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Desr Carl, g

fettle down for & long letter, on peveral itawms. Tirnt,
the article on GOD, and Zlystra's commanis.

®, 1,2. on Fhchim. Fiveh, are zny of ay statements untrue?
T am not a Hebrew exrert, but I have trisd o dataermine the fzcla.
If whet I said is true, it munt be scknowledged. If I have zade &
wictake, an I wight have done, I zw willing to correct if.

t
J'.

¥y srgusent io: a plursl noan c¢snnot prove polytbelem if
there was no singular noun to uns. How can this te turned zzal~nt
we? That theve was no singuler ncoun may poasibly sbow that the
lenguege at thal time wae under ths irnfluence of polytheinpm. It
doen not pheow that Moesce intended polythelanr.

I cannot quite tell what Zylotra wantn. I might add at the
end of the parzgraph: "Since thare wac no othexr word te uwse,
otviounly the uce of this word cannot grove a polythelatic woaning.”
Fut really I have alregily caid se auch; aua you 4o not want to
lengthen the article. Then too, I aw talking about the word itself,
I am unot discussing thoe gensral gueegtion of polytheinsm. However,
if you will indioate precisely what you want, I'1ll try to fit
it dn.

Next paragraph on the Trinity: I think Zylstra's point
can ba taken csre of by adding to the beginning of the seccnd
pentence, "This may poscibly be true; but, again, without . . ."

Zylotra thinks ay argumentzticn is weak. Scme people talicve
thet underotatement ie lenns valnerable than overntstfement. At
any rate, if Flohim was the only word thai cculd have baen uned,
it would e hard to prove that the Trinity was intanded.

Next, after maying thet wy rererks are too weak, he nuyna
that the term "Deotructive criticion™ is too strong. Thy hae
pshould be afrsid of aliensting the destruetive critics, I cennot
say. My remarks arc not flippsnt. Nor do they imply that all
criticiem in destructive. In fact, I said "denstructlve criticinn”
simply becgune not all criticism in destructive. The implicstion
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he mentions ile utterly fallacious.Finally, I do not know of any
other term which dintinpuishes between ths two types of criticinm;
but if you can think of 2 satinfasctory tersm, well znd good.

Nor do I gee why "it is sbpurd" io ocut of place. Trhere are
other books where the seme perscon is called by two namen or titlea
and no one suggests that this indicates two authora. Would it
be better t0 say, "Thin is irreticnal"? Perhape I nhould here
make aun undermstetement and eay, This is not so brilliant as one
might wigh.

Crestion ex nihilo: in the objection to the effect that my
wording prevents people from thinkirg that generaztione of whales
dencend from parents? That I imply that each individuazal whale
in a gpecial creation? Or, does he went powe phracse that would
vrermit evolution after an initiel creation? You wight wich to
innert after the firet sentence this: "Physical and bviclogicel
rrocesses altered the form a crested exintence had at ito
firet moment, but what ie commonly callsd the meterigl of the
univerge han not alweyn ¢xlsted." No, thias does net fit the
paragraph. It scemn to me that the second aentence op it actuzlly
gtands define the ex nihilo of the firet sentence. I just can't
appreicate the force of the cbjaection.

The personglity of idole: I think it is Vos who insinsts thzt
the idols must be regarded as personal if the Psalmist's sarcanm
iz to be spplicable. I have irouble %& in ascuring wynself that
the heathen actually thought what Vos saye they thought. o, I
tried t0 asnign the idols a minimel pernonality, as the linitc
of paychological ponribility. Recant the sentence thus: "If and
when thip identification wan wmale, the Pralmint's ssrcanm would
be excepticnally biting when he says . . . "

Miraclen: the subject is omnipoteence, not mirscles in other
connactione. The grgument im, miracles are evidencen of omnipoterce,
and Exxe Hume et 2l when they nay miracles cannot have happened,
are in ffect denying omnipotrece. T am not tzlking atout some
argument that holds that God though ounlpotart han done rothing
miraculous. This 1o beside the peoint. Inclidentally, I suspect
thst such an ergument would also invelve a denial of cumipotence,
but there is no space to argue no0 here.

