Ootober 14 1953

Dr. J. Oliver Buswell, Jr.
Shelton College

Dear Dr. Buswsll,

Thenk you for sending me your review gf uy book,
A Chrintian View of Men snd Things. I wish you hal
teld me where your roview will eppear. Your vigorous
opponition to my views cdoen not sffeot in the leant
my friendchip toward you, and I frust thst the converse
ip aloo true. Indeed, I am convinced it is.

Ap your reviecw io quite long, I do nct pee how
I oould examine it in detail without writing another
book, which would in turn require ancther review. But
I should like to mske one ¢r two pointae.

Cne peint ip thet here snd there you asroribe to me
views that I do not held. Natursally your criticioms of
nuch views 18 irrelevant &sn applied to me. One &f the
clearent snd.most ccuprohenpsive instances is found on
page 15 of your KS. You may, "Looking back over Dr. Clarkls
connstructive efforts te prove the exiontence of God from
the exintence of truth, we nmust rngy that it teken the
pattern of the ocmmologicsel argument. Taking truth as
an oxisting datum, Dr. Clark drews the inference fthat
becaune itruth exists therefore God exintn." 8lince you
admit thst you exe looking back ¢ver the whole of ay
argument, I.must reply that it is the whole of ny
argument that you hsve viened. T hsve nowhere attcmoted
tc prove the exiostence of God. I have not tried to
prove God's exiotence from the exintence ¢f truth, and
I ocertainly did nct take truth (if truth is.other than
God) an sn existing datum. Naturally if you mins the
rein idea of the bock ap a whole, the particular oriticioms
are underctandably irrelsvant.

A cecond voint irn what I believe to be your hintoriesal
insccuragcy. You say on page 4, and you have maid before,
that Thomiaem dces not regard the proofrs as logically
demoratrative. Would you kindly produvoe the evidence.
Gilecen, The ‘Philonophy of St. Thomas Aguinas, p. €4,
supports my view. .

Allow me jumt one inntance of your irrelevancy, for
I osnnot vosnibly tske the time to disouse thom all.

On page 13 you refer to my yosition that truth ic mental



and is not, s8 behoyiorism tecaches, a physical motion.
Part of my argument in that communication requires the
prescnoe of the mame thought in two ainds, snd also
that memory requires the oname thought to coocur twice
to one mind. But you reply that yocur thought of Mt.
Shanta today is not the name as your thought of Ht.
Shasta yestorday. This io irreélevant, for I have not
argued that a thought must recur, or that any given
thought is the nzme ao a previcus one. I hkave argued
that unlesn one thought coours twice, there cannot

be communioation or memory. The faot that a given
thought, the thought of Ut. Shaats, dcen not ocour
twice, doen not show that a thought ocannot cocur twice.
The remained of the argument, of course, is that thene
phenomena cannot b® phyniscal; they can only be mental.

dgsin let me nay that I am norry you discontinued
publiching The Rible Today. Perhaps you would have
permittad me %0 my¥s say there that I disavowed your
ntatementn of my poaition.

Cordi=lly yours,



Shelton (ollege

RINGWOOD BOROUGH, NEW JERSEY

Qctober
nineteen

1953

Professor Gordon H. Clark, Ph.D. ‘
Department of Philosophy A
Butler University

Indianapolis 7, Indiana

Dear Dr. Clark

I have studied your letter of October 1L with some dismay. I really do
not know where the review will be printed. I confess that I wrote it
primarily for you, and I sent it to you in the hope that your reaction
would be something more than quibbling.

I hate to use the word quibbling but please examine your third paragraphe.
By the end of the paragraph you are talking about my idea of "the book as
a whole®, At the beginning you quote my own words which refer to

"Dr., Clark's constructive efforts"., These words of mine were found in a
context in which I stated that your constructive efforts IKa very small
part of your total work. Now, if my opinion of your constructive argument
as a whole is to be equated with my opinion of the book as a whole, when
it so obwviously has no such reference, you can understand my use of the
word dismay at the beginning of this letter. I had hoped for something
better from you.

