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Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Dr. Clark:

Thank you for your good letter just received, and thank you also for your
fine spirit.

This is just a preliminary word. I want to look up several of the points
to which you refer, but here is a word on John Dewey:

The whole impact of Dewey's educational philosophy as it borders on psychology
is about as much opposed to Watsonian behaviourism as it is to the Christian
doctrine of the soul. Even in the passages which you quote from Dewey's

Human Nature and Conduct, his use of the words "observation, recollection,
foresight, and judgment,Y.~the total Dewey context, are directly anti-be-
haviouristic, In his Democracy and Education he constantly refers to acts

of consciousness, The same is true in his Experience and Nature, The Quest
for Certainty, and Logic.

Last Monday afternoon and evening I attended meetings in which professor-
emeritus Bode, of Ohio State, was honored by Columbia as a true Deweyite.
John Dewey himself gave a speech honoring Bode. Kilpatrick specifically
referred to Bode's contributions in opposition to Watsonian behaviourism.
In the course of the speeches and questions anti-behaviourism as the Dewey
attitude was referred to a score of times.

Last December at Yale, Brand Blanchard gave a speech in which he said most
emphatically, "Behaviourism is out."

These naturalists are truly "out on a limb." They do not believe in the soul
as a substantive entity. They believe in conscilousness but only as a function.
A function of what? Of nothing? They deny a res cogitans.

I believe the question of the philosophical basis of Christian evidence is
crucially important for us Bible~-believing Christians today. Would it not

be possible for you to write an article answering my review for me to publish
in The Bible Today in the near future.
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I should be delighted to carry on an argument with you in our pages through
several issues. I believe it would be quite profitable for the cause in
which we supremely believe. I should be glad to print the arguments in
your letter just as they stand (answering them of course, and conceding
certain points). Probably, however, you would prefer a fuller statement

of your arguments for publishing.

Could you conveniently get such an article to me within the next two
weeks?

How I wish we could sit down and talk these things over!

With cordial regards to your family, I am

Yours in Christian fellowship,

I

"J. Oliver Buswell, Jr.

job/mb
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Dre Je Oliver bFuswell, Jr.
The Beticnsl vidble Iuntitute

w

wew York, .Y,

seny r. buneell,
%
I am ve-ry hoppy to avaeill mycelf of your xind
invitation to rooly in The bible Teduy to your review;
md I bepo I bove not transgrensed the limits of provricty
ither in space or in uny other w.y.

ferhapns you may «winh to change the tent:tive
title.

in for Jehn Dewey I con horaly agree with you
that the quotations in my last lottcr zre inconsintent with
behavioriom. In theliy total coutext they neem $0 be ntrictly
tehzuviorintic. "hile you do not quote from Dewey's other
bookn, I oh=ll try to look throuph them for =nything th:t
in olearly anti-bohsviorintic. The fret tht Planshsrd
nadd cmph-tically that behaviorism in ocut proven nothing.
~lanohard han alwayo boen anti-behsvicrintic. I mentioned
him san =2 wecll known sacholar who says thnt LDewey io a
teh:vicrint, and who quoten Dewey an admitting behnvioriom.
The very fant you a lude to reinforcen ry v olnt&: you oay,
"they belicve in conscicusnens but only s~ 2 function., 2
function of what?" Exaetly - it is o function of the munclen
ani orgsno.  And cne who sayn thinking =znd thourbht are
nmusculzr motions, or moticnn of the cortex, im »n behsvicorint.
It in not necenoary to reduce 211 condunt to the reflex src.
The ecsence of behaviorinm in thst thousht or mind is behzvior.
It need not be restricted to the reflex.

Jou may be intercnred to rnow thoat I am ntorting
cn At Intreduction to Chirotian “hilosophy. Uayte I ozn get
through the firot draft in two yearn.

Cordially yours,



THE NATIONAL BIBLE INSTITUTE

340 WEST FIFTY-FIFTH STREET

NEW YORK 19, N. Y.

December
four

1947

Professor Gordon H., Clark, Ph.D. ’
.Department of Philosophy

Butler University

Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Dr, Clark:

Please pardon my delay in acknowledging your letter and valuable contribution.

I am the worst editor in the world. I desperately try every month to get the
copy to the printer by the twentieth for the following month, but I succeed very
badly. I have been simply swamped by other imperative duties and have not been
able to ge the copy off to the printer until now.

Referring back to your letter of November 10th. I hope you will give us some
material on the question of rationalism, irrationalism and non-rationalism. My
remark in my review partly stemmed from your quotation from Bertrand Russell on

page 37. By the way, could you give me the reference for that quotation? I am
somewhat interested in the Russell-Dewey controversy, and should like to know

just where to look for the context of the statement you quote. I can give you a
list of nearly a hundred passages in Dewey's Logic in which he refers one way or
another to rational standards and their relationship to the ongoing social process
of inquiry. WNinety percent of the time he declares that there are no such standards
except as developed in and from the process, but occasionally he contradicts himself
and appeals to the "law of contradiction" as an ultimate standard. I should really
like to know just what your theory of the rational and the irrational is, and I
think it would make good reading for The Bible Today.

Another point I hope you will further develop is the question of the relevancy of
geometrical demonstration. To me the rejection of the cosmological and teleological
arguments on the ground they do not give geometrical demonstration is like rejecting
a building brick because it is not a violin. How could you say that geometry
"furnishes a conspicuous pattern of demonstration," when you know so well the
difference between the deductive, analytical, tﬁgological pattern which geometry
follows, and the radically different pattern of inductive reasoning?

In the last few lines of page two you say "I agree with Calvin, Institutes Li, that
the idea of God must come first of all. God is the first known of all objects.
Other objects are known afterwards." Interesting! Because as a matter of fact
Calvin says that the knowledge of ourself comes first, and, though it is difficult
to tell which comes first yet "nor can we really aspire toward Him, till we have
begun to be displeased with ourself. ... The knowledge of ourself therefore is not
only an incitement to seek after God, but likewise a considerable assistance toward
finding Him." Thus he ends the first paragraph.
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The second paragraph begins "On the other hand, it is plain that no man can arrive at
the true knowledge of himself, without having first contemplated the divine character,
then descended to the consideration of his own." If a fair interpretation is given

to the words "true knowledge" the second paragraph does not contradict the first. The
ordo cognoscendi is (1) a little knowledge of ourselves and our_ depravity; (2) a
contemplation of the character of God; (3) a "true knowledge" ot ourselves; (L) the
increase of both kinds of knowledge pari passu. Calvin in Institutes Ji simply did
not say that "the idea of God must come first. God is the first known of all objects.
Other objects are known afterwards."

On the question of Dewey's behaviourism, I am very sure of my material. However, as
of course you recognize, Dewey is not a clear-cut mountain peak but a vast smokey
cloud. There are general contours but there enormous obscurities and some outright
contradictions. I am reminded of the method of photographing the Aurora Borealis
illustrated in the National Geographic liagazine for November this year on page § § 2.
The photographer is shown with a large convex mirror which gives the entire wide
spread image of the Aurora. The camera is focused on the mirror and thus a fairly
correct image is obtained. If the camera were focused directly on the Aurora only
a partial image would result and the wide-spread nebulous outlines would not be
fairly represented.

I could easily give you a great many passages from the books I cited in my letter
of November 13th and from others of Dewey's which I have read, especially Art. As
Experienced, but I knew I had some passages which would be more in the nature of
the comprehensive photograph. Not till today have I had an opportunity to get at
them,

I.do think the Bode meeting which I described in my letter of November 13th is a
fair overall view of the Dewey attitude toward Watsonian behaviourism, but that
apparently was not sufficient.

