Fuller Theological Seminarg

POST OFFICE BOX 750-M
PASADENA 19, CALIFORNIA

January 5, 1953

Dr. Gordon H. Clark

Department of Philosophy %
Butler University

Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Doc:

I contend that the main emphasis in the Biblel!s own conception of itself
is not truth, but power to convict, absolute authority, ability to penetrate
into the deceptions of the heart; able to bring blessing, peace, and comfort; in
short, it is that through which the Holy Spirit works in the accomplishment of
the things which burn in the heart,

Of course the Bible is true; that i1s presupposed. But it is a peculiar
kind of truth, one which is borne along to the heart in and through the Spirit,
thus enabling it to bring life-~through-truth,

Ingpiration to this life~through-~truth quality in the Bible, It
is this power to con¥ltt”and bless, not the simple assurance that it is infal-
libly true, that the Bible posits as the ground of our joy.

The Scriptures are food-giving: ".,.that he might make you know that
man does not live by bread alone, but that man lives by everything that proceeds
out of the mouth of the Lord," Deut, 8:3

The Scriptures bring guidance and prosperity: "...for then you shall
make your way prosperous, and then you shall have good success," Joshua 1:8

When Lzre read the newly found law before the people, this law (a)
caused the people to stand up 8:5; (b) caused them to bow their heads and wor-
ship 8:6; (c) caused them to weep 8:9; (d) caused them to eat and drink and make
great rejoicing 8:12, In short, the Scriptures are a weeping-producing body of
truth; they are inspired,

Psalm 119: (a) blessing comes from keeping the testimonies 119:2; (b)
the law moves a man to praise 119:7; (c) the word has power to keep a young man
on the right way 119:9; (d) God!s testimonies bring delight 119:24; (e) the
ordinances bring hope 119:43; (f) the word is immutable 119:89; (g) the testi-
monies are a source of understanding 119:99; (h) the testimonies give a heritage
119:112; (i) the word is a source of light 119:130; (J) etco, etc,

A man has not received the inspired word until he feels the power of
that word: "For our gospel came to you not only in word, but also in power and
in the Holy Spirit and with full conviction." I Thess. 1:5,
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II Tim, 3:16 stresses the profit of scripture as the value which an
inspired text has, a profit which is not merely the infallible assurance that
truth has been given, but, more dynamically, it relates to those things which
bless and convict and move: ‘"teaching, reproof, correction, and training in
righteousness,"

%

Hebrews 4:12 places the emphasis on the power of penetration in the
word, disc¢erning even the "thoughts and intentions of the heart." This suggests
power to move and convict and shatter,

As I understand your position, you are content to pitch the entire sig-
nificance of inspiration on this, namely, that the propositions in the Bible are
infallibly true., As I meditate on the way the Bible looks at the matter, this
is only the introduction to inspiration. The infallibly true statements of the
Bible have a power to convict, bless, and fill with hope. Inspiration is a
Spirit-through-truth force, moving first on the hearts of the authors to deliver
their souls through writing and then on the reader to rend his soul through
reading. '

Your position only gives the assurance that, say, the words of Psalm 119
are infallibly the words which the Psalmist uttered--period, My position gives
more than this, Presupposing the fact of their truth ("thy word is truth," John
17:17), I have the assurance that these words which the Psalmist uttered are the
ones through which God convicts, blesses, chills, thrills, and shatters my own
soul. Yours is a confidence before truth; mine is a confidence befcre Spirit-
through-truth, And I rest case on the Biblical emphasis on itself. Just as
the emphasis is on the relation of a covenant God to usinot to His attributes in
se), so the emphasis is on the relation of God's truth to us., I contend that
inspiration is far more dynamic than you are willing to concede,

I deny that the unregenerate man can discover the word of God with power;
he can use the law of contradiction to see the claim of the Bible to bless, con-
vict, and move, but until he is blessed, convicted, and moved, he is not in
possession of inspired truth, And this possession is possible, of course, only
when the Spirit of God first enlightens him through regeneration. The word has
no power until the vessel is first empowered,

On your view a person can have the infallible assurance that the chronol-
ogies in the Old Testament or the dimensions of the temple or the endless
Levitical laws are true, and then yawn and go to sleep; on my view this truth
must be probed until it blesses the heart, moves, and convicts: then inspired
truth has been found, Our consolation in the Bible is more than that which comes
from a rational assurance that it is infallibly true; it is a spiritual response
based upon a source of life, It is the "holy heartburn" which those to whom
Christ preached felt on the road to Emmaus Luke 24:32, Their hearts burned with-
in them.

My emphasis in no sense implies that the Bible becomes the word of God
when men are moved, Heresy! It is objectively inspired whether it ever moves

————_,
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anybody or not. But it does imply that when a man a&wmox‘d, it is this power-
to-move~the-heart—through-God's—truth which is thesessence)of inspiration, not
the more academic assurance that the propositions 41fallibly true.

To be candid to the point of ingenuousness, I fear that it is the type
of position which you are trying to defend which has given rise to much of this
Barthian teaching--an ironic outcome. Fearful lest we allow a“dynamic text to
become geometrized (attention here, please), the Bartians have flopped over to
the other extreme of denying the objective truth., Their view is really a form
of occasionalism. Would we not make our view more healthy if we expressed our
concept of truth through more dynamic forms?

Farewell,
zéggerely yours,
Edward John Carnell
Depertment of Apologetics
P.S, (1). There is no need to return this letter, for I have kept a carbon.

(2). Our home address is now 1090 Woodbury Road, Pasadena 6. Thanks
for the thoughtful Christmas card,

(3). It seems to me that when you draw up your answer, you must prove
your case by actual Scriptural references. Show from within the
text itself that the Bible means no more by inspiration than that
process by which an infallible body of truth has resulted, Where
does it teach this?
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Dr. Gordon H. Clark
Department of Philosophy
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Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Doc:
I shall have a letter on inspiration in due time,

I am concerned with your reference to the Revised Standard Version
and the opinion of the group which met at Wheaton., I am somewhat surprised
by their radiecal conclusions. The language deparmentshere at the Seminary are
making a careful, objective study of the text, and to my knowledge they have
unearthed a remarkably few number of what might be called major objections. I
myself use the version exclusively, because I am entirely satisfied that it pre-
sents more of the Word of God to mor- people in a language they can understand

\ than any version available. The blemishes in the text I can correct with a pen-
cil. I hope you will pardon me if I say that the attempt upon the part of the
evangelicals to produce their own version is sheer assininity., I don't think
the evangelicals could sit still long enough to do that kind of scholarly piece
of work., It would end up with one version for the American Council and ancther
version for the N,A.E, group.

I do not expect you to write to me on this matter or comment about it,
I am merely mentioning that there is a minority group within the evangelicals
which is far from satisfied that this negative attitude toward the Revised
Standard Version represents careful scholarship.

I surprisingly received an appointment from Wheaton tc teach at inter-
session next summer. I hope this will cement our relations more firmly, I
think you certainly are filled with graciousness to have gone to Wheaton over
the Christmas vacation. I have a feeling that if I had been treated by Wheaton
as you have, on sheer disgruntlement I would never want to see the place again.
I admire your good attitude.

Trusting this finds you well, I remain
Yours sincerely,

o

EJC:ip Edward John Carnell



. Fuller Theological Seminarg

POST OFFICE BOX 750-M
PASADENA 19, CALIFORNIA

February 4, 1953

Dear Doc,

I have discovered that it does not pay to intro-
duce too many points in one letter. I notice that you
select rebuttal points, rather than dealing with each
matter as it is raised. Hence, I shall confine my in-
quiry to one issue each time.

Before mentioning this problem, let me conment on
your effort to dismiss the need for proof texts to sup-
port your position. It seems to me to be a tenuous po-
sition which is in want of exact statements of the Scrip-
ture's own philosophy of itself,

I at least have made an effort to show that when
the Bible tells us about itself it speaks of a life-giving
corpus of truth., You seem unimpressed with my contention
that these two elements comprise inspiration: (a) source
of vitality and life; (b) source of propositional truth.
Until you produce textual support for your own view I am
equally unimpressed with your structure,

Here is the problem: The Bible gives us (at least)
two propositions--lst, "All Scripture is true''; 2nd, "All
seripture is inspired." On what authority do you show that
either is the consequence of the other? And I mean textual
authority. No philosophical-theological speculation, if
you please. If you succeed in showing that an analysis of
the term "inspiration" yields the term "truth", proceed (on
textual .authority) to show that this exhausts the content
of that term., Or, to put the matter negatively, establish
the fact that an analysis of the term "inspiration" justif-
ies the conclusion that nothing more than truth is meant by
an inspired text. You see, my view is (a) truth, (b) life-
giving source of vital power. Both are tied in with the
single act of inspiration. This is why I cannot see how a
volume of geometry could be inspired--except in a special
sense not included in the Biblical understanding of inspira-
tion.