When you say "I have no where attempted to prove the existence of God.
I have not tried to prove God's existence from the existence of truth..."
I suppose you are using one of your special definitions of "prove'.

As to your question about Thomas Aquinas, I have several times pointed out
that Thomas does not regard the theistic argumentyas proof in the sense 0% what
you call logical demonstration. My evidence is based upon what Thomas him-
self says. I have quoted him extensively and I assume that. works are
available for you. I do not take my Thomas from Gilson though I recognize
the value of the latters studies. Thomas' statement:of the theistic argu-
ments are not very lengthy. Why not read them for yourself? I have just
finished a 100 page paper on Thomas which is available in multilith offset
printed form, but the evidence for Thomas' opinion is found in Thomas, not

in Buswell,

The Point in your next to the last paragraph seems to me quite confused

and contradictory. You have ignored again the distinction between truth

as it exists in minds and truth in the cese~in which men's minds are attempt~
ing to ascertain it. The proposition "it is 9:50 by my clock" is a truth
in my mind. But when I do not know what time it is and look at the clock

to see what time it is by the clock, I am looking for the physical relation=



Professor Gordon H. Clark - October 19, 1953

ship of parts of a physical object. Of course the idealists deny the existence
of material objects as such and so the truth of what time it is by my clock

is nothing bub mental, -

) s Uty
It was the editor of the Bulletin of The American Scientific Affiliation whieh
originally asked me for the review, but I have long delayed and I am afraid
that this is entirely too long for them. Perhaps I can publish it somewhere
else. However, a comment like that of your third paragraph*in which you .bake
what I specifically limit to a small phase of your book as referring to the
book as a whole, would hardly be worth a footnote if The Bible Today were still
available,

With cordial personal regards, in spite of much disappointment at your reply,

Yours in Christian fellowship

J« Oliver Buswell, Jr.
President

job/e



Dotober 24 1953

Dr. J. Oliver PBunwell, Jr.
Shelton College
Ringweed Borough, N.J.

Dear Dr. Buowell, .

I debated with mysclf whether or not to annwer your
letter of Oot. 19, for I know how buny you are. You are
8t perfect liberty to ignore thin letter if you are
preoned for time, but I conoluded that I ought to ank
you to implement your previous reply on one point at
leant.

You wrote, "I have neveral timen pointed out thst
Thoms.n does not regard the theintio arguments an proof
in the nennse of what you call logical demountration . . .
I have quoted him extensively.""

In your letters to me you have seversl timen
aprerted that Thomes did not regsrd his procfe ans logical
demonntrationn. But I do not remember s single time that
you quoted him to support this snsertion. If you cculd
send me the references, I would certainly look them up.
Andd Gileon, with whom I agree, would purely have dinscunsed
any ntatementn that contradicted hin view.

You muggept thet I read the proofs, whioh you nay
are not lengthy. Perhapn you refer %o the numrary of the
procfa in the Sumra Theologica, which precedss the final
conclunion. The vroofs themselven sre a hundred psgen or
no long. But I think the material to be exsmined im nct
the preofs, &t bult rather Thoman' theory of demornntration.
Let me quote one little bit.

S. Th. I, Q&Z, Art. 3¢ "Whether it can be demonstrated
that God existn? « « « I annawer that demonntration can
be made in two ways: one in through the ocaune and is ocalled
cropéer gquid, . . . the other is through the effect and in
6slled a demcuptration gquia. . . . And from every effeot
the cxintence of itn proper csune o3n be demonntrated . .
If the effect exintn, the cause munt preexist. Hence the
exintence of God casn be demonstrated from thone of hin
effecto which are known %o us. . . . Reply to Obj. 2.
When the exintence of a caune in demonntrated from an
effect, thin effect takes the plsce of the delinition of
~the ocaune in proving the ceaune'sn exintence . .