I did think from your letter of November 1lth that you also took Brand Blanshard as
a behaviourist, I see, however, from your letter of November 19th that you do not
so interpret Blanshard. Blanshard's chapter to which you refer is I think a fair
illustration of a comprehensive view of Dewey, with one defect which I shall point
out as follows. Brand Blanshard in paragraph 27, page 383, of the reference which
you cite, gives a mosaic of quotations from three different parts of Dewey's Essays
in Experimental Logic. This work of Dewey's was published in 1916 but was partly
a reprint of material from Studies in logical Theory published in 1903. Blanshard
quotes Dewey as saying "Instrumentalism means a behaviouristic theory of thinking
and knowing... 'States of consciousness® are really intra-organic events...contin-
uous with extra-organic events.!" But Blanshard goes on to say (page 38Lf)"And if

I believed Professor Dewey to be really a member of this school /Behaviourism/, I
should not have paid him the sincere, if perhaps equivocal, complement of this
extended criticism. But, as has already been more than hinted, his philosophy
bulges through the rlckety crate of its avowed behaviourism on every side. Its
very essence 1s the reality and power of reflective purpose, and where among things
do you find that... We must say, I think, that it is not really behaviouristic, that
it is far more responsible and sophisticated than that. Yet formally it disavows
belief in any thought that is not a mode of behaviour in physical things. And this
marks a conflict within itself. As Santayana..."
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This is sufficient I think to show that Blanshard himself did not really regard Dewey
as a behaviourist in the Watsonian sense. There is evidence, however, that Blanshard
himself missed a part of the Dewey view. Blanshard, for one thing, misses the point
of the Santayana-Dewey argument. Dewey accused Santayana's naturalism of being "broken
backed" because Santayana is an avowed materialist. Santayana accused Dewey's natural-
ism of being "faint hearted and short winded", because Dewey is¥ot a materialist.
Santayana's penetrating phrase "preoccupation with the foreground" goes to the very
nucleus of the Dewey metaphysics. Dewey as a T, H. Green idealist believed in the
reality of mind. When he gave up idealism he did not become a materialist.iIn his
Common Faith (page 5SkU) he gives what seems to a very pertinent statement of motive
for rejecting materialism, ‘

But as long as the conceptions of science were strictly

mechanical (mechanical in the sense of assuming separate

things acting upon one another purely externally by push

and pull), religious apologists had a standing ground in

pointing out the differences between man and physical

nature,

In all Dewey's writings he is just as vigorous against the g:iiological reality of
matter as he is against the reality of mind. This, I think, Blanshard does not quite
grasp.

Turning back now to the quotation which Blanshard gives, I think Blanshard should have
seen that "a behaviouristic theory of thinking and knowing"is not Watsonian behaviourism
at all! Blanshard puts it very mildly when he says that the very essence of Dewey's
system is "the reality and power of reflective purpose." Dewey's "behaviouristic

theory of thinking and knowing" is like the phrase "a submarine theory of aviation."

(I have heard analogy drawn between the submarine completely surrounded by its element
and the airplane completely surrounded by an ocean of air. For each there are

analagous or contrasting problems of pressure, surface resistance, altitude or

bathotude (if there were such a word).)

Furthermore, Blanshard should haveé caught the regular Dewey refrain of anti-dualism

in "intra organic events...continuous with extra~organic events." The organs them-
selves for John Dewey are events or functions of events for which both a materialistic
and a spiritual ontological basis is vigorously denied. Dewey places far more

emphasis on the "continuous with" than on either the "intra organic" or the “extra-
organic'"., When in your letter of November 19th you answer the question "Function of
what?" with the words "exactly - it is a function of the muscles and organs,' you are
giving indeed an answer which Dewey might have given, but for him it would have been
equivalent to "function of functions", to which any materialistic nature is strenuously
denied,

If you browse the material before and after the quotations which you give from Human
Nature and Conduct, you will surely see that Dewey is in an airplane, not in a sub-
marine. Nothing is more prominent in all of this volume than the conscious activity
of purposive behaviour with reference to the future.

You have certainly slipped in your quotations from Part III, Chapter One. Dewey goes
on to argue that the exact sentences which you quote from "a page later" (page 177 in

my edition) do not describe knowledge "except by courtesy (page 178)." He closes the
chapter with the words "with habit alone there is a machine-like repetition, a duplicatir
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recurrence of old acts. With conflict of habits and release of impulse there is
conscious search." (page 180) .

The Schilpp volume, The Philosophy of John Dewey (Northwestern University Fress,
1939, Paul Arthur Schilpp, editor) should be the great comprehensive photograph
of Dewey's philosorhy. Behaviourism gs referred to & number of times by the
differsnt writers and by Dewey himself. Even more information can be gained by
an examination of Dewey's elaboration of "fhe situation taken as a whole in its
problematic character." (p. 586 and many other references) and the reaction of
the various writers toward that doctrine,

Santayana's chapter in this book is practically identical with his article on John
Dewey in The Journal of Philosophy, 1926. The material given on pages 2L9f is e
Santayana’s modified charge that Dewey after all is a behaviorist.lsDevey's own
reply, of (the last one hundred pages of the volum%’(page 531), he treats Santayana's
charge with scorn and ridicule. J

On page 555, speaking of his own views, Dewey sa}d@

Tor, although the psychological theory involved is a form of
Behaviorism, it differs basically from some theories bearing

the same name. In the first place, behavior is not viewed as
something taking place in the nervous system or under the skin
of an organism but always, directly or indirectly, in obvious
overtness or at a distance through a number of intervening links,
an interzction with environing conditions.

This in itself,being Dewey's comment on a large volume of analysis by others,of his
own philosophy, should settle the question, and should confirm my illustration above,
"submarine aviation."

Of course, I know you can't take a philosorher's word for what he means by what he
says, at least not in every case. A chaplain found a man on the battlefield wounded
in his foot. The chaplain picked him up, tossed him across his shoulders and started
for the dressing station. Bursting shells were flying through the air and one shell
cut off the wounded man's head without the knowledge of the chaplain. The chaplain
arrived at the dressing station, sem deposited the wounded man on the ground, and the
doctor looked him over.

"Chaplain", said the doctor, "Why bring in a man whose head is shot off?%"
"he crazy fellow," said the chaplain, ZFOld me it was his foot."
One of the best evidences that Dewey is not a behaviorist in the Walsonian sense is

the fact that all the Dewey disciples with whom I have made contact here in New York
University and in Columbia (and there are legions of them!) seem to agree that Dewey
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is not a behaviorist in any literal sense of the word.

Cne professor whe studied extensively under Dewey tells me that a Columbia
professor recently visited Santayana in Rome. The Columbia man took him to task
for not doing more of a job on his chapter in the Schilpp volumg. OSantayana
replied that he was sorry he had not realized the importance of the volume and
written something new for his chapter. They had a long walk and after much dis=-
cussion Santayana summed up the situation by saying "The essential difference
between Dewey and me is that Dewey is a good man!"

Santayana's analysis may be morally right but philosophically his outright material-
istic athelsm is far more consistent in its error than Dewey's instrumentalism. I
think Santayana's basic criticism, "preoccupation with®” foreground" refusal to
recognize any ontological entity either material or spiritual, angd ontology of events
and functions only, is essentially correct.

I still hope to get out theégéésgggézégble Today almost on time (7).

I am enclosing our microsocpic honorarium for your contribution and a rough:draft
(very rough) of my editorial on your remarks.

Merry Christmas and Happy New Year.

Yours in Christian fellowship

iver Buswell, Jr.
President

job/ah
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in repty to your levver of Decen er 4, Mrot I
«insnh to return the cnheck thut you oo kinaly oentv.  And if
I nphuula have the cood forvune to copticue our discunsion
vay O0r tnree times in The Bible Today, the .oame principle
onall Lprly.

In the necond vlice, you lid notv rmoke sufiicienvly
clear the ntavus of the reough draft of youar resty to we. 1
anoume that you have o fininhed cory th+av you =will vprint with
my rowsrko on your review. And I tuke it from the draft itcelt
snat I am ot liberty to write noneuvning niout "ayotem". If
you winsh the dratt rewvurned, or if I hove mantaken your intentg
i any other way, plesge let me bknow. I would like to have
the drnst while writing snyuwning furvher. Tnis may be nutticient
annver YO vage-one Or your recent letvter, excent to osy that
tne reference to Hanoell whién you ank for is found in The
Scienvitic Outlook, vagen 24-85. An s matter of fact I do not
have this material unier my e¢ycn at the mowent, but I think
that this in the currect recierence.

#ltn thene motvern diovosed of, the remninaer of tnis
Lebuer ¢an continue our nubnidis-y diccunnivn of John Dewey.
Fieot of sil let me ony that I adsire the thorouzh way vou
HONT into the subjecv. You hove gntnered tegether nquite a
number of rannages, and pernarn the mount rervinent ouven.
Fronm all the ovinionn exprensea, by “anvnyann, Rlansnard, you
ANd e, ulle c01nL of agrcement scon enmerccnd Dewey 1o not
sdvugs ther connintent. But 9o to the c¢xactu import of the
quotaticons you gather, I have osome rensrks to anke.