Cordially,

&



P.o. You inquire how I harmonize these two propositions: (a)

The Bible is objectively true whether it affects anybody or

not; (b) The Bible is a life-giving source of power. The answer,
it seems to me, is simple; and not the slightest damage is done
to my position. The fact of a life-giving power no more depends
on man's reception of it for its existence than does truth: both
exist in rerum natura, anteceding all human interaction, Both
are objective to man; both are offered to man in the preaching of
the word: truth and power., If the written word cradled& the liv-
ing Word, what is so unworthy of thinking that it cradles both
"grace and truth"? Grace is forgiveness and power; truth is en-
lightenment. Inspiration signifies both, I sense a sterility,

a scholastic sterility in your position.
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Dr, Gordon H. Clark
Department of Philosophy
Butler University
Indianapolis 7, Indiena

Dear Doc:

Inclosed please find & small brochure discussing the
problem of Isaish 7:14., 3Since you were in wheaton and were
apparently impressed by the evangelical criticiems against
the Revised Standard Veresien, I thought you might be inter-
ested in this piece of work done by Ur. Labor here at the
Seminary., If you have eny critical comments cencerning its
thesis, I would be delighted to hear from you.

Trusting this finds you well, I rcmain

Yours sincerely,

Bdward Jehn Cernell
Department of fpologetics
LdC:ip



February 14 1853
Dear Ed,

In your letter of Feb. 4 you remark that it doen
not pay to dincunn more than one point in one letter;
and yet you try to force me to violate thin exoellent
rule by nmending we three letters in gquick nueoennion.
And in additvion, I had an cxtra point beniden all the
correnpondnence: to wit, a review of your Miebuhr book.
I ic plenty 1late, to be mure; but extra advertizement
should alwany be welecome.

I nhall say nothing further on the sction of the
Evangelioal Theologioal Sooecity to explore the pognibility
of producing ancother translation of the Rible, oxoept
to oay that the scticn wan unanimous (I hesrd no nayn),
and that the one man who defended the RSV wan himself
in faver of a new translation. ‘ ’

Yeu also nent me sn article on the PV of Ina 7:14.
Of courne this in not the onlyx nore noint. Even in
the New Tentsment there sre many innt:nocen of dinregsrd
of ¥S8. 1In osce after cane it cnnnot be called
trannlaticn at all. Phrases are completely dropped,
and chsengen made for which there is no evidence st all.
But an for Iera 7 and La Sor'sm artiocle, I note that he
disngrecns with Robert Dick Wilaon. And I almo rementer
thut La Sor was on the oppomite nide of the eoolesiaticsal
ptruggle from that which RDW took. HNor am I at sll nure
thnt the nign was intended for Ahsz, as Ls Sor sayo.
And finally, I do net see that tho birth of a non to
nome married womsn is A nign st all. & virgin birth is
surely = sign. :

\
Now, to get on with our dipounssion of Innpiration. \\
Perhapa the main point in your letter of Feb. 4 is: \“
that Iz dinmino the need of proof texts. And you nmien
10 olaim that you give many proof tesgs. "

Well, you did not give any proof text in snnwer -
t0 my quentionn of the lant letter. And I did. Although
the Bible nowhere mentions Innpiraticn (po far am I T
know), it does mention Expirstion. In oconformity with
hiptoric unage (which apparcntly you do not follow) I
am willing t¢ use the Inglisch word Imspiration to refer
t0 what the Eible o0sllsn Expiration. And Explration 1A
the procenns whereby God gives hin mennage to the K
human authors of hin word. The menssge ip breathed-ocut:
by God. g



Now, 1t meemn to me, first, that your discunnions
have not been in accord with bintoric ussge. This ia
no fatal objeoticn, t0 be nure; but when we began to
dipscunss Inspiration, I naturslly arsumed you were islking
avout what had always been oalled inapirastion. Your
lettern show, howeber, that you have a dintinctly diffcrent
idea. But while your ideca is distinotly different, I

", do not find it dietinet. Far be it from me to put worde

" iato your mouth, but I would judge that by the word
‘innpiration you mean "“rhatever the Bidle nays sbout
itpelf, inoluding all the rensults it produces."

What proof texts do you have for thia definition?
U
.+ There io no objection to a listing or a surmary of
what the Bible says sbout ifnelf. It gays for example,
that my word shall not roturn unte me void, but shall
aqoomplimh that which I pleane. In II Cor. 2:18, where
the reference includes Psul's preaching, and therefore
the meonage in the Bible, explieitly mentioning the
naycr of his knowladge, it in nald that we, and thercfore
the ‘mesnage, in a savor of death u-te death. According
to, your meaning of inopiration (at lesst the meaning
1 gety from your statements) the ssvor of death would
be/ 5, ﬁart ¢f the doctrine cf inaplirastion. PBut you have
oply linted the life-giving results of the Bible. Henoe
on your own view, your xemzkxsxx remarks are cone-pided.

- It peemn to me, from aimilar cocnmiderationn which
¥a could be extended along thene linen, that the term
inogiration, zlready a part of the English language
end 'with & theological himtory, ought not to refer to
"whatever the rible rayo stout itnelf.* For thio
opinion on Englioh usage, I have no proof textn.

\,ut while I have no preof texts ac to acceptsble
Englich terminology, I think I have adequate texts to
anmwér your guestion in parsgraph 3. You ask whethex
I can deduge All Sorirture in innmpired, from, All
foripture io true; or deduoe the lstter from the former.
Welly im it not very simple. The first prcof text is,
All Soripture is inppired of God. To thin text I
would join all the inptances wherc the meonege in =8
naid t0 be given (breathed-cut) b y Ged. There are
ga hont of nuch in the C.T., 2nd sufficient in the N.T.
Then I would quote the text, God osunct lie. Yow, it
fellown by my beleved logle, thst 1f Ged mays nomething,
and God 1ms not s liar, the thing he nsyn ip frue.

But your demand thst I rhould show that this
oxhaunts the meaning of innpiration by proof textn
is no more poonmible that would be a demand on ny part
that you show by proof texts that you have not incluled



more than is properly designated by the English word
inppiration.

I am #11lling to scoept ycur P8 in exrlanation of
the sentences in your letter of Jan 5. T tzke it now
th-t you mean that the Bitle 1o innpired even if it

. does not uctually give life. It in & mere po e I to
v wove the heart thot is the esnmence of inppiration, and
%not 7 an actusliy moving of the heart. Of ocurse, I

insint that your meaning of inppiration is quite ap
much & power to harden the heart and LC produgce death.

But if the power can exiot without man'n receptilon of
~it, ae you oay in yous PS, why dc you inoint that
tyuth is enlightenment. Cannot truth exist (in God'n
mind) without produaing enlightenwent in nowe man's
mind? I would much prefer to think that truth csn
cxint even if no wan io enlightened.

ow, perhapns ny rexalkirs ncem like ncholantio
piexkEyxka aterility to you. The pitle necms oterile
Yo some pcople too. Eut the main guesticn 1n,
are they true? If true, I zm not wsorried by the
hape sterility. The truth »ill produce precinely
those rerults that Cod intends to produce by it.

| Waiting for thc next round,
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February 17, 1953

Dr., Gordon H. Clark
Department of Philosophy
Butler University
Indianapolis, Indiana

Dear Doc:

I am enclosing for your perusal part of the data which Henry P, Smith
introduced in his famous controversy with Professors Warfield and Hodge during
the great Briggs!' trial, I h¥e yet to find a source which is able to answer
Professor Smith convineingly. I have just checked the rebuttal of Warfield to
Smith, and I fail to discover any point which remotely meets this particular
objection which has been raised by Smith. I consider this problem of the har-
mony between the Kings and the Chronicles far meore serious than the synoptic
problem. The reason is obvious. As you can detect frem the passages which
Smith has listed, there seems to be a tendency in the Chronicler to overstate
facts and to change them to suit his purposes, He is operating under a differ-
ent philosophy than the author of the Kings.