Thet the criticism of pag 14 io, I cannot make out. OF
course the previous pages on crestion is indicative of sovereignty;
I exprennly sey 80 in the firet mentence. But the sinful,
rebellious mind io wore willing to =wlwit omnipotence than to
aimit povercignty. Thie in inconsiptent; but it hacpenss. You
have often heard people say that God has no right to condean znycne
to hell, has no right to do thisc or that to human beings. Therefors
sovereignty secems more obviocus in matters of redeuwption {than in
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creation. T quite agree with what Zylkstrs mays; but I do not
nee what he in objecting to,

Fatherhood of Cod: Unfortunately I do not have Cameron's
article on thias; at leant I do not know in what work it cocuras.
Nor do I know of any clear passage iof Scripture that aays that
God is the Father of all peopls ¢or that zll people are his
children. Men simply are not children by rsanon of creation.
If that were so, thaere would be no need of sdontion.

"This cosmelogical argument® refers to the inrdediately
rreceding paragraph. It ic more briefly denscrided in the lant
nentence of the previous paragraph: a syllogletic procens that
starts with the ocbnervation of nature. Then its more specific
form iec referrroed to as the Thomiotic argument. There is no
particuler distinction between thene two antecedents. Hume's |
and Kant'e objecticns zapply in any case.

St. Anselm: I beliesve that Zylotre has tired and is no
longer reading carefully. The sentence, As a wman, comen imvedistcly
after g short descriytion of Anseln's argument, i.e. it is an
snalynis of the idea of God. The mentence itmelf speake of the
anelynsie of the ides of triengle. And the follewing centence
conteino sowe of Aneelw's own wording, and ends with the notion
of gself-contrsdiction. How could anyong fell to cee that the
whéle is a description of Anmelmls argument?

Either: Kant on z preceding page did not like the
connological argument. He did not like the ontologloal argument
egither. The gither is attached to the argument, not to Kent.

Myotical: We would net have to sagree with them; and they
zein no poént.

He next says that pages 21-28 are dispropeortionately long.
To dincuse the proofo of the existence of Godl and the posnibility
&f the knowledge of God in eight psages seems Lo me to 2rr on
the gide of brevity.

Then he says that my paragraprh on Science is too short,
But thiog is short becsuse Dr. Hzrrison anked me to shorten what
I hal previcusly written. I havs on my desk an article on
the philosophy of science now, which is longer than this article
on God; and I have another piece still longer. But here I was
linmited to 7500 words. And it irritsten me a little, after
correctingth stuff to suit one editor to have another sditor
ask for the opposite trestment. I d4id gll thisc in good tiume.
I was more than prompt. I held up ne desdlines. And the
elitor accepted wy pilece. Now I am bugy on other thinge, znd
I den't like coming back to whet I thougbht was finished wonthe
580 . '
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Dear Cerl,

Your work an editor of Revelstion end the EBible will get
you into & jewm an the desdline spproschen. Fecaune of thin, and
alno becsune I have now scdepted Dy, Harrinon's invitation 1o
wreite 73500 wordo on GOD for hip Dictionary of Theology, I hsve
been anxioun to finisph your job. I zm nhill willing to make s
third draft, if yocu think it necennary.

The necond draft, which I here return to you, im, I believe
a distianot improvement over the ficnt, thanks to your fine
criticinmn. Mont of your pencilled corrvectionn, I have adopted.
But why not let the word_ggigggglgﬂmtand; I like to show that
I know the word. Ift alno embellinchen the importance of language.
Fut neriounly, you have clarified a number of nentencen.

Thati Thominm occupien a fifth of the npscd rerults from
ita inherent imporfiznce -~ importance intellectuslly snd ecclen~
iantically. I & have tried %o cut it nome, but without much
suceenn. The account in pretity condenned, dense, an you nee.
Put the lengthening of the MS in other placen nerves to reduce
the proportion =2 bit.

Thene increanen in length are mwsinly in the form of clearer
coanections. Thin ia one point you indicated, and I hsave given
it npecial sttention. In fsct, theoe changen are the greshent of
sll. If you still get lont in the woodn, nend it back, and I
will expanid again.

I have alno tried to ret forth the Reformsticn voint of
view in a more unificl way. Incidentally, where you wender if
my reference o Calvininm would dipcourXge Arminiann with the
book an a whole, I might reply, firnt, that there will probably
be enough Arminisninm in the other chspters; and necond, I am
ilefending the Reformstion viewpodnt, and there wza were no
prminiann then. They firnt appeasrcd sbout 75 yesrn later, and
were ocondemned by the Synod of Dort. In England they were
the mainntay of the corrupt aection of the entablinhed church
in trying %o rentore Romaninm. I ntick with the Reformation.