In your original review o1 ny book, pz2e 15, you
salu thit I erred in clanniag Deuwey'n woychology an kbensviorisvic.
I now nove that you are modlfying thin stovenent by aresking
vl "Watsonian benaviorisn®. I ahould gucas that this weuns
thzt VUewey doen not reduce knowledge or conncicunnens to the
retlex arc. In thio you are sbnoolu cly currect. NOv only in
tne arvicie of L8YY whicn you menyvion in your review, buv in
vtner "ansagen your atatemene in junvitied. But, then, 1t
19 not necesnary to be a VWatnonion in cruer to bte u behoviorine.
Tnere may te varievien. And I winh o show th:t Dowey 1o one
of the variectien.
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blanshard, it in true, wante to think thatv there
in more than, or nomething other than, behaviorinm in Dewey.
bBut Dewey himnelr "formally . . disavows beliet in any thought
vnat in not a moae of behaviur in vhysical things" (Blanshara,
page 385). I think thav Blanshsrd may very well say that
Vewey in incomnsistent; or thot Dewey nmuglles in by the back
uovor wnat he reiused aumitvtance at the front doory But in
view of Dewey's own words, I c¢annot see how one c¢an properly
ueny thav Dewey is a benavioring. .
Iv doen not meem to me that Blanshard has made the
migtake you avtirpute to him. Or, in other worus, I wu nut
think your reterence to Santaysna, Green, and mechanism, prove
what you thnink they prove. Atter all, mechauninm and maverisliom
are not the same thing. And, further, a denial of matter is
not the equivalent of an anpertvion of counscivusnens (in tne ,
sense of a conocious spiritv). #hen it is remember:a tnatv "matter"
tor the British empiricists was sozewning that could notv be
peen, touched, or sensed in any way, thav is, when it is
remembered tnav mavver in not an object of experience, then
vewey's rejection of the ontological realivy of matter no longer
peems to favor auy form of soiritualism. For Jonn Locke as
well as for Arintotle matter and body are very different things.
that Dewey in saying is that bodies cannot be explained by
matter or by mechanism. But though Dewey rejects matter, he
8till makes physical, corporeal, nensible, opatial reality
the ultimate reality.

The sense in which I and doupntieon Blanshard also
use the term behavioriom is oimply that thought is behavior,
or thought is a function of an organism, or that thought is
the motion of bodies. I do not know that Blanshard sayo that
Dewey in a Watsohian; and neither did I. But that Dewey
teaches that thought 1o physical motion, I nhall shortly show.

You seem to question my annwer to your quesnticn, "
"function of what?" I replied, organs. You say that Dewey
"right have given" that annwer (page 3 of your letter); I say
that that is the anower that Dewey as a matter of fact gave.

Take if you will Schilpp's book. At its close there
is a long contribution by Dewey himpelf. It csnnot be accaned
of representing a view long discarded. It is one of Dewey's
latest writings. On page 531 I take it that Dewey acceptn
the phrane, "experience (in) an interaction of Organiom and
environment." At the top of the next page, the ocame notion
is repeated twice. Tow:rd the bottom of the name vage (5523)

I assure that Dewey meann that the interasction of organism
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w'th environment is the cognitive experience. I should say
that this justifies the otatement that for Dewey knowing is
the function of the organism. It differs from Vatoon in that
the enviromment is emphasiped, for "atoon seems to think of

a reflex arc within the organinm.

At the bottom pf page 533, the word "biological"
indicates the name position. %

About ten lines from the bvottom of page 535, we
have a reference to the "interactions of an acculturated
organinm".

And in particular, rage 543! "By way of further (
clearing up my own position I would point out th vt I hold thst
the ~ord subject, if it is used at all, has the organism for
it~ proper designatum. Hence it refers to an agency of doing,
not to s knower, mind, connciousness or whatever. If the words,
pubject and object, zre to be net wp over against each other,
it should be in thrse situations in which a person, oelf, or
organism as a doer pets up vurpones" etc.

note that what he means by - person is an organiem.

And on page 544 he says, "According to the nzturalistic
X& view, every experience in its direct occurrence is an
interaction of environing conditions and an orgsnism.®

P-ze 555, which you yourselif jucte, sustains ay
position. Here Dewey claims to be a behaviorist. True, he
pays, there are several forms of behaviorism; mine (Dewey's)
is different from some of them, for I erase any absoolute
distinction between organiom and environment. Behavior is
not limited to something in the nervous synstem under the skin.
Butv still (as I interpret Dewey) "the psychological theory
involved ic a form of Behaviorism."

How, then, in the face of this explicit statement,
csn you say that I erred in classing Dewey an a behavicrint?
Maybe Dewey is a submarine aviator, as you suggest; or better,
he is in a pubmarine, but sometimes talkn an if he were in a
plane.

I think that this fairly well covers your remarks
on Dewey; 1if you have further comments or further referencen,
I should be glad to examine them.

And now I finally have time and space to wish you
all a Merry Christmss. Mrs. Clark wisphes to be remembered
to your good wife.

Cordially yourn,
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Dear Dr. Clark:

Hearty thanks for your good letter and for your kindness in returning the
honorarium., The rough copy which I sent you is ultimately for your waste basket.
It is my editorial comment in full and I think word for word as it will appear.

I am sorry I did not have it in better physical shape.

Please do send another installment of our discussion as soon as possible. Every
month I try to catch up with the calendar in getting out our little magazine, I
hope that the January issue may not be too far behind the ideal schedule., Take up
any phase of the general subject which appeals to you. As I see it, the meanings
of "system" and "common ground" are crucially important.

Thank you for the Russell reference. I need the background context of that quotation
in my "workshop!'.

As to the question of "behaviourism" and John Dewey, I think I was justified in

assuming that behaviourism in your context in your book would mean what it means to
a student in survey of theories of psychology, - that is substantially what it means
in Heidbreder's chapter on Behaviourism (Seven Psychologies, Appleton-Century 1933).

I think the quotations which you cite from the Schilpp volume do not justify the
statement that consciousness is a function of the organism. Dewey's statements are
to the effect that consciousness is a function of organism-environment. As you read
the tons of chaff in Dewey's volumes, you get the impression that he places far more
emphasis on the hyphen than either the organism or the environment. His opposition to
any form of dualism or to any reference organs as such as an ontological basis of
anything is fanatical.

How about making a statement to the effect that what you meant by behaviourism was
not Watsonian behaviourism? To this I can say that whereas in my own mind I
identified your reference with Watsonian behaviourism, I recognize that the term
"behaviourism" does have other usages, or words to that effect.

Thank you again for your kindness in returning the small honorariuwm. We shall enter
it as a donation to keep our books straight, and shall send you a receipt in due
course.

I am sure our readers will greatly appreciate your contributions. We had an order the

other day for a number of copies of my review and of my article on Paul and Kant fr?m
someone at Westminster Seminary (!), and I expect they will be after extra coples o
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the December issue.in which the discussion continues.

Heartiest good wishes from all of us to you and your family.

Yours in Christian fellowship,

Z«%«//

J Ollver Buswell, Jr.

.

) MMJ
%



THE NATIONAL BIBLE INSTITUTE

340 WEST FIFTY-FIFTH STREET

NEW YORK 19, N. V.

December
sixteen
1948

Dr. Gordon H, Clark
Butler University
Indianapolis 7, Indiena

Dear Dr. Clark

Thank you for your letter just received. I appreciate all that
you say. Thank you especially for the references on permissive
decrees. I shall study them carefully in the near future, which
means at least after January 7th, deadline for the finished copy
of my thesis at N.Y,U.!

The distinction for which you call is, I think, brought out by
Paul in the word enegken in Romens 9:22.

I do wish you were nearer so that we could get together for con-
ferences now and then. I am enclosing a copy of a letter just
written to Kenneth Kentzer of Wheeton which may interest you.

Of course it is just my own impression of a few high points.

Heartiest good wishes to all of your family for the Christmas
Season.

Yours in Christiasn fellowship

. Oliver Buswell, Jr.
Presidgfit
job/h
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’

“ON muom OF POLITICS; -

HAD RID THEMBELVES OF TYRANNY, THE wmon.mo AlN OF GOVERNUENT WAS TO MAINTAIN

P

ORDER 80 THAT FREE INDIVIDUALS COUD ARRANGE THEIR pmm'. SOCIALy BUBINESS, mo

‘lummmmwmmvorwmmmvww.momsevmmnom»-, .

© RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS AS FiIT. TODAY, HOMEVER, THE DISAOVANTAGES oF ABSLUTE . i
, liberals, who are truly reactionariles, aim to establish a so-caI‘H

GOVERNMENT HAVE BEEN FORGOTTEN, AND 80-CALL. ON THE PRINCIPLES OF LOUIS
XIVe <0oAS THE LOVE OF LIBERTY, GROWS DIM UNDER SOCIALISTIC BUFFOCATION, AS COERCION

INCREASES, THE WORE BRUTAL IT wiLL BECOME, (P 71) o N

OF CHRCHES CALLS ORISTIANITY ARE TWO RIDICALLY MTAGNISTIC REL 1IN, (o 84)
vaur ™ lu.t.:'um’anw 1S NOT CONSISTENT, OR. OLARK TAKES PLASH umfn wm. BUT OFTEN uu&a
THE PATH, ME uch ™, docminz ENUNCIATED IN THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENOENCE THAT GOVERNAENTS
"OERIVE THEIR .;us'( m\uu ROV THE consen; OF THE GOVERNED,® (P 1Z7F) HE RATHER CYNICALLY

. . ’ K "‘ . . . v' ' . . )
REMARKS THAY ’Dm"m Ttl NAIVE ASSUNPTION THAT THE MASS of THE ELECTWAT! COU.D CHOGBE -

' MEN CAPSSLE OF unualm A mmou's »‘ana‘. (P, 133) HE OECLARED 'n-wr "M AUTHORITY, CF WAGIGe

TRATES oou No'r wuv; mou ANY VOLUNTARY BOCIAL COMPACT, BUT 1T DERIVES FROU GOO"s (P. 136)
1 'Do NOT ausscma: To THE 80CIAL CowPacT* THEORY OF ROUBSEAU IN ANY SENSE OF THE wRo, | DO
CEFEND THE DOCTRINE mcutm m mz o:cumnm or INDEPENDENCE o A8 BEING BASED UPON THE

SG“MS.‘ TRuE, THE NM Pas. D!&‘RCO THAT GOVERNUMENTAL POWERS ARE "ORDAINED OF. Goo%,

' (Rou.im 13: 47) Bu'r IT IS JUBT A3 TRUE THAT P:mamro THE KING AND THE GOVERNOR A9 CREATURES

4 .
. /

WHAT THE FEDERAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES CALLS COHRISTIANITYy ANO WHAT THE AMERICAN COUNCIL -

.b\ .

&




1nstrumentality.;;u : )

doctrine that the state ie a ”neoeeeary evil"

' beings is eV1l. i“War 18 only one oxample of & aore general

v .
: N '
" S e * K . ] -

"of man. (I Peter 2-13}14) Tt 1s doubtless fnls last Sopip- frrton

[
Y.

ture waich the foundinb futhere Bad in wind, Thore is here no el

‘contradiction. Futting the &=%h ohapter of . Rowene together | f 'T‘f

aith the =au ohapter ‘of 1 Peter,. we derive tne conslstently ] ! ;z&
Christian doctrine that God has ordained that governments

shall rule and that they ehell be institutod through hnman |  f{5

gLMiesing this. point Dr. Clgrk arrives at tho strange

The Christian anewer ig that the stute is not a positive .-
‘{_or uneonditional good, but rather a neceauary evil. To \

do justioe to the Ghrietien view one wust_insist on both

AN

adjeotive and noun. The state is an evil not only beceuae
of the abuee of power by the' magistrates, but also beoause
”it interferes with freedom and introduces an:’ unnaturel

o superiority among men. * But the state ie 8180 necessary

\

under actuel conditiona beoause without oivil government

N e
‘eeach mnn'a evil nature would turn nis freedom to intolerableffj

RS
»

' aotiona. The exietence of- the state is a partial punish-
. ment and cure for sin. (P. 138f) - N R

C
)

éfDr. Clark teaches, in fact, ‘that all coercion among human BN

i

| oondition.' Warp 1s a speciee, as 1t were, of a wider genus, ‘ffjif

and that genus is brutality." (P. 69) "...brutality 15 a
Speoies of the wider genus of coeroion." {P. 70) - ‘.v"f'u

Dr. 01ark'e notion that tne state is a neoessary evil,

| . . . \




,,—'

and that all coercion among human beingé is evil, certainly
does not sqdare wiﬁh_the gonefal p;cture_of,thinga set forth
‘in the Eib1eo.,The Greek toxt of Ephesians 3:14,15 tells hé'
that‘"everytfaﬁhethOd in ﬁeavon and upoﬁ\aartg\is namned

that is, dérives 1ts charactoy/ from The Father”". Now certaine

ly coercion is.analytioally & purt of thevidea%of fatherhood

;ﬁ&ﬁ as the word is Qaed in the Scriptures. Mpréover, amdqyfthe
' q :

]

-angels who know no sin we have indications of authority,

tion, and prosumably reasonable coercion. The words "angels

and'archangels" are not meaning;ggg,__All_rafgggg§es to.the

exercise judgment with Him, and rule over numbers of "gities" with Him. -
- future kingdon - “inwiitoll wo shall gn with Himjg@—"—"

in the future state'ofvbleascdness, are rendered either false

or meaningless by Dr.'cmﬁrk's philosophy of political acienca.
 %0lark on Inductive Theistic Arguments |

Z

My primsry purpose in this review 18 to analyze Dr. Clark's
philosopuy of sclence, but such analysis will be clearer after -
. ’ _

nisThoistic philosophy 1s investigated. The defect in his .

~understanding of inductive reoasoning from effect to cause,

which 8o seriously ﬁnecks his pnilOSOphy_or soienoc, is clearly
evidenced in his philosophy ofTheisism. Dr. Clark vigorously

rejeéts,hll Qrguﬁents f}om nature or the created universg as

effect to the gkistence“qf God as cause. le says . R

« s sProtestant thebloglané...usually‘repudiate
natural théOIOgy‘ahd assert that the traditional
v prbofs of de'g existonce are not 1ogioally or

"mathematicully" demonstrative. (P.251)

government, and relationships involving superi¢rity, subordina=
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This statement involves two prOpositions whioh I mention |

in reverse order: (1) thst # traditional arguments from nsture

;: to the existence of God are not logically or mathematicelly ,‘
demonstrative. This prOposition is prsctioally undisputed.

TTTr——

It is not‘onlyvtne,position of Protestant theologlans - 1t 18

;&Y " the positioniof Thomas Aquinas and the Rowman Catholics. Clark ;;3

///( these proofs are not logioally or mathematically demonstrative
18 "contrary to the satholio position. ’
But the other proposition involved in the quotations now"
under discussion, (2) "Protestant theologians...usunlly repudiste

natural theology," that is theology arguing from nature to the

/existence of God, is perfeotly preposterous and entirely oon- i o

trary to facts of which pr. Olark has full cognizance, if he

‘ ‘ ' - %‘ o
: {ﬂgbﬁ\ is quite wrong in saying in the context thst the ides'that s e

'y

had only stopped to think, who are these "Protestant theologians |

'...usually... ? The greatest Calvinistic tradition of kurope -
includes the namee or Kuyper, Hepp ana Bavinck as outstanding
S Protestant theologians. Nothing which these three oonsistently
; taught could possibly be regardeo by a balanced Judgment as |
usually repudiated vy Protestant theOIOgiane. Among the great- i
est theOIOgians in Amerioan Protestantism were Hodge and Wapr-

LY

field.‘ 1heir influenoe 18 so vast, 80 profound, that to’ describe

'_\position which they oonsistently defended as ugually re-
' pudiated by Protestant theologlans 1s quite absurd.

John Cslvin did not repudiate natural theology. In his
%JJ’ qommentary on. the hpistle,tofthe Romans, discussing Romans




1 19_21' he suya o : L | R

oo oman was created to be a speotator of this fovmed world,- }'5

and...eyes were given him, that he migbt, by 1oo¢1ng

‘-on so:beaubiful a ploture, be Yed up %o the Author Himselr

...God 15 1n Himself 1nv181ble, but as, ‘His majeaty shines'

forth in Hia uorke and in Hla creatures everywhore, men

v

‘ought in these to acknowledge Him far thoy clearly set

forth their Makers ¢ «God has prosented to the winds or R

'all the meuns of knowing Him, %hvinﬁ so manifested
'"Himself by uis works, that they must neceasarily see
'what or themselves nney seok not to know...(Commentary

.on Romans 1319-21)

. cy >
» i \ . .“ ‘ ( }

Fbcalvin'e entire comment on tne lQLh Pealm is in aubstance
an elaboration of the oosmolobical and teloolobical arguments.
Ho says | | o | |
- There ia cortainly nothing 80 obscure or contemptible -
~even in the 'smallest: corners of tne earth, &n,which lome
marks of the power and wisdou of God may not be seen...

the, heavens proclalm to us the glorj of God...by'Openly a
" bearing testimony that they have not, been put togetner,”
’by ohance but were wonderfully created by the Supreme

Architect. (commentary)Paalm 19) 3 » AN

k?aul quotea the lgth Psalu in the lOth chapter of nis
Epistle to the Romans. In comment1n5 on the latter paasqge

. Oalvin says ifw.f,

But 1n ordur that He might show that the. school, 1ntoﬁ 

’

[T

W
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| porfectionsAof God.