I realize that this type of observation applies equslly to myself as to
you; but I would be indebted to you for any wise observations you may be able
to make concerning this issue,

In a sense I envy you and your isolationism at Butler., Whereas you may
continue to ponder the problem of inspiration as an academic issue, I have the
awesome task of teaching fifty men each year their philosophy of the text. The
course is coming up again in the spring term, I had eighty-seven men in the
course last year, It is my hope to create a comprehensive philosophy of plenary
inspiration,

Dr, Ockenga is with us for his annual winter visit to the Seminary. He
gave a powerful message in chapel this morning on Jchn the Baptist, urging all
the men in the Seminary to stand before kings and rulers, fearlessly declaring
the whole counsel of God, He had just returned from Wheaton Colleze where he
had given the winter evangelistic meetings. It is rather facetious for me to
say that it is winter here, since the weather is almost mid-summer outside, We
have had a gorgeous season thus far,

I want you to know that all the letters which you send me azre carefully
put on file, and that from time to time I take them out again and reread them.
Do not think, therefore, that you are wasting your time. As usual, I have the
profoundest respect for your judgment.

Trusting this finds you well and thanking you again for your continued
friendship, I remain

Yours sincerely,

EJC:ip ggard John Carnell
Department of Apologetics



Henry P, Suith, Inspiration and Inerrancy, pp. 124=25

II Sam. viii:4. And David took
from him 1,700 horsemen and 20,-
000 footmen.

x:6, The children of Ammon
sent and hired the Syrians of Beth
Rehob and the Syrians of Zobah
20,000 footmen, and the King of

Maacah with 1,000 men, and the men -

of Tob 1,200 men,

x:18, David destroyed of the
Syrians 700 chariots,

xxiv:9. There were in Israel
800,000 valiant men who drew
sword, and the men of Judah were
500,000,

xxiv:24, So David bought the
threshing floor and the oxen for
50 shekels in silver.

I Kings, iv:26. And Solomon

had 40,000 stells for horses,

vi:2, The height [of the house]
30 cubits.
 vii:26 It [the brazen sea] held
2,000 baths,

I Chron, xviii:3, And David
took from him 1,000 chariots, and
7,000 horsemnen, and 20,000 foot-
men.,

xix:6, Hanun and the children
of Ammon sent 1,000 talents of silver
to hire them chariots and horsemen,
30 they hired them 32,000 chariots .

‘and -the King.of Maacah and his

men.

xix:18. David destroyed of the
Syrians 7,000 chariots.,

xxi:5. There were of all Israel
1,100,000 that drew sword and
Judah was 470,000 that drew
sword.,

xxi:25. OSo David gave to Urnan
for the place 600 shekels of geold
by weight.

II Chron, ix:25. And Solomon
had 4,000 stalls for horses and
chariots.

iii.4. The height of the porch
120 cubits.
iv:5., It received and held 3,000

baths .

"Now, it will be said at once that these are all discrepancies in numbers
which are very liable to corruption, and that, therefore, these are all casses
of error in transmission. But I ask you to notice that these are all but one,
cases in which the larger number is in the text of the Chronicler. Where the
age of a king or the length of his reign is concerned I have not taken account
of the difference, But in matters of statistics it is curiocus that the errors
should be nearly all one way., Hemembering that the Chronicler was much further
away in time from the events narrated, we firid it naturel that he should have
an exaggerated idea of the resources of his country in the days of her glory.
In the case of David's purchase of the field of Ornan, he finds the price a
niggardly one for a prince to pay. He, therefore, does not hesitate (supposing
that a mistake has been made) to put in a larger sum,"



Henry P. Smith, I. & I., pp. 126-27

"I Kings ix:11, Solomon gave "II Chron. viii:2, The cities which
Hiram 30 cities in the land of Gal- Hiram gave Solomon, Solomon built
ilee, them and caused the children of Israel

to dwell there,

xv:ly, But the high places ITI Chron. xiv:3. For he took away the
were not taken away. Neverthe- strange altars and the high places
less, the heart of Asa was perfect (ef. v.5: Also he took away out of all
with the Lord all his days. the cities of Judah the high places).

"These certainly look on their face like direct contradictions, and if we
2llow for the perscnal equation of which I have spoken we can easily explain
them. It would be hard indeed for a Jew of the Persian period to imagine
Solomon giving away the sacred territory of Israzel to the heathen king. Rather
must he suppose the mighty Solomon to be the recipient of gifts of territory.
The same line of reasoning is followed in the second quotation., The high
places were the old sanctueries of Jehovah, regarded as legitimate before the
building of the Temple even by the author of the book of Kings (I Kings iii:2),
and used without reserve by Samuel., As time went on they fell more and more
into disrepute, and after the Exile the requirements of the Law were carried
out, and the only sanctuary of the people was the temple at Jerusalem. The
remembrance of the high places was only that of illegitimate places of worship.
The Chronicler and his generation could not imagine a good king as even toler-~
ating them, Hence the chenge in his account. Allow me to call your attention
to one more instance. If you will compare the two accounts of the coronation
of the young King Jehoash, which are found in 2 Kings xi:4-16, and 2 Chron.
xxiii: 1-15, you will be struck by some remarkable differences,"
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bear Doc,

My only interest in mentioning the Hevised Standard Ver-
sion is that I think we evangelicals ought to recognize the good
wherever it can be found. It is nmy modest opinion that too many
of our men (Ur. Woodbridge, e.g.) are so sullied by their disregard
for the persons who did the translating Lliberals, one and all]
that they have lost all perspective. This is tragic. Again, e.g.,
I do not see what relevance your observation about La sor's past
Presbyterian record has to the question of truth. shall I think
less of your view of Plotinus because you were evicted from Wheaton
with a kick? I only ask one thing: let us not subject the HSV to
higher criticism or standards than we do any other version. If we
continue to use the American Hevised Version (which I used exclus-
ively until 1946)--when it blasphemed the name of Christ by saying
that worship paid to him was "paid to a creature,” (footnotes)
when it translated II Tim. 3:16 in such a way that it dilluted the
absoluteness of Biblical inspiration etc.--I cannot see why it is
not possible to take the good of the new version and condemn the
evil. There is no doubt in my mind but what it places more of the
word of God before more people more lucidly than any other version,
To my way of thinking this 1s the highest criterion. The Bible must
be in the language of the common man.

You seem to think that "expiration' means '"the process
whereby God gives his message to the human authors of his word."
I note two things here. [irst, where is your proof that this is
what it means? It may mean that it excited them mystically to
write things which they learned in wisdom books. At least such
"expiration" cannot apply to passages which cannot be called
revelation proper--such as Paul asking for his cloak and manu-
scripts. oecond, when you show that "expiration" means giving
the message, you go to the Bible's self-testimony, showing from
0.T, illustrations that the prophet received propositional infor-
mation from God., Uf course this only applies to the prophets;
but worse than this, you are doing the very thingky which I am try-
ing to do: go to the Bible to figure out what inspiration is. You
say it is the "expiring" of thoughts of God; I claim it is the
"expiring" of "thoughts which shall have the power of bringing
life-through-truth." I, no less than you, go to the Bible's self-
testimony to show this. When propositions were given to the prophets,
they were propositions which had this unique feature: they were the
forms of truth in and through which God is a blessing to his people.
The blessing potentality (actuality) of Scripture--potential to the

o%
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receiver and actual whether anybody receives it or not--is itself part
of the Yexpiring."

In short, your proof is no better or worse than mine. You
use the assertion "expiring" and then promptly comb the Bible to find
out what it means. Our difference is that I include the power of the
Bible on men as part of the content of the "expiration'", while you are
impressed with the objective, propositional element. Wwe both choose
a position. I choose mine because 1 am worried over the anemic way
that your position applies to the non-revelational portions of the
Bible. In the case of the frienas of Job, their inspired speeches
mean: they are the ones who infallibly gave these very speeches. lHow
delight ful! What use is this? What expectations may we ground on
such a consolation? What fruits issue from its admission?

I have no basic objection to the addendum that inspiration
renders the propositions in the Bible such that '""harden those who
reject its counsel," Good. Very good. If the properties of harden-
ing clay and melting butter lie objectively in the rays of the sun,

I see nothing unworthy to believe that this d uble effect is in-
cluded in the objectively expired Bible,

Certainly many things may lie dormant in the Bible objectively
w1thout producing fruits (such as truth producing "enlightenment" in
the mind of man). But the expired text is such that, were it not for
conditions lifing in man, it would enlighten, judge, guide etc.

No, your remarks do not sound ccholastic to me. I like the
straight-off-the-shoulder way that you discuss this. But I do think
there is a danger of stating our view of inspiration that we abet the
criticism of our own position by rationalists and liberals.

The only way to hammer out the superiority of one view over
the other is to put our respective positions to a case test, I select
Psalm 84:11: "For the Lord God is a sun and shield; he bestows favor
and honor., No good thing does the Lord withhold from those who walk
uprightly." (RSV)

As a propositional judgment about reality, this verse is
manitrestly false, Many Christians have starved to death. The reports
of the horrors of Christians in Korea today are unbelievable. God
does withhold good things from those who walk uprightly. Unless you
want to exclude basic bodily needs from the category of the “good",
which is contrary to both common sense and the Bible; since the Bible
elsewhere lists these under the good.