You further nuggented that I add pomething on pnychology.
Thin doen not neem 0 me to £it too well with the title of
the chspter. I conceive the zim to be to defend the Eivle an
ralhional. No doubt if I could have two or threc timen the
space, I could work nome of thias in. Put the needed connectiven
o ianert if, and to get out of it, with the exponiftion in
vetween, would be fteoo lengihy for this chavnter, I belicve.
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B..CLIGRCUND,

Raticnalistic tlieoleopgy had so nervaded tle whole field of Clristian dectrine

in the classic liberal era that no aspoct of Cliristian theught was exemrt from
its debititating influence, The exposition of 1 velation and Listory excluded
transcendent divine revelation, miraculous salvation lhistery, and the spacial
illuminaticn of the Hely Ipirit; if suclh: emrlases were retaeined, they were
reduced teo special instonces of what occurs in vniversal experience and listory,

Hence a coirective was desperately needed, It heceme casy, in this climate,
to view the neo—-orthodox theology simply ©s a necessrry cerrective,

But the 1eactlonary character of dialectical thieology is incrersingly evident,
It involved the disjunction «f revelation and listory.

Centeperary theolerions are seeking to overcome this disjuncticn, In deing so,
they are ecpger to aoid the old errors of liberal historicism forcbvious reasons,
But there is also the danger of retre:ting so timidly from the errors of
existential ond dielectical tlieology that c ntemperary theology may succeed only
in modifying rather than in cvercoming tlese views,

For Bultmarm the kerysma presuricses but mytholegizes the historical Jesus, and
Ciristian faith can be indifferent to any historical facet beyend the mere U
'that of J=sus' life and crucifixion.

For post=Bultmemnians the kerypam (as inciuding the name of Jesus) would be
self-refuting if the Listorical Jasus were a matter of irrelevance or contralicted
the keryemma, Yet, as with Dultmann, the kerygma is said net to be legitimated

1

by hdstorical consideratiens.

The uedistingHeilsgeschichte schieol sceks a new correction of revelation and
histery. It advances beyond existential and diclectical rositions by stressing
bisterical revelaticn(the divine saving acts) but it compromiges the classic
evangelical view by its dvocacy of 2 modernist meflnntncn of revelation, For
it, the meaning of revelaticn is not cobjectively given but is grasred only in
subiective response or by an act of faitl:,

l
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Le evangelicel or traditicnal conservative forces rretest this abandonment of
Iistorical investigation and of logical reasening in determining the content of
the Cliristian revelation, They insist thatwhatever is not eccessible to
historicel incuiry nor knewn throuph the instrumentality of rcason lacks objective
character and vniversal validity., The attempt to maintain the Ob]eCtLVJLV of
"revelation as deed" alonpgside tle subjectivity of "revelation as truth" is a
half-way house which may rromote a ful er comnection of revelation with history
but ncnetlieless so cne-sidedly suspends the intelevibility or meming of that
revelation upon psychological factors that it provides ne adesguate alternative to
other theories,

Yet evangelical schiolars are esger not to react to contemvorary errcrs by
returning to 19th century liberal historicism: 'Life of Jesus' rescerch based
1

on spuricus presuppositicns; neplect of the lioly “pdrit's itluminating and
regencerating role in the arvycepriation of Christian truth; ete,
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1. br, Faul Althaus, Professor (eweritus) of Svstemetic Theology, Srlansen
University.

2, Jr. T, T, Bruce, ivlands Frofersor of Biblical Criticism & Bxegesis,
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3. or. Gordon i, Clirk, Trofessor of Philosoply, Butler University.

4, Dr, tiichael Green, Tutor in New Testament, Londen Collesze of Divinity,

5. Dr., Birger Cerhardrson, liofessor of New Testament, Urpsala University.

6. Dr, Jverett Harrison, I'rofessor of New Testament, Fuller Theological
seminary.,

7. Dr. Thildp 4, Iupelos, Professor of Mew Testmnent, Cclumbia Theolegical
Cendnary,

8, br, ., M, Inter, Trofessor of New Testament, Clrist's College, University
of ‘berdeen,

9. Dr, Joachim Jeremies, I'rofessor of New Testament, GBtingen University.

10, Dr, Femneth l'antzer, Dean, Trinity Svangelical Divinity School.