- the Gospel was silent among tnem, yet the'Whole workman-"”‘,

 which God. collects soholars to Himself from any part,

is ‘open and nommon to all, he brinbs fovward a prOphet's"Q

testimony from Psalm 1934; o..the Pf3899t°"z-99a3;7 of
the matarial works of Gods in which he says tbe glory a
of God snines forth so evidently, that they may be sald

to have a sort of tongue of their own to declare the .
‘ 9

N *

eeoG0d has already from the beginnin@ manifested his

Divinity to the Gentilea, though not by the preachin& -
of men, but by the testimony of His craaturea; for though

'\ship of hoaven and-earth aid Speak and make known its

Author by its preachinb. (Oomnentar&‘nomana 10:18)

And yet Dr. Clark aays that "Protestant theologians...usually

repudiate nutural theolobyt"’

"Y

k&n the same conbext Dr. Clark says

5 Y

[

-

”human powers that man can roagk neither tne heavens nor his

own heart aright." Quite to. the contrary our Lord deolared

h‘%pocrites, xp ean discerr the face of the sicy dnd the

'}jiear 3 but how 1s*that ve do not discern tnis time?" (Luke

123

ﬁee also Matt. 16:5)

KrCIark nolds that God could not and would not present man
| “with any evidenco othor than God'a own witness to Himself.‘ |

" He says |

on the aasumption that God exists as described in the' --‘

"...sin haa 8o vitiated

- -

on the assumption that there 13 a God, and more particularly

‘Bible, what evidence coula he give to amn. that he was .
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\

God?...' How then could God show to & men that 1t was
God speaking? S8uppose God should say ...I will Dbless
them that bleas thee and curse him tygp curseli'thee.
Would God c§ll the,Devil and asle Abraham to believe the
DgyilnS'éorroborat;ve sﬁatementé‘ ++eithet roason cen this
maﬁ'have‘to conclude that God is making a revelation to |

. 3
to him? (P. 258) :

®

o, of course, the Devil should not be réggrded a8 a ree
liable ﬁitgess, but the fact remains that God appealsvto |
circumstances open to our comnon observation as evidence thét
He is God. Christ seid (Johm 10:37,38) "Believe me for the
very works! sake.” Hoées requlred that Israel should test
whether the wofds of a prophet were the words of God by ine
quiring first whether the prophet was true to tﬁé liviﬁg Ged ,
and éecond'whether the prophet's predicmioﬁs éame tdypass.
(Deﬁtefbnomy 13:1~5 ,-18~15-”2 especially vve 21 021 iaaia#
olearly required that circumstantial evidence, rqnely conformity‘
to the Law and“%outimony, should be used by the people to
disoriminate between the volce of God and the volce of a false

propheﬁ;.(lsaiah 8:26) Throughout the whole histofy of

 Hevelation God has gracidusly—condescended to submit His ..

Al

credentials in the form~or'factual cirocunstantial evidences,

vopen to critical publio Anvestigation.

=
Examining Presu;;ositions
/

It will be appropriate at this point to call attention

".to a fallacy assumed ;n.commdn by Dr. Glark and a considerable

number of sincere Christian teachers of philosophy and theology

'invour generation. The fallacy is contained in the words in

t
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e

which Dr. Clark objects to anyone requiring a ’proof‘of‘a first .
‘prinoiple". (P. 259 and frequently turoubhout) Now it is true
that when. one begins e processwof reasoning ne musy begin |
somewhere, ne must make sowe assumptions, he wust have sowe
preeuppositions. ‘But the notion that presuppositions, or first;
principles, or initial aasumpt¢ons are not sublpot t0 question-
ing or re-examinatiop is totally witnout Bsupport. It is merely‘
a blithe and nimble means by which the wen whose house might |
broved to havelbeeh built upon sand excuses himself ffom
 examining his foundation. |

Dre Clark, for:examplo,aasumes,the law of contfadiction as
a basiclpresupposition and first principle. 1In all ordinary
cases we start Qiﬁn that principlé in the'backgrodng and go on
" to examine other things. To prove that a prppo;ition violates
the law of contradictories is to prove o wost people’théﬁ it
is false and not WOrthybdr acceptance. However, certain
influential persons Whoso4views violently diverge on oﬁher
 matters are now challengimgthe law of oontradiotoriea. Karl
Baré‘in one horizon and Dr. Van 711 in another uorizon are
ohallenginb this foundatlon. shall we siuply say "no fair"l

By no means. In dealing with those who do not preauppbse our

o preauppositions, we-ééy,-Well theq)ror the sake of the argument,

though we do not for & moment give up our foundafion; let us
supposa‘thaﬁ these foundations are not feliable. What then?
We then proceed to show that all discourse based on the
assumption thht_the léw of contradictories is not reliable

18 elther (1)‘mere words without wmeaning, or (2) inconsistently




based on a seeret unacxnowled&ed aeeumption that the 1aw or
eontradictoriee does hold after all when found convenient.

“‘I etand unequivocally with those uho believe that there

must be eertain first-prlnciples and basic pvesuppositions in

all roas onable discourse, but 1 totally repudiate the essumption } ?
that thesc foundations may nog be quéstioned q{ re-examined : /

or- substanti“tee and roinforced.

l - o
/plark's construotive Heasonlng
-

Let us examine an instance oi nis oun construcﬁive

reasoning. Dre Clark is benerally cnaracgerized by etrong

and rather cynicnl negativism. .1 have elsewnere erltici ed

hie laeL of eonstruetive suppovt of any great syetem of Chrietian
doctrino. In the ‘present work he doee occaeionally desiet

from teerins down, and reason constructively. In ay opinion

_ the best exnmple of an. effort of his to oetabliah eomething

positive 1o found tOward the end of - the last’ cnapter under -

‘ heading of Lpistemoloay. Er. Clark begine.this paesuge

(p. 318) |
X 6bvioualy 1e ekepticism is to be repudiated and if know-' :
ledge is a reality, truth mus ¢ exist. An ancient G"ee
i Parmenides uae the first to state it, and Plato repeated
1t: 1f a man knews, he must knoy eoeething. to know.
7nothing 13 net to know. Knowledge therefore requires
“,f an exieting object, and that objeot. 19 truth ~ truth
| that always hns ‘and alwaJs will exist." |
‘fﬁ,‘ o7  ;; Gategoriee of Bxietence

K\The fallacy in the above argument is covered up - (l) by

- g
x
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the lack of definition of the word éxistrand () the‘failurol N
to distinguish truth.embodied in propoeitions from truth not |
yet so enbodied,

wihern ﬁ_pﬂilosophy teacher stutes that anything exists,

he ia morally bound to define tlie category in which it ex
- (Cha mnutrﬂnﬁw?

oes yxigt a8 a subs tive cntit natter ] irit?ﬁxhgr%D
Re fionship. abave ortﬁ%? 72 Or a5 iR scxme o Qca’cegory of boixp
obviously propositionnl truth ‘exists in ropoaitions en&y after
ond prg LAY D72,

the pIOpOSitionJ have been rormulated. Non—propoaitional truth,

when 1t exlstsg, exlsts in e nwaber Qf uifferentjcuteg ries.

It was true that the western continents exlsted before that

truth was asceytainod or stated in a proposition,

4 .
\ ‘ /poes Truth Chango Alwnys or Hevor?
.7 S
& Dre Clark proceeds next to rcfutavthe srgument of the
Instrunentallsts who aéy that trath is continuously chenging.,

\

He aays _ _
~If truth changes,then the populer instrumentaliem ﬁhat ' ‘~'
is accepted as true today will be false tomorrow, As
‘ﬁhomism Was'true in thq thirteenth century; so instru~:
.*;t?méntnliém is true ln the twentieth century;'and within
ittty yaars 1nstrumentalisn, in virtue of 1ts own episte

emology, will beo false. «ssthese relativistic theories'

tacltly assume their own,absolutism... (P. 319)

XDr, Clark does not consider seriously the possibility

- that sonme kinds of truth are changeable. He proceeds

It follows then truth must be unchangéble.’ Wha t
is true today always has been and always will be true.