In a former letter you have said that the Psalms are true
in content--meaning, I suppose, that they are pure sections of revela-
tion (or at least they are didactic sections)., I here cite this in-
cidence as prima facia evidence that elements in the Psalms, like
the speeches of the friends of Job, are not factually true. This is
the first embarrassment on your position. But there is more.



If you rebut: "gxpiration here means that we have infallible
assurance that this is what the Psalmist uttered--even though, like
the speeches of the friends of Job, it is materially false." This
leads to my dissatisfaction. What if this is what the Psalmist
thought? What good does that do us? If I assure you that I have written
this letter, have you any more {rom the Bible in the case oif the
Psalmist than you have from me? oSurely if God saia, "Yes, Carnell
wrote this letter," it would not add anything new. Unless you are
content to say that all human judgments are freighted with a modicum
of error, But this would indeed be a strange reply from one who has
insisted over the years on a univocal point ol reference between human
ana aivine truth.

(n my view, the expired statements of the Psalms which (in
fact) contradict either other revelation or the witness of experience
nevertheless are propositions in and through which God brings his
blessings to the church, They are no less a source of effecting the
creation of Christ in us than those which are purely revelational.

You rebut: "But we are not to determine expiration by the
analysis of the effects which the bible says that it has had or will
have on people who read it. This notion of expiration goes beyond
the classical statements." I do not see for a moment why we may not
go to the text and list the effects, making these part of the content
of expiration., The "breathed out™ only tells us the jact that God is
related to the text in such a way that he himself is willing to stand
by the finished product as bearing a system of propositions which
please him, 1t does not say that he approves of all that is said, but
he approves of the presence of such sayings. '"Lxpiration" only means
that the text has cleared with God. But it does not give us a content
to the expiration. 1 insist that, since we are dealing with an
inspired text, we go and see what are the elements which go to make up
this condition, one of the basic (along wiih truth) is the sum total
of those efiects which the text has on people who come to it, Ior some
reason you do not want to go in this direction. You prefer to restrict
the meaning of expiration to the communication of truth. Then you say,
"truth is lLruth." I say that Lhere is a qualitative difference between
geomelry and the Bible, The latter has the bpirit of the living God
in its very fabric, so that the truth is ot seen until it makes a dif-
ference in the life,

Analogy: only the lover sees the truth in a letter from the
beloved, for only he has the heart to receive the spirit of the other,
Other men may read the propositions and develop a "system" from the
letter, but they do not hear the words of the beloved as her words.

It looks as if our big fight is going to be on our definition
of truth., Apparently your view means that if science could develop an
electron machine capable of employing thelaw of contradiction perfectly,
it could see the truth of the Bible. On my view only a man of a humble
and contrite heart can see it. Biblical propositions are truth only
(so far as the receiver is concerned; I do not refer to the objective
state of the text) when they transform,

When you get tired, quit.
Cordjally, d

QQCSRWKM hislhely nefo. -
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Dear Doc,

I certainly must employ words faultily. When I use the RSV "exclusively",
I mean that I "preach from it". Not to compare it with other versions
would, of course, be puerile, if not asinine. But now: Where has the RSV
omitted "whole phrases"? You make the assertion; please fortify it with
citations. As for the conjectural emendations, there are simply more of
then than in the ASV, But this opens up the whole question of an author-
ized Hebrew text., Not all are convinced that the Masoretic Text is free
from defect. I am not sure where I stand on this.,

I do not see for a moment why you are disturbed when I say that "No good
thing will he withhold from them that walk uprightly" [Ps. 84:11] is a
judgment upon the part of the Psalmist and not a statement of doctrine.
Don't take my word for it that the Psalmist was in error here, '"Shall we
receive good at the hand of God, and shall we not receive evil?" [Job
2:10, ASV] Take your pick. Either "X" (the unknown author of the Psalm
in question) or Job., It makes no difference. Both--on your view--are
giving infallible doctrine for the church. Job filled every condition
mentioned in the Psalm, and yet Jehovah withheld from him good things.

You think that an error in judgment in the Psalms is damaging to my pre-
supposition that the Bible is an errorless revelation. Not at all., Not
any more than the errors in judgment by Bildad, Zophar, or Eliphaz. The
Bible infallibly records the fact that this is a judgment which the Psal-
mist made, What is so terrible about that? After all, you are the one
who has happily introduced this bifurcated conception of truth: (a) truth
as to content, (b) truth as to the fact of accurate reporting. I can see
no point at which I am going out of this structure.

But you protest: The New Testament says the Psalms have divine authority

as law. Answer: the references ["law, Psalms, prophets", "in your law" etc.]
include the whole Old Testament., Obviously, then, if you have a right to
question the office of Bildad as a teacher, so have I a right to question

"X" in Psalm 8.

If you are willing to equate "it is written" with "divinely authoritative
doctrine" [as 5@ take it you must, since you continually throw back at me
the hoary 'Reformation' doctrine of inspiration], then, sir, I recommend
you place the speeches of the friends of Job in a higher category. In I
Cor, 3:19, Paul says: "For it is written, He that taketh the wise in their
craftiness" (ASV). But the quotation happens to be from Job 5:13, part of
one of the extended speeches of Eliphaz the Temanitel!

You confess you have nothing to say about the Kings-Chronicles problem,
Neither did Warfield and Hodge; neither did Goddard at Gordon; neither do



Archer and LaSor here at Fuller, When Henry Preserved Smith was on trial,
he pointed to this problem and said, hand over heart, these are errors in
the Bible. God helping him, he could not in conscience declare otherwise,
All the evangelicals have ever done with this problem is to sigh and say
that "difficulties are being overcome from decade to decade." This op~
timism is without foundation. As far back as Augustine the church has
admitted errors in the harmony of Kings and Chronicles, James Orr did;
Matthew Henry did; Richard Baxter did, I remember a saying from high
school, It is remembered, not for its eloquence, but for its truth: "Either
put up or shut up."

A
What is wrong with saying that in these non-doctrinal sections of the
0ld Testament, the reach of the Holy Spirit in inspiration did not include
a correction of the sources which the historians used. Orr and Henry are
candid to admit that the Chronicler used faulty source materials, that is
all there is to it.

Do not conclude that I have scuttled the Reformation view of the Scriptures.
Hardly, I teach it here, and with considerable force, But now the time has
come for me to write a book on the subject, publically setting down our view.
The more I ponder the problem the more complex it comes to be,

The last sentence in your second-from-the-last paragraph is illuminating:
"If the Bible is not true, if the Psalmist inculcates falsehood, then no
contrite heart is going to receive any benefit that I would estimate very
highly." This, as I see it, is a confession on your part that the content
of what is asserted must be true, or no good can be extracted. And it is
exactly at this point that I said there is need for a definition of in-
spiration which makes the Bible valuable even where the content is not

true, You admit that there are errors in the speeches of the friends ds of
Job; hence, I may conclude that "no contrite heart is going to receive any
benefit that I would estimate very highly" from these speeches, And if

you say that benefit can be found from these erroneous passages——bthe idea
being that the Bible 1nfalllbly "reports what they said'"--then you surely
ought to admit the theoretical possibility that the Bible infallibly reports
what the Psalmist said, Why is infallibly of content guaranteed in the

one any more than the otherf Neither announces (as do Christ and the proph-
ets and the apostles) that he is delivering doctrine,

And you might chew on this for a while: much of the Psalms is poetry. How
can you call poetry true?’

I detect the familiar Clarkean impatience cropping out in the last letter,
I really had looked for it to appear long before this, When you are ready
to drop this topic, go ahead.

Cordially,

&



March 31 1253
Dear Ed,

¥e sre certainly breaking our good resolves to
keep a letter to s point at a time; but it nseems »oO
imponsible to observe such restriotions inviolably.
And if I sounded impatient, I apologize; here I nhall
try not to be impatient, eventhough I musnt repcat
nome things I saild before. PBut tsking your parsgraphs
one by one, let un begin with the firat on the RSV.

You nuestion my anacrtion that phranes have been
oritted. I wan snauming that you had looked over the
evidence and had a zranp of the methods of thene new
trannlatore; but I can only cenjecture that you have
not connidered the evidence. Of courne you osnnot
expeot me to type out all that may be ¢btained in Allis!
examination (which I advine you to resd), but I am
quite willing to give exsnples snd justify my amsertion.