Reply to Obj. 3. . . . Yet from every e¢fiect the exintenceé
of the caune can be c¢learly demonstrated, and no we can
demonntrate the exintence of God from hin effectn . . "



Now, unlesn you can nhow from Thoman' comrentaries
on the Posterior Analytics, which I mumnt examine, or from
elnewhere, that Thomao rejected the Arintotelian theory
of demonptration, it neemn to me that the above quotaticn
tellns heavily in my favor sgsinst your interpretation.
Certainly the guctation unmes the term dem onntation
pseveral times, refern to middle terms in nore linen I
omitted here, and sayn the cause munt vreexist. If
thin does not mean a ntrictly logical demonnatration,
auch an is bent exenmplified in geometricalyvroofs,
then the wording in ninglulanbmialeading.

Since you nay that you have a 100 psge paper on
St. Thoman in multilith offnet, I would be glad to receive
a. copy, and nee if you have given references for a
non-arintotelian theory of demonstration in Thomes.

I refrain from menticning other items in your lant

letter, for I fear it would complicate things cntirely
too much.

Very truly yours,



C—M«Q—MWM-.. m%&
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345 Tuckinghsmr Drive.
Indisnneolin 3, Ind.

Sovember 4 1283.

Lr. J. Oliver Bunwell, Jr.
Shelten Colleze
Slogacod, N.J.

Desr Dr. Buswell,

Thank you for nending me your atudy gf Thowas anl the
Bibvle. It han clarified the point at jenue.

Wy statemenis have been that Thomss intended the
srguments for God's existence an demonntrative arguments.
You nay I am hintoricuylly incorrect =znd that Thoman did n-%
gonert thsal theme argurento arec demonntrstive. This cecus
tc me to be the point at innue, and I wan per-lexed how you
cculd gmanert thst I wan hintoricslly mintsken when Thowas
explioitly oslln the arguwents demonntrative.

“In your paper, p&ge 81, you quote Tohsff an naying
that "the existence of Cod . . han besn demonntrated by
~hilonechera by irrefragable proofa.” I take it therefore
that Qchaft sgreen wlth mo.

-On rage 3 you ray, "the opinion thst the . . argumentn
are deduotive or a priori throwe confunion into the whold
figld . . . Thoman' arguments are clearly inductive inferences
a ponterdiori from efifects to caune. Thomas maken no claim
o deductlve demonnatration.”

ﬂ qw, first, he did indecd mo claim, as I gquoted in ay
‘lapt lgtter. He eoxplicitly says that the exintence of Gol
cun be demonatrated.

But you ap-arently ocnfune deductive demonntraticnwith
the. s priori. There are two wmesningo of 2 priori, the
¥sntiam snd the Arintotelisn. If you will reresd what I
have Written, both in’ zy book end in ny lettorn 7, you will
/bee that I never naid Thoman umeéd a priori preoofs in the
“Ksntisn nenne of a prieri. In fuct I placed Thomas under
the nubnection entitled Im- irigien. Nor did I ever osy
that the proofn werc s priori in the Aristotelian nenne.

It in guite true that Thom=zs' ergumenia are a posterjori,
both ¥n the Kentian mense of rguuiring sensaticn snd in the
Arintotelian nenne of PICCPOdlmV from eflfectn to caunc.

&nd if that ins induction, they are inductive procfs. DBut
ithey are otill deductive demonntrstionns. Even you admii,
by guoting Rotinnon with aporoval on page 23 that "Dedustion

/iin really present in all inductive inferenocesn.™ Thoman
rdintinguinhes betwecn two typen of demennpfraticn: from
'cuuae fo effect and from effect to caune. Fut thousgh ihe
11att . may be inferior in a certain renpect, it in atill

‘5 valid inference and Thoman ntill cl=znnes it =p dencuntraticn.



On rage £4 you ncom to ejuate deductive srgument with
the cntological proof. Rub if this in the limit of the
tern 1nduction, then there are no deductive argunmentn
s#hntover in frintetlzor in Thomas. Jurely I am not to
understand you an payirg that Thomans denled that he ever
uned deduction; but in this ocape he munt have uaed
a8 noateriori deduotive l*fuw~ntg.