Any apparent exception, such as, It is raining today,
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On tho assumption of instrmentalien, Dre Clark arguoé.tﬁzo Lroth of
ins’cr@uacptalim'vdll bocome folsc, the notion that truth continunlly chonzes

will chienge cnd therefore thero will ceme a tine that it is tree %hat truth

docs not chongos 4&.@ '

B . f. "
N . " . *
m!"'k’“ Moo




Amerion; and I have considered {t rether. fortunate that “It
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s an'elehentary‘matter7or umbiguity; Two and twd dr e i

' four- eVGry event has a cauae, Lnd eV, Columbus dia-';'  fgf7

,: covered America, are eternal and Lumutable truths. “To
speuk of truth as chanéing it & misuse of lunguage und’
a violatior or 10510. (P. 519) '

FrNow this 1s quite amazingl 1 thought the?e was a time
1n history when 1c was not yet true that'Columbus diacovered _f

.~ i8 reining today is not eternully true. uhy not speak wlth ff."'\

. truth about the, paat 1s eternally true in the future, though

I

;Irelntionshipa - tneue thinba are etornﬂlly true.~ Moraover,'

some discrimination? Thank the Lord, there are eternal . veritiee-;f,*

_(‘l Lo

truth about the character of God - truth about character of

truth (such as tne law or contradiutorieu) truth about eternal >‘"

it was not true unbil 1t‘came to paas. nowewer, truth about

o

'ohanging oonditions, i stated in the presenﬁ Lense, changes
f‘ with the: conditiona, and to deny that 1t changes: ia more absurd'i'”
" than the perposterous position of the instrumentalista. To ,Lﬂ e
" me it 18 quite reprehenaible for a philosophy taacher to dismisa: .

\tnesa 1mportant diatinctions as morely 'an elementary matter of

amhiguity".‘ Why not olea: up the ambiguity 1nspead of moking ‘1

1t worset . . h o B

N

/ ’

ETE 18 All Truth Mental?

“

v

|é—Dr. Clark. next procoeds S . | /”;‘

v ‘The 1dealisuio philOBOphers have argued plauaibly that

truth ia also mental or. spiritual. without a mind Lruth'*
o coulddnot qxist.ﬂ The objeot of knowledge is a proposition,f:“




elfe, K : / ]
a meaning, o significunce; it is a thought. (P. 319)
k&-bet the reader apply one of Dr, Clark's familiar, oclever
devices to Dre Clérk's proposition. "without a wind truth could
not exist", .This proposition is alleged to be a truth, tf

Lhis proposition 18 true then wlthout a mind it would not be

true. Tncrefo?f)under the hypothetical assumpt&on that ‘there
were nQ mind,_thq proposition that there, wus no truth would .
not be truee. | |

Dr. Clerk has here in a very suporficial way confis ed
truth with knowledge. By commonly accepted usage, knowledge
(expressed in propositiona)'is an'activity or an achiévement
of mind. On the contrary, truth, in ordinary usa&e, nay not
be ronmulated in proposition. it may be what a’ mind lacks,

) )

| what 8 mind is seokinb by diligent research to acquire. The -

fact thet we believe-that God has’ a}ways known all truth does
not in the least imply that being known to a mind is of the
essential oharacterxof,tge truth as such. '

e, M A
Dr. Clarh argues elsewhere that 4f God is known through fAbua;;

nature tnisAwould,makeVGod dependcnt-uppn nature. Pursuing

the same process offreasoning (with which I do not concur)

Dre Clark should ergue that if God is knéwn through the existence - -

of truth, thi?,WOﬁld wake éod dcoendent upon truth. ‘
—

Do Identical Thoughts ;ecur?

The nexg step 1n.Dr. clgrk‘s conetructive ergument is to

decleare that identical pbyaical wotions can never recur but

identical thoughts d> recurs. No two persons may have the same

- motion but two persons may havée the saume thoughte He concludes -
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- It is a peculiurby of mind and not of body that the paet
ocan be mado present. Aooordingly, if one may thinj the
same thoubht twice, truth must be mental or spirituals
*Not only does it defy timej it defles space es well, for

1f communioation is to Ve possible. the identical truth
must be in two minds at oncee (Pe 320) A

*Jgt-k@ho argumoht 1s»cartain1y 1nconclua£ve.v It is ho more
M*N‘ evident that my thought of Mte Shaste todsy is the same identical
'1*’ﬂ\A. inoughﬁ of Mt. Shasta which I had yesterday than that mopion
'ﬂ#%Lywﬁ’ of waving my'hand todéy 1s tho same identical motion it was
yesterday. .To doclare from such un argument that "truth must
. ve gental or splritual" 18, it secus to me, a screaming example

of non sequitur. The trutly that America was here was not in

any human mind before America was. discovered. It'wés in the
mind of God, ‘but not because there 1is anything about a truth
whicn uould wipe it out if it were not known, but becauso God

1s omnisclent. ~

_/Is Al) Truth Hothin& but God's Thought? f' B
- kThe final atep in Dr. Clark's arfument from the existence
of truth to the axiatence of God is stated as follows°
”he truths dr propositions that cay Le known are the - _’
'thoughts of God, the eternal thought of God. And 1nsofar,
ag man knows anything he is in contact with God's mind.
Since, further, god's mind 1s God, e may . 1egibimately
“borrow the figurative language, 1f not the precise meaning,

of the myatics and say, we have & vision of God., This
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iuvoives a view of thépﬁorld raaically aifferent from

that of popular solences (P. 3&l),

K*i must impediately take cxception to the statewent "God's

® mind ts God" simpliciter. God's rind ie God minding; ng'a

NP;% “1 will is God willings God's morcy is (od exevcising meracy i
]

God's compassion is God feelin5 compasaion. But to say simply
"God's mind 1is God" is grossly misleading. 1t 45 1like the
Eddyite saying that since QGod 18 love, therefore Love 1is God.
1 nlso take strong exccption to the statement that all
the truth which_we may know is "the eternal thought of God 4"
Iﬁ is true thattGod has purposéd all things in His eternal
docree, but to sy that the truth which 1 may know is nothing
v | but Goa 8 thought would imply a donial ol" the actuality of
creation, I know, for exmmple, Jjust now that L am using a
dlctaphone; I know that this is within tie deorses of God, but
for me to know that I aw using a dictaphone is not the same
thing es for uwe to kuowthe decree of God that i shall use or
shall be permitted to use & dlctephone. Neither is it the
scme as knowlng Cod's thoughts to the offect that I shall do
thus and so, or be'permitted to do thus and 80
'tht:dges Dr. Clark mean by “"contnct with God's mind"-
and "a vision of God", Does & wicied .an or Saten himself
.kﬁow any truth?/ Certainly the Blble teuchios that his may ve
| the éase. Does he then have "a vision of God" or have "contect
with God's mind"¢ |

w"- ‘ . .
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| Do ﬂeiThink God's Thoughits? ‘

Dr. Clgrk does well in saying thuﬁ hls view of our kﬁow-
ledge of truth 1s “radically'differeht from that of populer
scionce" ., Ilis view is also radically different from that of
the writers!? or the aacred Seriptures. Lt seems very plous
to repeat the old mystical saying "We think Godgé thougnts3‘
after him." $But the implications are no%FSnly uﬁacriptural

but radicallylirrevegfﬁt. When*a boy thinks "I aw going to

- college" and his father tAinRS "John is goiny to college",

" they both refer to the same ontologlcul truth but the boy's

thought is not to be identified with the futher's thought.

vhen I think "I am endeavoring to straighten out a tangled

mess in tne'thinking of my Christian friends," I hope my thought

413 true and WOrthy and in harmony with God's thought, but 1

should be qﬁite 1freveﬁéﬁ£ it I presumod to say that my thoughﬁ‘
is 1dentica1 with God'e thoughte ‘According to the Soriptures
God says- "My thoughta are not your thoughts... Jor as tue

heavens are higher than the earth, 8o are...uy thoughts than

' your thqughtse" (Isaiah 5518,9)

Looking back over Dr. Clark's conastructive efforts to
prove the existence of God from the oxistence of truth, o
must say that ;i fbllqws the‘pattern‘of,tno cosniological
argument. Takiﬁg truﬁh as an’existing datwu, Dre Clark draws
the inference“that because truth exists tneréfore God -exists.
I certaigly believe thét it is feasonable éov@raw inferences
ffom offects to cause in ﬁhe processes of inductive reasoning,

but I must say that Dr. Clark's example is far woaker and léss

B




“lg-

cogent than thé cosmological énd teleoioglcél arguments'as
usually presenﬁed in’the"writings of the great Protestant
theologlans. _ _ ‘
Clark's Shifting Definitions