In Eph. 1:11 the Grcek text h-s the phrane, in
whom alp0 we werc maie a heritage; Nestle does not
indicate any noteworthy rejected reading, though
Tinchendorf recordn MSS that have a olightly different
verb; however, the RSV entirely omita the yhrane. Ergo:
wy anncertions ip justified. ,

Since you aseem to be unswsre of the nloprinenn of
the BSV tranpaation, let me alno refer you to thelr
renultn in I Cor. 15:44-48. The Greeck word for psychical
in mintrannlated three timen an physical, in nsuch as&
connection am to o=pt doubt on the dootrine of the
repurrection of the body. That thin pannage in mintrannx
lated casn be neen by the RSV'a own adminnicn in I Cor.
2:14 where the word is correctey trannlated.

Sinoce I winh t0 may something stout yo 'r remarke on
the OT, I le=ve it to you to find ocut nore on the NT.

To pay that the RSV hap more conjeotursl emendstions
than the ARV pecemn to me to be 3 moot peoulisar argument
in favor of the ReV. My conolunion would be that the
more ocnjectures a trannlator indulges in, the worne hies
trannalation is; not the better. And further, not only
does the RSV indulge in numnkerous oo: jecturen, but it
gives the impreanion in the Preface that it han warned
the rcsder where they cceour. This in untrue. There
are many conjeoturenr without any note at all.



Hor do 1 follow you precisely when you nsay that
this openn up the quention of an authorized Hebrew text.
In one way of ocourne it doen; since every transistion munt
be of nome definite text. Put oconjectursl emendations
are vicolations of all texts. They are nubjective phifting
of letterns or subatitutionn of woxds. The nodern trannlator
just feels that Ima or Judies cannot ponsibly say what the
M8S have; no he changes it to eult hin own subjective
preferences. Note too that this in not a matter of the
Magoretic text or peintes. It hap to do in some canen
with shifting oonsonants, and in other canen altering the
xexsxing meaning of wordm. Unfortunately I run the rink
of incurring your condemnation, for I do not have the
material trefore me at the moment; but sp I recall, the
RSV refumes to une the word "mprinkle"™ in Ina 53:165,
and puts a note to the effect that the meaning of the
Hebrew word is doubtful. But the name word is used at
lesnt a dozen times and even the R3IV trannlates it
eprinkle. However, in thip place they say stsrtle, which
wan a footncte in the ARV. Put this is not the text.
And further, nome evidence in now available on the
conponantal purity of the Medieval M88 of the OT. The
Dead Sea Scrodls, written about 200 B.C., have almoat the
identical text of the MSS written 1000 yearm later. The
variant readings are much fewer than could have been
guenced a few years sgo. Hence there is no justificatiocn
for wholenale doubt of the Mancretic connonantal text; .
and no justification for rearranging lettern without any
objective evidence.

Now, I have written a page and a half on one of
your paragraphs, and have not maid hslf I would like to.
If I keep on, my letters will form a bulky volume.

In paragraph two, on whioh I would have to write
an nuch or more than the sbove te do the job completely,
you make a point by producing a verbal contradicticon
between Job 3:10 and Ppa 84:11. Incidentally, and you
may think it superficail, the two textn do not contraliot.
One pays that God withholdse no good thing, and the other
text says he sends some evila. Now, in crdinary logic
there 1m no contradiction here. A fath r can withhold
ne chocolate ice cream fcom hin child and alno give him
cantor oil. Hence, nsince I aeem to be the one who insintn
on logic, I munt insist that here you have not produced
8 contradiction. Both statements may be true. But
with your dinlike of cold and sterile logio, you went more.
And the more io a matter of interpretation. The Hebrew
word for evil in Job 2 has neveral mesnings. It often
xexan meann wickedness and nin. Now, 1t nmecms to me
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that the context forbids this meaning --though in other
placcs nin and wickednesn are quite appropriate, and in
pome cspen all posnible meanings may be intended. But in
Job the particular evils which God sent upron him are
linted. There is no doubt as to what they are. And
therefore I would accept Job'n atatement that God nends.
evilo to the righteoun. At the pame time I would insnist
that God withholds no good thing from the righteous. But
the word good in ouch a connection does not mean good
weather, s opposed to stormy, ¢r wealth, as opposed to
poverty, or sickness an opc~oped to health. Thene itemsn
pimply are not goods simpliciter. They may be evilas; they
nay be goods. Chsptisement is unpleasant, but it is a
good. And the physical evils, the losn of weslth and
children, whioh Job nuffered, were indeed goods to him.
For the NT says thet thone who have lont children or
wealth for Christ's sake will be repaid s hundred fold.
And it seemn clear from the boock of Job thet Job wan not
repsid in this 1life only, but in the X8 life to come.

Hence I refume t0 nay an you do that the Pmarlist
wan in error. And I conthnue to insint that botli Job and
the Pnalmist were by the innpiraticn of the Spirit telling
the truth. For thins reason your third paragrarh secemn
confunion to me. ¥hether an error by the Psalmist is
inconpintent with your theory of Seripture, I would not
say; for I have no olear picture of what your view of
Scripture is. But an error by the Pealmiat would nurely
be inconsintent with my view of the Bible. The Pnalmist
is an inopired writer; the friends of Job zmxx are not.
If you try to say that the Ppalmist may be 100% wrong,
but that the Bible is »till an errorless revelation, it
seems t0 me that you are placing the writers of the
Scripture on the name level as anyone whom they may quote.
I have not intrcduced any bifurcated conception of truth;
I have merely distinguished what an author asrerts on hia
own suthority and what he quotes from another. He apnerts
on hip own authority that someone elne naid so or 50 -=-
not that the guoted material is itmelf true; but when he
in not quoting but giving hin own views, he asnerts that
#hat he nays is true. The Pnalmist wan inspired; the
friends of Job werc not. Of course the whole OT ion
"law" and authoritative; but what you nay in paragraph four
doen not follow. There inm n¢ sensible interpretationm that
would inpint that Esau, Potiphar, Pharaoh, Rabshakeh, as
well sp Bildad, are "teachers" as you say. When I deny
that these men always told the truth, you cannot infer
by the nmame reasoning that the Psalmiat may rot have told
the truth. Your impliocation in paragraph is clearly a
fallaoy. :



Now, you may force me to retract nome of what I
paid, for you bring to my attention something that I had
not realized before.: viz. that Paul introduces a quotation
from Eliphaz with the worda It is written. Now, offhand
I would think that such an introduction is an assertion of
the authority of the quatation, from which it would mseem
to follow that Eliphaz was inspired and told the truth -
not merely once or twide, but could alwasy be relied upon.
And yet, it seemn that Eliphaz cannct be relied on, for
in Job 22 E. acouones Job of great oin; and in Job4a:7,
it says, "Jehovah sald to E. the T. My wrath inp kindled
against thee . . . for ye have not apoken of me the thing
that in right, as my nervant Job hath.  Apparently othere
beforec me have been puzzled at thin, for Lange says that
It ip written, means merely that the words are found in
the canon, and does not indicate thgat E. wap inspired any
wore than Psul's quoting the Stois poet meann that the
Stoiec was innplred. So, I confenn I am puzzled on thie
point. But supponse I was completely mistaken, and suppcnse
that E. was innpired. Does it follow that the devil was
also inopired when he said Thou shalt not nurely die?

I csnnot nee that even the greatenst alminnion I would have
to make about the bcok of Job would lead t0 accepting
all the quotations in the Bible. And hence I canr ot aee
how my original sumpicion that Bildad and E. cannot be
trunted give you or anyone the right to nay that the
Pesslmint does not tell the truth. For, if the Psalmint
doep not tell the kzxk truth, how can you conclude that
any varticular part of the Rible is true? Maybe Matt.
did not tell the truth in the first or 28th chapter.
Maybe I Cor 11 ims falne. I questioned the truth of
Job'n friends on the basin of Job 42. This does not
apply to the Psalmist or to Psul. Make ao much an you
will of my coenfumion, I still cannot nee the force of
your argument, nor can I accept you annertion that the
Ppnalmn tell falsehoods.

Now, we oans to Kings and Chronicles. It is
atrange that you rebuke me for not being able to nolve
thene problems. For, first of all, I am not an archaeologieb.
And if I were, ntill the problems might have no solution
at thio time. Seventy five yesrn ago, it could not
be nphown that the Hittites ever existed. The evidence
had t0 await digging. It seems to me that you are quite
mintaken when you nay this optiminim in without foundation.
S0 many corrocborations of the Bible have been discovered,
so muoch light han teen nhed on the meaning of pannsgen,
that we are not without foundation for a hope that other
difficulties will be olecared away with future discoveries.
To go back to Augustine, is to go vackwardas indeed. We
do not find a foundation by going back before archaedlogy
began. And the motto, put up or ohut up, is inappropriate.