Kot oniy have you ¢ nfunod denrcnptraticon with the
# tricri, you slno characterize the :cgymcnia a0 anL”h.y,
on po. £3 & 85. Note that Schafl nsid erfir'wvblc
demenntraticn. wow, 1 Sohaff in minhahhﬂ, yov ought yo
cite refererncen vwhere Thowan admitn thut thea vllogig@ﬁ
he usen are net neconsary Lnfprun xen bub are onty v
crobabilitien. A% any rate I know of nc plsce where’
Thoran mskes auch an aﬂminmicn. ‘

dence I runt continue o believe that Thewmsan
inbended hin argumentsa Lo be irrefragsble, ntrictly
vzlid nylloginmmer. They claim 0 meet all the requirementins
of validlty in deductive logie, and nince they agre nct
intended to be fallacioum probability arguments, their
conclusions claim to be nceesnrary inferencen Lrom fheir
premines. Thin is Jdesonotration, an Thomao explicitly
claimed. ' V

Of courne, I believe that Thomsan wan wrong in hin

elazim, 2nd that the arguments are ro=lly fallacien.: BEufk
thin in not 3 natter of Madlewsl hlﬁtO”Y b

Very coxilelly yourn,

K

Gordaen H. Clark. !



Notes on Dr. Clark's letter to Editor, 71( .
JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION,
Volume 6, No, 1, iflarch, 1954, %V’

Page 36, Column 1, paragraph 2. Dr. Clark does not meke it clear to cven
a very careful reader that he is summariging Spengler. Now that he states
the fact, one can see what was in Dr. Clark's mind. He refers to Spengler
three full pages before the sentence quoted, and he begins the paragraph
following the sentence quoted with the words, "... continues Spengler..."
All of this, however, is under the heading (page 127) "The consent of the
govorned." No gquotation marks are used. Spengler has not been mentioned
for three full pages. The last author quoted before the sentence which I
took out is Goethe, and Rousseau is the author most frequently quoted in
his section. In what actually appears in this section the thoughtful
reader has no grounds to conclude that Dr. Clark is doing anything but
giving his own opinions with illustrative collateral refercnces to several
different authors.

Furthermore, there is not the slightest hint in the book itself, or
in Dr, Clark's letter to the editor giving the reader to understand that
Dr. Clark in any way disagreoes with Spengler on the point quoted. Dr.
Clark introduces the material which he derived from Spengler by a favor-
oble comment that Spengler is more consistent and more factual than
Rousseau. Ignoring I Peter 2:13, 14, Dr. Clark repcatedly takes Spenglorts
position in rejecting the doctrine that govermment depends upon "the con-
sent of the governed," as enunciated in our Declaration of Independence.
See, for example, his reference to, "the empty phrases of the consent of
the governed..." (p. 136).

Spengler is even more cynical than Clark in the sentence in question,
for Spengler (Decline of the West, Vol. 2, chapter 12, p. 452) ascribes,
"the nalve assumption® that the mass of the electorate could choose mon
capable of managing a nation's affairs to "all constitutions". Even though
it now appears that the sentence which I quoted was derived from Spengler,
yet Dr. Clark does not repudiate the opinion expressed, and I think that
the evidence still shows that this sentence expresses Dr. Clark's own
opiniona :

I agree in what Dr. Clark calls "unadulterated Christion truth", but
this is not a point at issue. I disagree in his rejection of the doctrine
of the Declaration of Independence.

Page 36, Columm 1, poragraph 4. In the passage cited by Dr. Clark,
Kuyper does not say without qualifications that "every effort to prove
the existonce of God by so-called evidences must fail and has failed."

