, th refore
it e tetter than if it had beein areatxd frow eteenity; onu
e ine thet he =illed thr unglen of a4 triangle o oqual
necesaneily twe ri-hts, Jor %hal Peancn the gume s nov true,
il 1t eamnot be othsrwineg, and ac on «lth everyvih ng."®
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U¥g8oa .tees then goee on tc shw  that this does ncot
comprc ise the Romish "octiine of the merits of the sainte;
and ecnciuiee ¢n the iwll of man an:d hls freedom.

wy cenclusicon, so far ae Descnrtes is concerned, is
that the notlcn that the aature of Gol depends ~n his will,
ant that 2 thing 1s geed eimply beerusze God wills it, rather
than that God wills 1t becaus: it is good, is all very
clearly expreesed. Mut the example of the trian-le 1o pcorly
cho:cn begnuse the sentence reduces te noneenaqksyllzbles.

Ir. faect, this will peririt us to phrease our main
problem; andl if it can be pro-zrly rhr:sed we have sade an
advunece. Iz thig net the questicn: Is the nuture of God
deterrined by 213 will, or is hias will deternined by hils
nature? Of c¢ourze Hedge, I ». 406, sxprsealy denles D¥cconrtes!
positicn, but he gives no re-son.

Hodge also, I ». 40v, sesms t0o me to misrepresent
D unoartes by aaying that "A coorlinr to thls doctrine contradictions
ubsurditins , and fmmoralities are all withing the divine
peucr." This 1s exnotly not the oaso. Hodge tacitly inserts
one of his own prerises, viz. that an act is lmmoral regardlses
of the divine will, and then conoludzs that D¥scartes says
Go.. can do soumething immoral. On the contrary, Descartes is
guce thut God can do no wrong; God only does right, for the
gimple reason th:t God's doing it or willing it makes it
ripht. For the same renson God oan do nothing absurd, becususe
he 1¢ the oriterion of rationality, the creator of rutlonulity,
or 1f net creator, at lezst producer. Colloquially spenking -
Hodge nnd the Seriptures as well teach that God cen do the
absurd, I p. 413. For to change a stone into a human~belng=-who-
has~-d:peended={rom=Abraham seens both absurd and also more
plausible on D scartes'! view than on Hodgel!s. In faoct this
Soripture passgze is one of two or three fucters whioh attract
me to D eoartes' positicn. There are also opposing factcra.

"ith the phrasing of the problem given above, perhupu
I cun plunge into the diecuasicon of your letter of Anril 15th,
but with hesitation, beocausz 1t is ulWOBt a th8010g1041
trentise in itself.

The main line of your srgument there ssemao to derend on
the diagtinetion betreen two grounds of negereity. Wow I am
net an sutherity on Aneelm, and you may very well be corrsct.
Put 1 shculd like to have your scurce for this distineti-n.

I =m net st all sure that Anolem ie to be inter reted just

th ¢ vay. In Shedd's Hietery of Christian Doctrine, Veol. I

Pe 374 bottom, we read, "Everything 1s referred to a metn-
vhysical ¢r necessary gruund." The followin> poege spe-ka of
both & rati-nal neecessity »nd o gsoientific rati nality. To
be aure the satisfrctiin 1s nece eary for selvution, and Chedd,
not heoving our discu-ssion in mind, does nct dispel all doubt,
hut he ocontinues nesar the botitom of . 275 to guy ". . . ia

resulred by o necesoary wnd immunent zttribute of ths Divine



nage three

Mature, then a solentific chuoracter cuinct be vindioated for
the dootrine; for nothing that is not metaphysioslly necesanry
iz polentifio.” thedd's woris do not aboolutely prove my
interpretation, but they szem to suprert it, viz. that the
7otlf in Anselm ie rati naliem, that eve ything is as it ie
baecaus 1% oan be deduced syllogistically from the Being of
God. This ties in with his ontological arpument. For Anselm,

I think, nothing ocould be otherwiss than as it is. He owuld
never hive acgepted the hybrid noticn of Duns Soctus that Ged
could hove imposed different commuandments to take the place of
namters four to ten, but co . ld not have commanded anything
diverping from numbers one to three. {Protestant numbering.)
nenoe, whenever your argument depends on the assumntion of

twe distinot grorunds of neoce sity, I nrust question the prerise.