Someone coculd have said thip about the Hittitee: and he
would have been wrong. The fact that the Hittites could
not be proved in 1870 does not nhow that the Bible was
wrong. Archaeologicial discoveries csnnot be put up

in ouoh a fashion. We have to wait. But we wait with
hope becaune of vhat has xx already been done. These
critics have been proved wrong ao often, there is reason
to believe they are wrong again.

Furthermore, I repudiate your distinotion between
doctrinal and non-doctrinal pansages. In I Cor 10:11
Paul nayn the OT hipstory wam written for our admonition.
It is all docrtinal.

Yo say that you have not scuttled the Reformetion
view of inspiration. Then how is it you aprert that the
Poalmist told a lie in hin teaching. Vhere in the
Reformation view do you get the distinotion between
doctrinal and non-doctrinal paonnages. Paul mys All
Scriptures inp profitable . . for doctrine. And where is
your Reformation basin for maying that the Rible can
be profitable even if it is not true. Brunner nays God
teachen uo by lying to us; but did the Reformers? Of
courne I admit that we can profit by the devils words,
Thou shalt not asurely die; dbut we profit vy them only in
the true ocontext that rayns they are falme. The Bible
quetes Thou nshalt not surely die, but the Bible does not
inculeate thim. Acocordingly I shall stand by my annertion
that if the Poalmint inculosten falsehood, we might as
wekl throw the Rible in the wantebasket. I nhould very
definitely may thst the Psalmist as much as Christ and
Psul claim to deliver doetrine. And Paul anrerts thsat
all the 014 Testament tesches doctrine. It neems to me
that this distinotion of yours in neither Scriptural nor
Reformed.

And why cannot poetry be true or false? You
yournelf naid nome of it was falme. The fact thst
declarative sentences arc put in nome metrio form does
not remove them from the true-£¥x false shpere.

Pea. 79:1 pays They hsve laid Jerusalem in beapsn.
78:13 mayn, He clave the sea, and csused them to pass
through. Is this any less true becaune written in
poetic form than it was expreésned in prone in Exodua?
And is a comrand any lens binding when expresned in
meter? Really, Ed. den't you think I should get a
little impatient at this?

Perhaps I owe you a note on the long time it
han taken 10 wkx write this letter. Even with & week
off after Esster, I a am jammed with work. Faster week



I apent a good part of two days in & garage getting the
car fixed. We drove 150 miles to and 150 miles home

from Preabytery, ancther dasy. A third day I took the
family to a park - we thought we nhould have one day
vacation. Then I was writing a radiox program, reviewing
a bock, and trying to write a chapter on Aristotle.

For today, I had to read a hundred pages in Vcltaire's
dictinnary. I attend buninesn mectingn of direotors of

8 resncue mipnion. I presoh every Sunday. I am not
complaining, but I do get jammed.

Further, I attended lecturen in I.U. two days
and one evening, and the Ind. Phil. Anpn. all day
lant faturday. I.U. ip 60 milen each way, and the
other wan 75 m. each way. It all takeo time and energy.

And incidentally, at thene two places I argued
with John Wild, whe wiphed to to remembered to you, and
said he thought your Niebuhr boock was exoellent and
BXx ppoke in complinentary terme of your ability.
I think I shall not go to St. Louis next week for the
Ar Phil anen; though Billl young would like me to drive
him there. I want tc average five pages a week on
Arintotle, and this mesns rany more pagee of Die Syllogintik
dep Arintotles -- 2000 pages of fine writing, but I ohall
not read it all.

well, good bye for the time being. Reply when you
cen, and I nhall answer the name way.
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April 27, 1953

Dear Doc:
Psalm 37:25 reads:

I have been young, and now am old;
yet I have not seen the righteous
forsaken
or his children begging bread.

The only meaningful way that this verse can be called true is that
it represents an infallible report of what the I’salmist observed,
We cannot base doctrine on it, for we have information elsewhere
that Christians do, in fact, beg bread, II Cor. 11:27: '"often
without food." Hebrews 11:37: 'destitute, afflicted, ill-treated."
If the range of experience of the Psalmist had been wider, he would
not have made this statement; for covenant children do starve to
death. All the text says is that the psalmist didn't see anyone

do it.

Psalm 3%:1 reads:

I said, "I will guard my ways,
that I may not sin with my
tongue,
I will bridle my mouth,
so long as the wicked are
in ny presence,"

This reference claims to give no more than a report of what the
Psalmist "said"., Why this, and many other such passages in the
Psalms of 'reporting' do not fall within the same category of the
speeches of the friends of Job [or of Job, for that matter], I
simply do not see,

You wonder what criteria 1 shall use when employing the Psalms,
First, coherence with the rest of Scripture (illustrated above in
the case of the Psalmist's judgment about begging bread); second,
whether the New Testament pins down a verse by actual quotation,
as in Christ's quotation of the 110th Psalm; third, common sense,
namely, that many of the Psalms are no more than the religious
devotional material of the Psalmist, as "I will bless the Lord at
all times; his praise shall continually be in my mouth", 34:1 etc.
In short, whatever criteria you use in telling what is and what is
not true in the speeches of Eliphaz the Temanite.

Farewell.
Cordially,

d_
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December 12, 1953

Dear boc:

I do not mind risking the fare to Chicago. The situation is far less happy
than this--providing your epistemology be valid. <Simce I cannot know whether
or not there is such a place as Chicago, and since presumably you cannot know
by any other way either, save by the if/then proposition in which we affirm
the consequent [If I assume there is such a city, I can make better sense out
of my experience; but better sense does come from this assumption; therefore,
,Vb ,9 the assumption is justified.]<™ But you call this a false conclusion. Hence,
g~,tb since it is false that there is a city, Chicago, it must be true that there
is not such a city. Risk implies at least the possibility of attainment; but
as it now stands the goal is nonexistent altogether, 3So, I presume I shall
not be seeing you in what I used to think was Chicago.

You seem to think my reference to Columbus is trivial. I meant it to stand
for all propositions refering to actual existence, Since you are unable to
establish the truth of the propesition, "Columbus discovered America', for
it obviously involves the if/then fallacy of affirming the consequent, you
can neither prove any other proposition which has actual existence for its
reference, "Columbus discovered America' and '"Columbus did not discover
: America" are equally possible, since neither can be proved, And the same goes
)“'L‘A*J‘ for everything else that includes existence: "This is a letter from Carnell,"
"Gold is heavy," "Chrjist died for our ains,' and "The Bible is the Word of God," 4
rﬁ-fruv' You are really in bad shape in your theory of krowledge, for you cannot get out

of the circle of your own a priori.

. Indeed, you say that if it is true that Columbus discovered america, it is
eternally true, This is platitudinous. The issue is, Is it true? And, as
I see it, you raise a question which you have no means of answering. And
worse than this, you have no means of answering any other question which has
reality as its reference., If it takes omniscience to know that this is a
letter from Carnell, I certainly do not know how you can possibly prove the
truth of the Resurrection.

I am glad for the clarification about Berkeley. Bul a problem remains. You
web  still have the (possible) truth that the city hall is 60 feet tall--and this
5“‘”', g is in your mind. While the city hall is not in your mind. But how do you
0 . know you have a true idea of city hall? Is this not the problem of '"corres-
. ywiL’b' pondence' in a disguised form? How do you know that the ideas you entertain are
R

the true counterparts of reality? dacd vt cgecnt 44-«1 el ‘Mw

bo I appreciate ever so much your continued correspondence. It is hard to find
anyone to talk these things over with. Carl even seems in too big of a hurry
to sit still for argument. But I feel I must work my way through these things
before I can do a good job of educating these students. I want to write a book
on inspiration some day, but there is no sense in starting until I have my
theory of knowledge down cold.

for two weeks my office has'been tarn up while new book shelves go in, Now
for some quiet work again. Gad, if it were not for students, what a happy
job teaching would be. Cordially, (i1§)

e



Janusry 2 1¢54
Desr Ed,

After the rurh of the week before Chrintman, I took
an elght day vaeation in bed ith the flu. I am ntill jittery
and far behind in rmy writing. M2ybe in twe or three nenrions
I can aske a reply to your letiter of Dec. 1l2. Could we
talk topother for two hourn, we eould une ten thounmand wordn.
A letier of one thounand in lonp, and there in no opportunity
of ntopoving the remarkn at a roint where they neem 4o misn
the oint.

One thing that worri o me inthin dincunnion in the type
of objection you nowretimes raine. Unidoubtedly there sre
difTicultien in wy formulationa; I am 31l tce keenly aware
of them; and I stay awake nights trying to cemedy them. PBut
what tir-ublen me acemn Lo trouble no one olpre, and the
¢ nvernse ism slno often true.