He says that this would be the casc on an assumption which he says is
contrary to fact. His argument is that because of sin "those dataz,

which were at our command, for obtaining the knowledge of God" have becn
reduced to "ruin". He says, "Without the sense of God in the heart no
one shall ever attain to a knowlodge of God ... /Fﬁ§7 +ve @Xporience
shows that this sense has not worn away entirely, and ... this impulse
hos not ceased altogether, but ... in virtue of its own motive, sin has
weakened this sense to such an oxtent as to render it oftentimes unrecog-
nizable ..." Kuyper continues, "... it follows at the same time that the
knowledge of the cosmos as a whole ... is equally bound to founder upon
this obstruction wrought by sin. «oe it by no means follows, that you
should skeptically doubt all science, but simply that it will not do to
omit the fact of sin from your thoory of knowledge." (Encyclopedia, pp.112f)




..2-

It is thus clear that the statement which Dr. Clark quotes as though it
expressed Kuyper's opinion, is meroly a statemont which Kuyper says would be
truc upon an assumption contrary to fact, that is, on the assumption thot the
sense of God is completely obliterated from the heart of mankind.

Kuyper uses tho cosmological and toleological arguments in an extended
scction boginning on page 76 of his great work on Theological Encyclopedia.
For oxample:

+es the Subject dofined these rclations when he called them
into being. If thore werc no thought imbedded iy the object,
it could not be digestable to our thinking. (P. 78)

And since the object doos not produce the subject, nor the
subjoct the objeet, the powor that binds the two organicelly
togother must of nccessity bo sought outside of each. A4nd
however much wo may spoculate and ponder, no explanation can
ever suggest itself to our sensg, of the all-sufficient ground
for this admirable corrcspondence and affinity betweon object
and subjoct, on which the possibility and developmont of scicnce
wholly rests, until at the hand of Holy Scriptures we confess
that the Author of the cosmos crcated man in the cosmos as
‘microcosmos "after his imago and likencss." (P. 83)

Quoting from the Dutch edition of Kuyper's Encyclopedia, Volume 2,
Poge 23, Van Til says

Kuyper argucs that we must stress the "identity of our think-
ing consciousness with tho world of rolation so far as teo
maintain that without an original Subjoct, who has thought
thom, and possessod the power to bring tho product of his
thought into dominance in the cosmos, they would not exist".
(Common Grace, p. 37)

Such cloar oxomplos of argumont from the croation as an cffect to
God as a Couse arc found frequently in Kuypor's writings.

Pago 36, Column 1, last paragraphe Dr. Clark knows very weoll that I rcjoct
Aquinas' form of tho cosmological argument. I have written oxtensively on
this point and Dr. Clark has road what I have written and corresponded with
me ot length about it. His drogging in the word "Thomistic", and his
reforonce to " a particular student's domonstration", as though I have
dofonded the Thomistic position when he knows that I have not, is scarcely
characteristic of straightforward thinking.

Pago 36, Column 2, first paragraph. It is quite amazing that Dr,. Clark would
defend his extreme statemont on Nictzsche. If Nietzsche did not arrive at his
so-called truth "by sciontific oxpcrimentation, he certainly did not arrive
ot this "truth" on any thoistic prosupposition or by divinc revclation}
Niotzscho's statoment os quoted by Clark is an inexcusable cxaggeration, and
Clark'!s calling it "oxact truth" is o clear example of Dr. Clark's careless
ond inconsistent use of the word "truth",

Pnge 36, Column 2, sccond paragraph. I did not say thot Pecarson and Carlson
wore strow men, but that in solocting cortain of thoir eccentric statomeonts gas
roprosontative of "Science" Dr. Clark has set up o strow man,




-

I hove not touched upon Dr., Clark's few romarks on the main point at
issuc, nomely, the validity of inductive processces of reasoning by the
scicntific method, It scems te me that in his reply he has net refuted my
argumont. If anynonc should desirc a scrious trecatmont of any point in Dr.
Clark's reply, I shall be glad to take the matter up in whatover woy may
scom appropriate.

J. Olivor Buswecll, Jr.

A

larch 27, 1954

cc Dr. Clark



JAMES OLIVER BUSWELL JR,
DEAN OF GRADUATE FACULTY
OVENANT COLLEGE & SEMINARY ST. LOUIS
ES, ROUTE 3, BOX 527 L, CREVE COEUR, MO,

s -~ T——.