But if there be but one greound for necessity, viz. the
rati-nal Belng of God, many of the paragrarhs of yo r letter
becoire lrrelevant to the answoring of the gqu-ation s
forirul-ted above. For exanrle, the quotntion from the
Testmintter Confesgolicnatetes wh2t Christ did, but it does
not sottle the guestion vhother will or noture is basic. Or
on p. 2 -f your letter, the last four short parasgrachs! the
mwash, and gould not, and was nceeasnary, may very well be true
in view of the actual will of God, Jote necr the bottom of
prze ‘ne of this effusion, that D coartes insistes of the
nece~gity of the theorem, ut it Is neceensary becsuse God
witled it. Therefore these paassages do not conflioct with
the deotrlie of ncoertatio.

28 Tor the view of Cnlvin hies 1f, of courame Franke
tukose his etend; ond from my resting of C lvin befeore ever
I hsd rewd Fg-nks I had thought the same thing. 1 huve Juot
now quiokly gisnced over the Institutes II xil ff. but the
problenm 1s hordly and vaguely rentioned in the firet puragraph.
I did not chance tu see cuything more definlte in the
discucssion of the AYeonement. The muat definite pasenge, therefore,
rercing III xxiil 2. This sesction still seems to me to
subatantiate Franks' view. Calvin suys, "¢ « . how exceadingly
presurpptuous it is on'y to inguire into the causes of the
divine will; which is in fuot, und 13 Jumtly entitled to0 be,
the ozuse of eveyything that exists., For if 1t had any cause,
then there cust be something antecedent (W.B. he says antecedent,
act external) on which it depends; +hich it is impilous to
suppose. For the will of God 1s the hiphest rule of }luatige;
80 that shat he wills muot be cconsidered Jjuat, for this v-ry
re:son, becsuse he wills it."

I rmust say, it is difficult to see a difference between
that last sentence and the view c¢f Ueasoartes. '
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To concludc with » refercnce t¢ youro of fpril 17th.
In Gulvin IIT xxiil 3, I do not find the notion of subjeotlcn
of wlll to nature which you mention. To be sure, in the
precediy sectlon he recudintes the dootrine of absolute
powrer, but in what respects and what exzctly the dootrine is,
h  dczo not say; and he ocontinuesg lwmediztely to say that
the will of God is the law of all lawe. Yerhaps you have
gom: other section of Calvic in mind.

on: tring, it secms to me, will hive to be done befure
much more progrogs oan be «ade, »nd thit is to define the
tery RALUTE. It must be defined so thut,1t% wlll not only
fit 1ato thie dlscussion, but aleo so that it will fit in
with Chriet's one perscn andl two nat-reas. I reoall panderiag
over thle problewm « few ye:rs ago, tut I A1d not suczeed.

tell, 1f 1 Cor. 88:3 ie discouraging, -t least we also
haove I Cor. 13:13.

Vuiry cordially yours,

P.3. Hodge I p. 408, 910, se w3 to gree with Leibni< that
power or force devsnds on will powar.

PFS. This ovening I have Jjuet read a certain statement that
"Hia ethios ig hated by mvet ¢f the alumni body. " No doulit
you are aware that it is feared by the student body; tut o
alucrni have told nme thet in their Christian work ia the world
they hzve found your theiem snd ethios the most valuatle
couraes they took at Wheaton.
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lemorandum to Dr. Clark
Dear Dr. Clark
g ' b .
Thank you for your good letter of April twenty-seventh, espe-~

cially for the P,P.S. \

Thank you very much for the translation from Descartes., His

one phrase "Before God's nature had been constituted such by the
determination of his will" seems quite definitely to commit him
to the position of Thomas Aquinas, I have recently read through
Descartest' meditations and do not find this element in them,

I think I shall have to admit that you are right in saying that
Hodge imports an assumption into his judgment on Descartes so
far as ethical ideas are concerned. I think Hodge would have
been correct if he had said that according to Descartes' reason-
ing God might have made it right for men to lie or might have
made anything that is now immoral moral.