For exsnple, in the itter previcus fio Dea2. 13 vou
anked whether I wap not adepbing Beorkeley&s Bonition. I
replied to —cint out nmeveral differcncen between oy ronition
snl the good Bimhoo'n; and in your letter of Dec. 12, you
profenn to be natiniied. But what ftroublen me in that you
nhould have a0 minunierntood me in the firat vlsce. Note:
Berkeley in sn emciriciat, and I thought it wan clesr that I
am not. Second, if vou resd thae firat parsgraph of Rook II
of Loocke'n Enmay, and the firnt pmragraph (after the long
introduction) of Perekely's Trinciplen, and the correnponiling
papnagen in Hume, you will nee that they identify the chject
of knowledge an aenn-tionns, nuch an red, blue, ritter, cvc,
and their derivative memory imagen, and combin ationm. Now,
have I not raid often encugh that the ohject of knowledge in
truth, and that truth in alwayn exprennible in provositicnn,
that it ¢ nnintns of a relation of nubject o vredicate?
Perhsps aome of the confunion lieca in the term idea, wh ch
vonnibly you sre using in the emvirical senne. Try to find
time to roasd Frand Elanshsrd, The Nature of Thought, the
chpstier in which he arguen that idean are not imsgen. You
cortinue by anking, "How do ycu know that the idean vou
eutertain are the true couuterpartn of reality?" And how
¢ you amk? Have I not repeostedly rejected the correnpondence
theory? Do I not connint ntly deny that wy idecan are
counterparts of reality? Onoce for all, if I know amyixk
anything, what I know im ifinelf reality. I am trying fto
be an epintemological realint. neality, i.e., the fruthn
themnelven are reslity.

Before I go on with ny nccond point, the sbove remarkn
lnad to a parenthenin. I can:ot unually tell from your
lettern when I have nucceeded in making a2 voint olear. You
frequently drop points at inmue, and I caunof ftell whether
you are mercly no lenger interensted, or whether vou have



Q0

come to sgree, or what the satale of the dincunnion. “cme
time ago I nent you evidence (sgainst some of your vprior
ntatementn) that the B9V wan a pocr translation. Tut you
naid nothing further. More recently --letter before lant--
ycu naid it wan elementrary that nome corcephs could nct

be given any nymboln st all. Perhapn ny reply wan 100 brief.
I anked you to defend your sntatement, snd perhaps msde a
short menticn that one can alwayn invent a word, an X, for
anything one thinkn of. Thin item bore on the ponnibility
of exprenning any ftruth. D¢ you wish fto continue explaining
your views on ayrbolinm?

tow, my necond snd final poi . for this letticr han to
do with the firnt few parag avhn of your Dec. 12 epintle.
And the point in rather repetitioun. Previcunly you loocked
ankance at% logic, and necmed natinfied with argument anncrting
the connequent. Of ccurae, I can continue writing ornly on
the banin of valid inference. Anything el~re ia junt nonnenne.
And, I muspt pay, that your first few paragraphs are either
nonnenne or minguotationn of my statements, or beth.
“hen I anked you to rink going to Chiocage (and you would
haye loat the risk, no far as aceing me in concerned, for I
w3 in bed), you naid "I Jo not mind ripnking the fare to
rhicasgo." [Eut the situation, you o ntinue in a lesn hapny
ene.  Te can ot know whether thore inp - Chicago, exocept
by affiring the conseguent. "But you call thins a falne
cenclunion." "Hence nince it in false th 1t there io a
city, Chicago, it nunt be true that there in not much a
city." Now, my dear Ed, where did you get all that trash?
If you are attemcting to gquote me, you minquote. If you
are drawing inferencesn, you are drawing invalid inferencen
2.8 bad a annerting the conpejuent. I munt innint thst you
obncrve the laws of logic. Now note, If it is rainxging,
I ocarry an umbrella; I am carrying an umbrella, thercfore
it is raining. Thier ip an invalid inference; it anrerts
the crnsequence. Put though the conclunion ¢a not be drswn
from the premimes, it does not follow that the occnclunion
in falne. Your wild ccnclunion that Chicago doen not
exint in mimply an herrible exsmole of bad logic. If
Chioago did not exint, there would be no point in taking the
rink. If we do nct kneow whether ~hicago exintno or not, we
do not know-that the risk would be unnue cnnful.

You then vansa fron alesgoe to Columus, and thon fo
Chrint died for our ninnm. Certainly even you do not hold
that Chrint died for our nins csn be deduced from expericence?
1 puppose that this may be called a value judgment. And
have I or have I not nhown, in the chapter on Religion, thst
values cannot be derived from experience? Chrint died for
¢ur mine 1a revelation, of which I osan be far wore nure than
of the existence of Chicsgo.



Fuller Theological Seminary

135 Rorth Cakland Abenue
Pasavena 1, California

Office of the President

October 25, 1954

Dr. Gordon H. Clark
Department of Philosophy
Butler University
Indianapolis 7, Indiana

Dear Doc:
Thank you for your warm letter of October 15th.

You are right: I was too modeat to write you about my appointment
to the presidency of the Seminary. I somehow have a sheepish feeling about
bloving my own horn.

I suppose part of the reason for not writing also was that I was
not able to predict how you would react. I had a feeling that you might
think that I had betrayed the academic cause, having returned to the flesh
pots of Egyptian fame and fortune. If you think that I have taken this post
because it holds some egoistic delight, nothing could be farther from the
truth. The egoistic pull is on the other side. I think I have & far better
chance of making myself famous as a Christian apologist than I do as a presi-
dent of this achool. Presidents are popular, but they are seldom famous.
Perhaps sometime we will have the leisure to talk the whole matter over. I
would like to explain to you in detail why it was incumbent upon me to take
the office. The situation was such that I simply could not sit back and
watch the school go into the wrong hands by default. I hope you appreciate
the fact that professors Id academic freedom if they do not have the right
administrative head working on their behalf. I think you would still be at
Wheaton is Buswell had been more careful in his administrative decisions. I
personally think that Fuller Seminary is & great school. To see this school
faIl into the hands of those who would let it develop into a mediocre, funda-
mentalist institution, would be more than I could stand.

There are angles to my appointment here which are not all unsavory.
It is not my intention to be a promotional man or to run around the country
raising money. I shall do all that is necessary at this point, but it is my
intention to build up a staff of public relation men who will care for these
details. My Jjob here, by Trustee directive, is to create an institution
with good education for the general reformed faith.

I may be going as far as Chicago during Christmas holidays, in
which case I could just continue on to New York. I do not knmow if I shall
be able to do it, however. I shall let you know the outcome.



I would urge you to continue working on your History of Philosophy,
though I wouldn't pay much attention to the Zondervan contest. I don't
think e book published by Zondervan carries much prestige. I would urge you
to try for one of the big houses again. Like Harpers or Macmillan. Do not
let the discouragement of your last manuscript stop you from making new at-
tempts.

Where has Roderick Campbell's book been published? I have not seen
it advertised anywhere. It looks like something I would like to get into
immediately. Who publishes it? Please drop me a postal card so I can get
right into it. I do not expect for a minute to let this office of presidency
destroy my reading time. I hope to keep up with the literature in the gen-
eral fields of my interest.

I am so appreciative of the confidence which you place in me. I
shall do my best over the years to create the type of institution here that
you and I would be proud to bequeath to our children. I think the hour has
come for something daring in Christian education. Westminster Seminary has
not risen to its opportunities. It may be that by default Fuller Seminary
will reach a stature which surpasses that of even Westminster ecademically

and spiritually.

Trusting this finds you well and sending my warmest greetings to
your wife, I remain

Yours cordially,

&

Edward John Carnell
President

EJC:1b
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Fuller Theological Seminary

135 forth Sakland Fvenue
Pasgavena 1, California

Office of the President
January 12, 1955

Dr. Gordon H, Clark
Department of Philosophy
Butler University
Indianapolis 7, Indiana

Dear Doc:

I would appreciate it very much if you would give me your candid judgment
on a very serious problem,

In undertaking this office of presidency I tacitly assumed (possibly quite
without justification) that the premillennial stand of the Seminary was a
provisional concession to the clientele of the 0ld Fashioned Revival Hour,
3ince so many supporters of Dr. Fuller's are of the dispensational stripe,
it was only natural that in the launching of this school a sop had to be
given to this powerful lobby.