Preliminary to Dr, Clark's chapter on the Philosophy of
"Science, I would suggest that the resder must first of all
be made awvare of the fact that Dr. Clark frequently shifts
his definitions, especially his definitions of truth, logic,
proof, and similar related terms. . In his Christian Phildsopnx

of Education, aftcr vigonously re cting the traditional 1nduct-,>
1ve argumenta for the existence of God bevause they do not |
constitute & mathematioal "demonatration R (P. 39) he changes
his definition of logio and argues tnat if a dice player rolls‘u

double gevens three times in- succeasion, then "upon philosophio; 
reflection the other players come to the logical conclusion
that such a uniformity or results demands & uniformity of
oausality." (Pe 70) |
)eﬂow Dr. Clark knows perfectly woll that taree double
sevens in a row are not muthemntical Gemonstration thet the
dice, are loaded, nevertheless he uses the hoavy phrases
philosophie reflection » "logical conclusion", "the unirorm*ty
of results demanda a uniformity of causality « All of this
after he haa said 1
These argurents Zﬁhe‘arguments from the fucts of naturé
xttqg;geﬁexiateﬁce of Gq§7 cannot be uerely half ocorrect;
thefé i3 no sﬁch thing as senl~-validity. An alleged
deuonstration is eituer valid or invalid. I1f it be valid,

/¢Z§Azn~cfi44¢~n44.#474;4Q4¢¢Z?( aM1(/4%ﬁxXcmz




that 18 the end of 1t too. Those who think that each
argument has éome,value should learn from plane geometry

what is meent by demonstration." (P. 39) ‘

kemhoee who argue from- tne fact of three double sevens in
succession "that it seems more reasonable to agtribute the
constancy of the phenomenon to & cuuse inheront in the dice
are approved for ' pniloaophic ‘reflection” and "lobical conclusion '
But those who find value in natural theology, those who hold
that the facts of nature make 1t wore reasonable to balieve that
the God of the 5ible exists than to believe otherwise, are told
by Dr. Clark in the same book (P..%9) thet unless thelr arguments
can produce a demonstration analogous to & demonstratlion in
plane geoumetry, their arguments are “perjurenﬁfgf:_._”' _ fﬁfE’T
Returning to the book now under review we find the shifting
4 bf terms even more‘extréme. The "conclusion" of his chapter on
"Science" consiétaiof two parégraphs. In ths former he éays
ngo-sciéntific or-Qbservational pfoof can be given for the un~
. 1foralty of nature...sciencess. incepable of arriving at
ény truth whataver. (p.2a7) But in tfe very hext peragraph,
in the concluding sentence of this chapter he says .

#?L A philosoPher...stated the exact truth when he sald,

"The moral (or immoral) purpose in every philosophy hes

1 constituted tha true vital germ out of which the entire

AV%;QS . plant has always grown...(P. 228) | :

')éﬂThé;exact'trutbl" Careful observation of the many phil=

osophles which Dre Clark has studied would doubtless indicate
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that thiévquotation frdm Friediich’Nietisohé,wouid have been
true if Niétzscne had said "many‘philosophiea" instead of saying'
"every philosophy". But 1f Dr. Ciark'had had the same defiﬁition
of "truth" on page 228 which hé'had in mind on page 227 he would
have declared»that Nietzsche's statement does not contain “any
truth whatever'. v

Shifting definitions in 1ntellectua; and spiritual matters
without 51ving notice is a worse sin than making a 1eft turn : |
in heavy traffic without signalling.

. Clark's Criticism of Scientific Hethod I

Let us now turn directly to Ur, Clark's destructive .
oriticism of sclentific method. The first step in his resson-
ing is the setting up of e false claim which some sclentists
heve sometimeévmﬁde; the claim of absolute certaihty for soi~ \V;
entific conclusione | - |

Straw Man -'Absolute Judgments

‘Karl Pgﬁfson’ih his Gremuar of Sclence {Macmillan 1911)
made the statemegt/}f. 6) thatss."the formation of abséiute -
Judguents . s /I8 the aim and method of modern sclence.” (Clark
P. 200) Professor A Je Carlson past‘President of the American
Assoclation for the Advancement of Science in an articis entitled
| "Science and the superhatural" originally.printed in Sclence ;

in 1931, reprinted in the The Scientific Monthly in 1944, said

The sclentist tried to rid himself of all faiths and T

beliefa. He either knows or he does not know. If he
' \

knows, ‘there 13 no rooa for faith or belier. If he doeé  

not know, he nas no right to faith or belief." (Clark,

t . Pa 200)
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I will briefly pass by the frct that this latter statemcnt
from Carlson is exactly the same in sentiment as Dr. Clurk!'s

statemeﬁt quoted above from his Christiah Philoéophy of kduca=

tion &# 39) "an alleged demonstration 1s either valid or 1nvalid’

..;" The difference is that the statements of Pearson and

Carlson might be taken as emotional hyperbole Ehereaa Dr. Clark'

statement 1is adhered to oonsistent;y wheﬁcver he deals with

the question of scientifio'method or the question of the ine

ductive theistic arguments. o U
pr.‘Clark knowsrperfectly'well«that the opinions quoted |

frou Pearson end Carlson are occencfic. in a footnote he explalnsfc

that "Jaumes E. Conant, On Understhnding Seience" expresases

"a oontrcryvvicw." (Pe 212) Later in & flash of illumination

Dr. Clark recognizes "there 1s no Scilence to which final appeal

can be\made; there are only aclentists and their various theories .

(P, 227) Novertheless he devotes a considerable amount of space ;1"

to discusoions which seem to refer tof"bcienoe" as a kind of B

entity. lHe procoeds‘ |
Perhaps the easiest way to comuence the dlecussion of thisv
extraordinarily coamplicated subject is to dicpose, first
of‘all, of & popular notion that probably no longer commandé;
ﬂide acceptance. It is essentially Pearson's notion that |
science gives absolute Judgments. The conclusions of scionce
heve of'ten beon regarded with an awe that takes them for
final and 1n;‘s§111b1e truth - sclence simply cannot be

’

wronge (B. 202) - k ‘ o L

?%%Jgst what would a popular notion withiout wide acceptance
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‘be 1like?t It has been a popular notion tnat, speaking hyperbol- |
icaily "sqience cannot ve wrong "°cience, meaning the
achievoaents of contamporary sclentific wen, has often been re=
garded with too great awes  But this is not the same thing as the
belief in literally absolute judgments.
| Clark takes Pearson's notion that sciencé‘givas abgsolute
Judgmeng, in é literal sense; and proceeds to demo;ish it very
successfully,s But the notion of "absolute J?dgmenta"‘in the litiﬁ
‘eral, philosophical sehse;‘has never been "popular,”
%fhe Process of Physical Measurement

The firatféteb in Dr, Clark's process of demolishing nis
straw man is an\examination of the prpceés of physical measure=-
mentse. It iafa fgct péinted out by many‘oompetent scientists'
that all measurements of meterial things are approiimationqk
Temperature, moisture, and other factors so muitifariously,dffedt‘.
the measuring instrunents and the things measured thét in many |
caées the'measuriﬁg index accepted for scientific purposges is
an arithmetical mean, or an averabe of many different wmeasure-
ments. By selecting the arithmetical mean the mcientists sayd(~
in effect,;"Although no abstract number will precisely corrcSpond |
with the dimen%ions of thls physical object under all circume- |
stances, yet ‘the arithmetical average of many careful maasure;i
ments will correspomd sufficiently closely so that further
caloulations may be madelupon'this bagls with results very
closely approximating real physical conditions.” The selection
of an éverage measurement ié based upon much experience With |