Does Hodge, however, introduce an assumption when he says that
eccording to Descartes, contradictories might be made harmonious
by the will of God? It seems to me that this is correctly
inferred, but would introduce irrationalism,

"I do not think that Luke 3:8 teaches that God can do the contra-
dictory,-meke descendants of Abraham who did not descend from
Abraham., Such an interpretation would seem contrary to Hebrews
6:18 which teken categorically "it is impossible for God to lie."
Luke 3:8 may be said to imply the absurd in the sense of the
ridiculous or the extraordinary. I do not think it means that
. . God can make a thing which by definition is not what it is,-make
Vitodieyy | g five-year-old cow in two minutes. Parallel references in the
bad (ng, C0wv . words of Jesus in the controversy with the Jews, and in Paul's
discussion in the Epistle to the Romans, seem to indicate a con-
trast between physical descent from Abraham and spiritual inher-.__ ¢i.
itance of the promises to Abreham. As I understand the Jewish
idea of heredity and family relationship, physical paternity is
not at all essential to sonship. The adopted sons, or the sons
reised up "out of these stones" might be just as truly sons
according to the Jewish definition of the word. See also Paul's
usage of this conception in the Galatian epistle,




Dr. Clark - page two

I am inclined to think that you are entirely right in saying
that Anselm is a thoroughgoing rationalist, I feel however
that his rationalism is implicit and that he would be rather
shocked by Jonathan Edwards' ergument, In Edwards' essay \
on the will, you remember he states that God has no freedom 7.

of will whatsoever but is naturally bound always to do the LA,Q";

thing which is fitting.

I do not mean that Anselm mekes a distinction beg%een two
“kinds of necessity. He simply runs along’on the assumption
that everything is logically deduced:~  God must have a num-
ber of created spirits in harmony with His will, Since somse
heve fallen He must redeem a number equal to those that fell.
Since thers must be a number redeemed He must provide a sat-
. 1sfaction to His justice in the process of redeeming them.

My point (or rather, Hodge's point and the point which I think
is maintained by the great confessions of the reformed churches)
is that there really is a great difference between the necessity
for a satisfaction of divine justice if any aré to be saved, and
the necessity that God must save a certain number. Hodge sees
this distinction clearly but Franks does not seem to be at all
conscious of it, Surely the Westminster Standards teach that
God's election to save & people is "of his mere good pleasure"
or in other words not of any necessity whatsoever, On the
other hand I think I showed from the quotations found in Franks!
work thet the reformed theology as represented by the great
confessions insists upon the "satisfaction" theory of the atone-
‘ment, namely that God's holiness must be vindicated if any
sinner is to be saved.

I must make a more thorough study of Calvin's writings on the
point under discussion, I am composing this memorandum at
home without my "institutes", I must also look up your inter-
esting reference to Hodge (Vol, 1, p. 406 sec, X) on Lé&ibnitz.
I have not yet got hold of Ieibnitz' "New System".

Well, thank yoﬁ'very much for your patience in all of this
discussion which is very interesting and profitable to me,

By the way, if at any time you wish to do any dictation please
speak to Miss Burgeson. She will be glad to arrange for a
good stenographer to take whatever you care to dictate. She
can also arrange to put a dictaphone at yowr disposal if you
will give her a little advance notice., There is nearly always
one free about the place,. '

Very,cordially yours .
‘ /ﬁ .
[ 4

JOB/DW

Lo
N

| A 20
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Dear Dr. Buswell,

In reply to memorandum of May 2nd.

The comprehensives seem to h-ve prevented me from
replyins sooner, and now that summer ie nenr I suprpose that
the exchinge of views must ce se for he precent, It has
becn profitable: I now know more :courately what certain
historiec2l figures hhve sdid, anil think I have the i~suee
more clenrly defined.