Now for the problem, Preliminary investigation has suggested the possi-
bility that Dr. Fuller intends that the school shall be limited by the
premillennial position until the Lord comes. This obviously is a matter of
large disappointment., Dr. Fuller has not yet given his final word on the
matter, and I have not pressed it, out of judicious ressons,

Do you think it is possible for Fuller Seminary to become a first-rate
school if it is limited by this parochial emphasis in eschatology? Right
now I am of the opinion that leadership in evangelicalism requires a far
healthier view of the millennial problem than Fuller Seminary is willing
to admit, Am I justified in making this an issue before I decide to give
up my Department of Theology here to another? I still have time to decide
the question one way or another. I would appreciate your candor on this,
because I do not want to act unwisely, ——

I am of the opinion that if Dr. Fuller dies without chenging his mind on
this question the school for moral reasons will be committed to this
provincial theology. I cannot see how greatness can come out of such a
movement and I certainly am uninspired to cast my lot behind it as presi-
dent.,

If you can bring yourself to giving me a judgment at this point with haste
I would appreciate it very much, since the disposition of the Theolozy
Department is imminent. Greetings to everybody.

Yours cordially,

Hdward John Carnell
EJC:K President

\
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Janusry 14 1985
Desr Ed,

You hawe amked me to reply to your quention on the
premillenisl ronition =21t Fuller Seminary with candor and with
hante. Thens two requirementn ar~ eanily met, but neither
guaranteen any windowm.

In the firnt plece I am ignorsnt of neveral fsctoras which
ray be important. I do not know what degree of control ¥r.
Fuller retainn. I had underntocd that he retsined no legal
control; bubt there may be morsal or finsncisl control. Then %00
there in Ockenga. If thene men are on the Bosrd of Directorn,
the quention bheconen what tbe Directorn can 4¢ sbout the
Seminary'a doctrinal ponition.

In the necond plsce I wan ignorant that you or anyone elae
regarded the premillenisl pemition an meeely provirional. You
rvunt have hsil nowe rcancnn for no thinking, but what they are, I
do riot know. And it in natural to amsk, how many of the prenent
fuoulty sre of the nsme opinion?

The above two parsgravhn, I nunpone, mercly make the obvious
point that whatever you do nhould have majority nuprpozt from
the faculty and directorn. ’

Next, you refer to the premillenial ponition an parochial
and provineisl. Of cournme it in s ningle defknite pomition, but
an puch it is bardly any mcre provincial than any other ningle
popition. At any rafe, it striken me that it would be unwine to
use such adjcctives in npesking with Fuller and othern who are
enthuniantically premillenariann.

You alpo aay that the Scminesry's sttitule on enchatology
is unhealthy. Do you mean anything more than that only one
view in nersitted at orenrent; or do you mesn more thsn thin?
I oan only advine you innefar ap I know the conditionn. At
the E.T.2. meeting sfter Chrintman, I heard some comrlimentary
rerarkn sbout Ladd'n bock, from which remarks I could infer that
the eschatological nitusticn at Fuller wan quite geod. I n-ted
that men like Ferrin of Providence had come a3 long ways away
from the wild diapensatiocnaliom of Dallan; and it wsn cven hinted
that Waaslveord did not ntand ex:ctly »~here Chafer had ntood.
And. I wan slno unider the imrreonion that on'y your librsrien in
a dinpcenmpationalint. Therefore I do not quite know what you
mean by a healthier attitwle than the prenent Fuller ponition.



Hext, you ank whether the Seminary can do a grest work
if it in limited to the premil poniticn. Frankly, I think it
can. But I aloo think that this limitation will make it rather
more difficult. The greatnenn of a neminary im a function of
the ncholarship of itn faculty membern. Fulgker Seminary would
therefore have to chone premillenarisna who are good ncholara.
The temptsftion would be o choone nomecne not too acholarly
becaune there would be an opening to fill snd you could nct wait
until a good nehelsr developed. Obviounly if you open your ranks
to other ponitionn, you will have a grester cholce. To be
npecific: I think Roger Nicole in a pretty good ncholar (if
only he could be prodded to publinh something). But Nicole in
not prermil, if I underntand ccrrectly. Therefcre he would nog
be in your prenent range of choioce. With no many atudents,
and therefore under the compulnicn to o7fer no many courmen, it
in likely that you would avroirnt a premil who wan not no geood
2. ncholsr. And I worder if you have not already done nomething
on this order? If you cen renint thiam temptation, you can
do a grest work; but obviounly you will be working under s
handicsp.

To thone who are rore sttached to premillenialinm, vou
might coint out that Gordon is not rremil.

The nearent I csn come to giving you sdvice in thin. If
you are correct in naying that a chsnge wolld have to be made
before M¥r. Fuller depsrtn thin life, you ought to begin your
campaign at the esrlient poncible moment. None of un known
when any of un will die; sand =zcccrding to your sntatement, hin
death would end your chancesn.

¥hile trying tc help you slong this lime, though I doubt
that I can really be of sny help, I might mention that there
is porething that worriens me more than the premil nituation st
Fuller. I am afraid that srpointmentn maey be made, or better,
be denied, on banen not nhsted in your doctrinal ponition. Thsat
in to nmay, that certain doctrinal requirementn will be tacitly
enforced, without the nsnction of the public ntstement. Then
tco, there in the danger of disregarding the public ntatemento.
In the Jan 15 isnue of Ex® U.E.A., page 12, I have a review
of Wesrren Young'n beok, A ¥n Apvrroach to Phil. I take hin to
tank for nct maying that the Bible in s revelsgticn from God. He
ncemn to think of the Bible an merely a record of a revelation.
I wan quite dinturbed to nee in your Bulletin that ExvidxFu
Dsniel Fuller nayn that the Bible in the record of God'n wennsge
to msn. Thin poundn like nec-orthodexy to me. In not the
Rible the mennage itnelf, and not a mere record of a pest weonnage?

Now, to change the nubject a little. In your letter of
Oot. 25 1954, you added in ink that fthere wan noon to come a
blast againnt your spologetics. Maybe you meant ¥Warren Young'n
book. But if not, I wonder what you had in mind. I have secen



nothing elne, and thst book im hardly a blant.

In connection with your esrlier letter almo, I may nsy
thet I bave followed your advice, which agreen with Carl's, and
I have given up the ldea of nubmitting my ¥S on the hintory of
philenophy to Zondervan. I hope to get neversl chaptern in
final rhape 0 prenent to the comrercial publishern thin
npring. Two of them hsve aspked to exsmine k% it. But it tsken
no much time. I am up to Hegel now, and sfter him one full
chapter to go. Then I took on 3 neriem of about 30 articles
on the Wentminnter Confenrion for the Southern Prensbyterian
Journal. Thene men arc winning s tremendoun vichory agsinat
the ecumsniacn. Junt this week sncther Prerbytery voted 32-16
ggoinnh union. I winh I could be donw there with them.

Cordially,



Fuller Theological Seminary

135 focth akland Abenue
Pagadena 1, California

®ffice of the President
January 17, 1955

Dr. Gordon H. Clark
Department of Philosophy
Butler University
Indianapolis 7, Indiana

Dear Doc:
Thank you for your letter of January 1. I appreciate your candor.

I shall act upon your counsel in every way possible. It is my intention
to proceed with care, love, and patience in this matter. I simply have
the personal conviction that scholarship has a greater chance of follow-
ing if an institution gives Christian liberty in the details of escha-
tology which do not touch a major Christian doctrine,

We have a splendid liberty here at Fuller in eschatology with the excep-
tion of this one point, I have merely become convicited that it is my
duty to reassess the question while the founder is still alive., You
properly point out that our days are in the hands of the Lord and that
we cannot presume upon His providence,

I appreciate your observation that the Seminary may open itself to care-
lessness on certain theclogical questions and thus destroy the precision
of the schoolt's testimony over the years. Remember that this is a problem
which every school faces. We shall do our best here to cover this matter,
As to your reference to Daniel Fuller mentioning that the Bible is the
record of God's message to man, bear in mind that the words are formal and
that they are capable of being used in various ways. I do not defend the
choice of language which Dan Fuller has used, but I do know from years of
conversation with him that he does not intend what neo-orthodoxy intends,
We gave Dan a very thorough interrogation here hefore he was hired,

You mention a blast against my apologetics which was to come out, 1 was
only passing on an observation which Jewett had given me. He said that

he had gotten wind that it was in the offing. I know nothing beyond that.
I presumed that the blast was going to have its origin at Westminster
Seminary. I shall ask Jewett about it when he comes,

We are considering Jewett for the Chair of Theology here at the Seminary.
He will take my place, There are several complicating factors in the
picture, but I do hope the faculty here will show maturity and give Paul
a vote., I shall let you know of the outcome.

Congratulations to the Southern Presbyterians for their stalwart stand.

Yours cordially,

Edward John Carnell
EJC:K