11, br, sdolf IKBberlie, Professer of fystematic Theology, Tlbingen University,

12, Dr, I. Howerd Marshall, fssistant in New Testament, Clrist's College,
University of ‘Lberdeen,

13. Dr, Qalph Fhilip Mertin, Lecturer in Theology, Lendon Bible Celle e,

14, Dr, Ctto tichel, Trofessor of New Testament, THbingen University,

15. Dr, Leon Horris, I'rincipral, Uidley College, lelbourne, Sustralia.

16, Dr, Clark Pinnock, Sssistant in New Testament, Manchester University,

7. Pr, Karl Ieinrich Dengsdori, I'rofesser of New Testament, Munster University.

18, Dr, Herrill C, Tenney, I'rofccsor of New Testament, Wheaton Collepge, “hecten,
Illinois,

1¢. Dr, Bastian Van Ilderen, Trofcsser of New Testament, Calvin Tleoleogical
LCewmidnary, Crand Rapias, Michigan, U, O

2C, Dr, david Val'ace, I'rofessor of New Testament, Southern Cplifornia,
Baptist Sewin iy,
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Reply to:
Dr, Carl IF, H, Henry, ZIditor,
Christiocnity Todav, 1Cl4, Washington Building, Weshingten D,C, 2CC05, U, &, A,

¢ ) I occent the invitation to contribute to the volume JESUS T NAZARGTH:
SOVICUR JND e D, T am particularly intercsted in the followinmg
aspect of the problem of the correloticn of revelaticn and histery:

Name (&s vou prefer to see it in print)

Title Jeprees

Church Aifiliation Ladress
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CARL F. H. HENRY September 14, 1964

EDITOR

Dr. Gordon H, Clark
345 Buckingham Drive
Indianapolisg, Indiana

Dear Gordon:
Thank you for your letter of September 3.

I asked Harold Lindsell to give you his topic and to write you about
Carnell. The information I have is that he stands true on Scripture. If so,
his essay will have historical significance in the Fuller context. He may not
want to write on the theme. In any event, I'll indicate what we want when and
if we invite him,

In view of your comments I've inserted the appended paragraphs into the
essay on Revelation in History. Please let me have any suggested changes.

If your chapter for the symposium were to expound a Christian historiography
by developing the third paragraph of your letter it would provide an ideal
closing chapter for the symposium. You could even use the same material (if you
wish) for your E,T.S. address in December, 1965, since the symposium will not
yet be out at that time. However, you may have something else in mind for
the presidential address.

For the comments at Nyack, give me a title like: '"Reflections on the
Crisis in_ggntizzzziif—Theology."
CFHH:ip
encl.

P.S. Perhaps by this time you have caught up with the memo I sent you about the In-
gtitute for Humane Studies. The president of its board of directors is a surgeon
from Anderson, Indiana: Dr. James L. Doenges. He is very much interested in the
whole cause of freedom and free enterprise. As I mentioned, the Institute is still
waiting for federal action on its application for tax exemptionwhich was made
December 27, 1962. After that, it will be in a position to make research grants.

CFHH
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CARL F, H, HENRY September 22, 1964
EDITOR

Dr. Gordon H, Clark
345 Buckingham Drive
Indianapolis 8, Indiana

Dear Gordon:

Last night I took home your Karl Barth's Theological Method and
dipped into it again. It's really a fine contribution, and I hope the
publisher has the distribution contacts to get it into the libraries of
denominational seminaries., I'll try to use an excerpt from it (with
credit) in our next issue.

Actually I brought the book home hoping it would quote a passage
from Church Dogmatics for which I've searched in vain in which Barth
denies that divine revelation conveys information. But instead you quote
(on page 149) the passage from II/1l, p. 210 where he says revelation is
information. I've spent many hours trying unsuccessfully to locate the
other side of Barth's mouth. '

It's strange that your chapter on Bultmann and my comments (along
with a word about The Institute of Humane Studies, {(about which we can
chat at Nyack ) never reached you, nor was it returned to the office.
Usually I have the secretary type (and keep a carbon of) all correspondence
but she was so detuged that I told her just to hurry this along in the
rough. If you have an extra carbon I'll give it another round. If you
could define historiography, show in a paragraph or two how one's aprioris
are decisive, introduce Bultmann as an example, criticize him, and then
come down the line for an evangelical alternative you would have a great
chapter for the symposium,

Carnell's psychoanalysis has cost him a fortune. Perhaps that is
why he couldn't afford E.T.S,

Cordially,

w,
CFHH:ip / é«/n//