Parapraph & of the memorandum of May 2nd seens to me
to be the ocorrect interpretation of Descartes; and the same
mode of procedure will solve your qucstion in parasrarh 4.
That is: God ordaine truth by thinking it. He nakes rati-n=
ality what it 1s. ye ca not lie becuuse if he said that
water freezes only after alcohol has frozen, it would forth-
with be true. And so on. I agree with you that this
is a form or irraticnalism: on this scheme the will of God
and not the intellect of God wou'd be absolutely basic.

The plcture then would be of a perfectly free God, volitional,
and in contrast a man in which intellect is basic. We would
have intellectualism for man, but voluntarism for God.

It is objcoted that we cunnot think of the law of contra-
diction being false. Quite true, because we ake made that
way; but the theory replies that God coculd make us otherwise,
could give us other categories by which to think, and under
such conditions we could not think the possiblity of the
present law of contradiction. Scunds queer, doesn't it;
but I see no logilcal flaw in the argument.

That Jesus words on making sons of Abraham aprlies to
spiritual and not to literal sons, I think quite correot.
It 9till remains absurd, queer, nr something of the sort,
to think of human bexrgs of Adam's rnce (for muat we not
say this to take care of original sin?) being produced not
from flesh and blood, but fromw stone. nut let it pass.

The distinction you made in yo r previous note, and
which you repeat on page twe, parasraph two, between two
necesaities is certainly in the mind of many of the reformed
theologians. In addition to revicus references, see
Shedd, Hist. of Doctrine, II 299-304, esp. notes 1 & 2
on pnge 302. Fran's naturally does nct consider t9is
distinotion, for it is subsidiary to his interests, His
questi on is, Is God subject to any necessity? F-r Franks,
therefore, it makes no difference to -~hat kind of necess 'ty
Gud is subject. He notes that Augustine, Aquinas, Calvin,
are oprosed to pnselm, on the pround th=t the former make
God subject to no nccensity. Shedd in the discussion of the
Arzinian view of this question sees clearly that neither
view
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pae two

view conflicts with the nco salty of a s&tisfiuction of
divine justice in the plan of redemption actually in effect.
He ruther minimizes the imortance of this dinscussion by
calll ¢ 1t merely acaiemio; but I suspect that it is system-
stically imrortant.

Andther subject. George DBragdon relayed s0. ¢ of
your and gsome of my remarks on Barth to the father of a
graduate of the Biblical Séminary in U Y., and the father
aent the remarks to his son who is now studying either in
Scetland or with Barth. A rather indignant lett-r cane
in reply. I have asgked Bragdon to scc you, and hope you
can zive him more nctunl quotations than I have done.

Corilally,
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Dear Dr., Clark

Thank you for.your letter of lMay twenty-second, I am afraid I

am wearying you. This whole question of freedom and responsibility,
freedom and character, in God and in man, really does impress me

as being tremendously important. Perhaps we can make progress

later on if we let the matter rest for the present. I am afraid

I may push my points too hard and produce an oppogite reaction.

However, I will venture two remarks. (1) Jhat which I understood
as your definition of "emotion'" from Webster's dictiomary, is in my
large copy of the dictionary marked "obs."! The definition which
apparently holds in current usage of the language is the one which I
tried to state some time ago.

Secondly, in regard to the irraticnalistic argument which you state
in paragraph two, you say, "I see no logical flaw in the argument,"
I should prefor to say:

"I" -« but I do not know whether there is an I or whaet it is if it
isn't,

"See" - but the word see has lost any significance so therefore I will
leave it out. :

"Wo" - but negation and affirmation are the seme thlnw, so that word
mlght as well be dropped.

"Logical" - but logic has evaporated leaving a picture of a desert with
the desert fled away.

"Flaw" - but since flaw is all there is left, therofore there is no
flaw, . But a flaw is the same thing as absolute perfection.

"In" - but prepositional reletionships have disappeared.
"The" - specification however is of no avail,

"Argument" - but I have not heard any argument. ILvery word in the
supposed argument assumes that the assumptions thereof are false.

Now since in myipoor system of reasoning I still believe that the
probability argument is probably valid, I must conclude that an argu-
ment which cannot state itself without assuming itself false, has some
rather apparent flaws in it.

Please forgive this effervescence.

Very cordially yours

JOB/W