May 20, 1958

Professor Gordon H. Clark, Ph.D. R
Butler University .
Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Dr. Clark:

I am writing to you in obedience
to Matthew 18:15-17.

In your chapter in Carl Henry's new
book you have several times seriously misrepresented
me. On p. 142f. you specifically violate the 9th
commandment.

I may be in Indianapolis on the
afternoon of Sunday, June 15th. If so, possibly
we could get together in the Bible Presbyterian
Church, so that I could lay this matter before you
without interruptions, as the Scripture indicates.
Please let me know your thought as to a time and
place of meeting in case the afternoon of June 15th
is impossible.

Yours in Christ,

JEy
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Yay 27 1202
Do J. Oliver Puswell, Jr.
Covcuznt Oollese and Fepinsry
. Leain, Ve
%

- . ™ o S
Doy Dv . Tuneell

Youyr isttor of May 20 fock me by murrrine. Conbopnorary
Fverrelinal Thouzsht han baen rubliohed fo¥ a vear new, sndl nnd
weCs coomat en what agered Lo re rich friendly tarmn, no thot T

wue Iar Tpop nxnveating the letticr you hsve written.

Your Llobteyr Jdistucbod me connt lorally.  TH covbrealn oo
awrongly slth the tone of oar fziendly wogting lant secsk.  Uob
Sivad rle e ahoz own itk fnerio o wi'*";jfrﬁﬁﬂxx+”"**~~, L AT A
your amehanize vour acouniathisn by allioging bthet T Toay folna
witnenas Toomy o mind thie oangooonty dhe N“Tﬂﬁﬁﬂtiﬁn af wy having
deliberstoly and knowingly sitemphad Lo dnjure you. Inntenl of
teying Lo sveld mich s sugeention by nofhor Tanguage, yout
lettar in formal, and ita form ia Lthe pooonnizad fore that propares
Fov dudicial croceadinyn din o ¢huesh acurt. T canrot uniderstand

puch arverity.

Pigat, Let camy sl=inly thed T 311 net intend
wioora cnonont o yoin,

Trothe macord ~lsea, 0f T cdmocloratosd vour avticie In The
Fible Today snd no failed o rarpveduge voar thought, the minrepre-
pentation 4n se pinor that thars io no vespnor to 2511 4% "revioun.”

T i

Thog, thind, ~Thor rercowiine Pitie Tedsy and the pe-ap

you site in Contenporary Fvanselioni Theuzhk, I fall to noe %he

sl el siarecrsocnbaiicn. Your Tatinr doen not nhazte whet the
ﬁmppﬁned niorapresentation connints of.

In The Rible Today( Wov. 1948, v. 53) you nsy, *Van Til holdn
Hiet R,x Polinean o2nt frubh ore sresafed Yy the will of ol You
then rafer to Charlen Halye «ho wmaven 3 dintinoticon helweaen the
i1l sl tha ehrrsetor of Cod, Yoo than, fovr yoursalf, =% le
as I wrleraband the pansago, annach, "iever doasa ftha °”r5’ are
repreoant the ¢i11 of Ted oo crootins Bio heldnong avd ﬁxytr, but
slwuyo s srnorenalny Gol'a vhmrnatar shiaoh in holy snl ftruao®
b othe ped of ngluun 10 ye sorbivae, "Dycfeermor Ven Til deoen not
calize Lhut the oource oY Lhw a%niza.“ law of noh-aontraljofiion
song know i, ie the irreutsble obarsoter of Cod ratbhar than the
ree will of God."




&)

Now, in Contemporary Lvanselioal Thought (pp. 140-143) I axn
dincunning moral noran. Among smeversl othary suthors I mention Ven
Til, w»ho naym, "The good ia good for msn bescaune it han been net sn
geod foy man by God. Thin ia umuslly exprenned by saying that the
good in good bsoaune God mays it is good. . . ¥e do not asrtifioslly
noparste the will of God from the naﬁ%;e of Ged.® Just vefore, 1
yeferad %0 the pricacy of the divine Lawgiver in contrast with
Leionia' primacy of law.