the measurement and manipulation of physical things. 1t 18 by -
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no means an urbitrary clioice.
is Matnematioal Formulaticn lerely scstheth?
1\bDr. Clar does not know why the averugé'ﬁaasurement 1sv-
seleopcu a8 the one dlth which sclence day prcceed, He says
" ..can the sclentist do anything but t;ast hic mesthetic
tﬁéte?“ (P. 207) _At the meeting of Lhe’Americ%n Scientific
Kffilistion in New York, in 1981, Dr. Clark made the same
statenent that more aesthetic tusle is the basis of thé selection
of an aversge mausurement a8 an index nunber. |
Is ucience Totally False? ‘
-Dr. Clark continues to Prbue that in plotting & curve in
a systea of coordinatea the dots onvthe-scale really represent
areas of measurcacnts rather than geometrical pointse This, of
coursc;is *rue in part. The dots represent averages Ofymeasure-
ments. Now, suya Clnrk
'...throubh a series of arcas, an’ %ginite nuwaber of curves
mey be passcd. seeihe sclentist wants unthemﬁtical accuracy,
and when he cannot discover it, he mamkes it. Since he
chooses his law\from among en infinite nunber of eqﬁélly -
_ possible laws, the probabillty thet he has éhosen the ’
"true" law is one over ihfinity,"i.g. zeroj or, in pl@h
English, the sdientiét has no chance of hittlng upon the
"real” laws of natures essThe point of all this argﬁment
is merely this: however useful scientific laws are, they
cannot bo EﬁEQ: or, at the very laast,‘thg point of all

this argunent le that scientlfic laws are not diacovered

but are chosen. ...acientific laws.eenust indeed be false.,

(P, R0O8fL)
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‘Phis is exactly like saying that since on any given highuay
the wheels 6f an automobile may make an 1nfin1te nwaber of slighte
ly divergant tracks, therefore the statemont that Route US 30
lcads fron Philadelpnia to Chlcago cannot possibl?’be true,

Careful sclentific men ?o not state.tnc mathexsatical foraula for
law of the pendulum as absolutely true of ull ‘Physical penduluas
.regardlass of friction, elr resistance and other factors. in Lo
faot)when I Wa s tauont the law of the pondulua in physics class ‘
it was carefully explained that this law is true, "other things
being equal." ‘The law represents a central tendency in the
"behaviour of pendulumg and isg approximately true‘of carefully
made phyaically penduluams wilch are protected as far as poss=
ible from disturbing forces., The law of tie pendulun when

stated as a contral tendency coteris pnribus is 8g true as the

3

statement that Route US 30 leads from Philauolphia to Chicago.

The “chances" of 1its being‘true are not one over infinity but
ohe over one, that 1s, 1t 1s perfq&tly truse dnd there is nothing '
fnlse about ite : N
Do Facts Lixist?’

it wefe bad onough if Dr. Clark .acrely drew the conclusion
that "sciencé 18 all falses...by its oun requiresents it wmust
be false" (pe. 210) but he proceeds next to argﬁe "that abéoidte
:facts,dd not exist". (P. 227) The Heluvenberg principle in
modern physics revealshthc'fadt that it is iupossible to dg-
‘termine both the imss and thé velocity of an eiebtron, boecause
of the diffiou%ty of measurecment. The ameasuring process de-

stroys the data in the one case or the other, It is true that

some philosophers including John Dewey, and some physiclsts who
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speculate outside‘the'réalm‘of physics, have raised the éueation‘";
whethgﬁ,or‘dogmat;cally asserted that, the mass and/or the‘?elooiﬁy"
of an electron afé figuments of  the inagination. It 1s equally ;
true thet. outstanding physicists and philosophsrs have pointed
out that the Heluenberg principle gives no valld grounds for
doubting -the existénce of mass and/br veloocltyy The difficulty
"1s 1n the measuring process. Unfortunatqu Dr.‘Clark has foll=~"
owed the path which John erey before hin pursued (I have dis- _
~cussed this mattar at lengnh in oy book on the Philosophies of
Tenant and .Dewey) and Claork, like Dewey, calls in question the .
fact of mnss and the fact of velocity. ‘ |
Bridgaan of Harvard in his very étimulating book The\Logig”;\
of'Moéerh thsibs hés pointed out that the ﬁoncept of length o

13 the concept of comparative maasuvemont. Whensever we bive'
the length of anything we give 1t in terms of coaparison with
sonething else. " John Dewey erred in interpreting HYridgman | _
a8 'teaching that length itself not just tho consept of length  ;;.
18 o mere matter of bhe oocration of comparative measurement..) f}if
Unfortunntely, again Dre Gk rk has followed the path which e
John Dewey erroneously followed. _ | f
It is true'thatﬁthe pperation of>measur;ng tho'electrqn \';g
is quite diffcrent‘from the Operahion or meaéuring the leﬁéth‘
of a table, but 1£,is also true that scientists aro in the habit""
or eipPessing the resﬁlté of both kinds of measurements in
fractions, or multiples of meters, Dr. Qlarg'é conclusion is
‘quite false when he says .
...therefg;a thie miscroscopic and teléscogﬁicliengths,
. S : [ -
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are~bohceptﬁaily‘differénb up tterse Wwith the result thatr” "‘
it is only by confuaion that we apply the name lenbth to
.both. ...But since the Oporutlon naed in deasuring these
two sots of "lengths“ are diiforent,\it followe that there

is no "distunce" botweon the earth und-the SUlle se0lf a

L new in“trument should be invented for the‘meaeurinb of

stellar distancus, the rosult would mot be the "length"
of previous experimentation. A new method of measurling
weans that sowething auifferent is being measured, for
"the concept 1s synonyuous with the corfcsponding

operation®« (Pe 2141)

'}é@his 1é as abSurd to one who works witn s&ientiric measure; 
ments as, to say that when 1 change from mcasuvinb by & meter ) ‘
to measuring by a yard & am no lonper ne&auring the samqe "length" l
The concept changes, but the thinyg measured does not change with
the cdncépt.’ Sut Dr. Clark continucs

dand‘if Bridg&ahfs hethod should be eapplied to other iteme,
no doubt some of then would vanish too. The question |
cones whether anythinb would remein in existiﬁce. nccord- H
fing to the thrust of operationalisn it would seen tnat ;
only operationa thenselves could survive the anninilatingl,
vanalysis. (P. dlo) o
KDr. Qlark's conclusion 13 not to reject the opergtional
view of the oonéegt of léngth. e has nisunderstood Bfidgmun
in saying iﬁﬂhﬁE_ tuvns out to be just the onerqtions them=

selves." (P. 21i6)" His oonolusion is that ' suiontific procedure‘¢




cannat obtain truth,"” and that the existince of the fﬁcté which
sciencs endeavors to measure should be questioned,-"absoiute-
facts do not exist.” (P. 227) | ’
| Does the Physical world bxist?

\This lcads buck to tie theological and epistemolbgiéal
coneiderationstwith which this review began. For Lr. Clsrk
"the truths or fcofipositions, that Maybe knbwn are the thoughts
of God, the oternal thought of God."‘ (Po 821) Lr. Glark |
rrankly confesscg,"there 18 soae alfinity botween this view of the
world adkbontomporary personalism in that the bwsic categories
are aental and that personality and history are emphasized
above the corporeal and mechanicnl.“ (Pe 322f) In persona=-
listic philosophy the world investigated by science 1s nothing
but gpirit end thought. Clark's proposition "the basic cat-
egories are ménfal" is a deﬁial of the basic category of creéted
matter. |

}3{ rmust close by glving Dr. Clark credit for the following
sentenceﬁ ‘ . _ _ , E . _ ,

Thé Chrilstian view differs fro?’tnc Vurioué'fovmg of

personelisa in refusing to equate the physical world

with the etcrnél consclousness of God. (P. 323)

.K;-But 1 'rve;é;re’b that 1 must anke 1t clear"‘that this die=-
connected assertion of Dr. Clark's is totelly unesupported ty,
and wholly contrary to, the\sysbgm of philosophy of ;cience
whioh he has sought to devinp. 1f the truths thch we may

know "are the thoughts of Godj" (P. 521) And yet, acoording
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to "the Christian vieﬁ“'the pliysical worlu ies not to be iuent=
ified witn the ete:nal conscioushess‘of God,“ﬂp. 323) then we
are left with the conclusion that tho phyéicai worla is totaily
outside‘df“what”br. Clark suys we mnj knowe If the created

paysical world exists a8 other than God's thought, and hengo

68 unknownble, then the Biblical doetrinc of c¥eation is faise.

if it exlsts as nothing but God'algnoughb, we have pergonalistic

paﬁ%heism and not Biblical Christianity.

ur. Clurk has missed u great opuoxtunity 1n failing to
sce that the Christian doctrine of: urcution of the materlal
world, the doctring that mun was created tq live in the
material world and glorify dod thefein, is whblly in harwony
with the soientiflc view that the asterial worla may be known
with a roasonablo degree of accurucy and precision. The Blggcal‘
view of men and things is nqt contrary to sciont}fic methog

‘6s many groeat sclentlsts understend anc euploy that method.