It ip true that I slno refor to Hamilton, Earnall, and 4o the
philorophy of naturalinm., Therefore poveral pointn are under dige
cuanion at onoe, and I oen mee that thia might esune some covfusion.

Kevorthelens, what I say sboud you seems to be fully juntified
by your article in The Bible Today. The parsgrsph you deem a "aserious
sipreprocentaticao, and for which you scoune me of falne wilnenn, in
sn follownr  ®In falrnonn and for grester completeness it nhould be
noted that one oonbewporary cvangelical apologete, Dr. J. Oliver
Bunsell, Jr., in The Bible Today (Nov. 1848, p. 53), takes ianue
with the vopition that moral distinotions sre baned on the 211l of
God.  ps the pasnage ip short, perhaps nothing wore should be naid,
for fear of rcalding extranecus idean into tho toxt.®

Eindly note first that I refer to vour srticle me that anyone
may look it up and see vrooimely whet you asid. Theh, necond, note
my ¢areo in waerning the resder against drawing unwarranted intferences.
Hot suoh more can reanconshly be expected in nix linaes.

The rentenos preceding these aix linan is, "The on'ly banis for
mornl distinetions munt therefore be the preceptive will of God, and
thepe rrecepto are found only in the Bidble.* How, I munt nay thst
your writings neem to 1eny that the preoeptive xill of God, or
generslly the will of God, is "the only beis baslie for moral Alpe
tinotiona.® The wordm of your artiole an I read ther poom to pay
that the charesoter of God is at leant alpo the basin; in fsot I
would nuppdnas thsat yvou mean that God'n osharaoter in the basnis of moral
normn and all truth.

Thorefore I onnnot nee that I have ziorepresgnted vou, much
lepe bowxne deliberste falae witnens.

How-yer, you take puch a nerious viecw of the aitusticn that in
acoord with the regular formms of dincipline you ask me to meet with
you. I am not inoclined to ignore such s atrict requirement. 2Althoug!
I expoot to be at Covenant College on ¥ey 20, it ip pornltle that othe
dutiens would leave little time for this. If osuoh in tho esoé, June
18, perhaps at 2:30 p.m., at the Fible Preabyterian Chuyoh here,
sould be ¢onvenlent.

Veyy ftruly yourns,



JAMES OLIVER BUSWELL JR.

DEAN OF GRADUATE FACULTY
VENANT ND SEMINARY
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Jonusry 20 1962

The Rev. Dr. Jagen Olivez Bunwell, Tr.
Dcun of Graduste Faculiby

Covernant College and Sewminsty

S+, Louins, Yo

De~r Dr. Funxell,

Indcszd, blurnders nometimen cocur. For exsmrie, in s
boolr , Tha Thilorovhica of Fo n. Te nsnt anl John Dawsy,
paze 15, the suther veirntn uv the =27l lezed igncrance of
Eegetoozi and Souwlder in thst $hay 1id not now gertain
ren'ns naxzon.  Pat the author biwmeraelf Talln unldey his own
ceisiclnm Lacaune on ¢age 14 he in obviounly ionorsnt of
e name of De. ¥achen, wshom he «lniren.

R

=

Another bdblunder in that of Hodge in the psnnsge under
dincunnion. And s farther tlundsr weould b2 sn stitamnt fo
nhow thet Hodge's argument in not a2 fallscy.

Tharcfore I tdecline your generoun oifer %o ocublicize
vy retrzotion, for I 4o aoh retresnt

Very truly wvourn,

Gordon H. Clark



JAMES OLIVER BUSWELL JR.
ROUTE 1 BOX 334
ST. Louis 41. MiSsSouR!

PHONE: TREMONT 2-7073

DEAN OF GRADUATE FACULTY

COVENANT COLLEGE AND
THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY
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